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ABSTRACT. : ' -

/ The present .st;dy attempted . to. accotnt for previous

c6htrad1ctory f1nd1ng§ with regard to the relationship between
religiosity and the behief that the world s a just place. Thgré
were 252 participants who*each completed a questionnaire containing
both the manipulations of a 2 X 2 X 3 factorial ex%erimentwand.a
numbeﬁkof megsures hsed for ; cthe]aEional analysis. Part 1 found
that varying the salignce of religion influenced victim derogation (a
common index of the belief in é jﬁst world) 4n higﬁ andﬁlow religious
partiéipants differently. Low religious participants only derogated

Y

an i11 pgrsoﬁ relative to a healfﬂ&. person when religion was not -

(@aiient. “ Jlﬁgﬁéﬁgligioug participants only derogated when religion
’ %

was salient.- It .is Efg“?d that these findings are accounted for. by
; < { -,

the fact that the salience of religion evokes just world beliefs in

. the highly retigious and benevolence in the weakly religious. This

is quayified by the fact that th use of definitions of religiosity
other than Chraistian Orthodoxy as well as dependent variables that
controlled for the tendency to gegpral]y like others resulted in only

a derogation effect overall, with no interactions with religiosity or
- *

the ‘Ea}ience of religion. In Part two. we found ‘no oyerall
N .

correlation between measures of religiosity and the belief in a just

¢
world. Problem solving style (with or without God). the tendency to
see God and re1i§10n as care as .opposed to justice oriented, and

religious denomination all -provided some rare instances  in which
.

religiosity and the belief in a just world correlated eithe;

b é - ,



negatively or posit1ve}y. Generally., though. religiousness and just

world beliefs “~were not significantly related. It 1s*concluded thut

0

overall guantifications of rei1giosity may be Telated to 1ndices and
measures of the belief in a just world, only 4under - specific

circumstances. Déggnd1ngr on the nature of an 1bividual’s
. W

religiousness. they may be either positively or negativeby related.
It may be that most often they simply are not related at all.

v .

e

- -
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Religrosity and the Just World o . ; 1-
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" "RELIGIOSITY. AND FHE BELIEF IN A JUST NORLDD ' .

N

The relationstip between goodness and happiness, “
between wickedness and punishmeny is so strong. that
' given one, the other 1s frequentily assumed. Misfortune,
sickness, accident are often taken as signs of badness
and quilt.” If 0 [a person].is unforiunate, then he has
committed a sin. ‘ i

. ' - Fritz Heirder (1958)
) - P .

Since the mid-1960s, empirical attention‘Pas been given to the <

& & Py ®
relationship between a person's fate, be itggood ®r bad. and how he

or, she 1sf'subseqhent1y perceived by otfers. Much, of the work has \(
“

.

centered arofind Melvin Lerner's (1965: 1980) “just world" hypothesis.
This hypothesis has attempted to explain the apparently irrational

tendency to laud the undeserving fortunate-and denigrate innocent

- £
victims. ) v N

&

This thesis outlines Lerner's ‘(e.g.. 1980: Lerner & Mj1ler. E

1978: Lerner & Simmons. .1966) Justice motivation theory and then

~

specifically examines how one 1individual "difference variable,

4

3 a5
religiosity, relates to an individual,s belief in a just world.

Following a. summary of earlier research reiating religiosity to

2 $ ¢ .
Just1fe5%otivat1on.~a two part study 15 presented. The first part is

an attempt to explain previous discrepancies in the experimental

I1terature on the topic. The ™ second _is an éttempt to éxp1a1n
‘prev1ous discrepancies in the correlational iiterature. :

Lerner (1980) has argued that people are often motivated by

@ need to assure"themselvqg that they tive in a just world. where the

good are rewérded and the bad are‘)punished. He maintains that the

3

I n v ‘ . bl .
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. Religiosity and the Just World ' v o2
. &
belief in a just world may #be based on generalizations from our past. .

exéeripnces. such as seeing or being told of good ‘deegds being
rewarded and bad deed$ punished. He also has suggested thut the

. L/\“" . -
T belief may be the result of how we a?L “wired."” That 15, we prefer

cognitive simplicity and consistency” and a ")Just world” makes thingy

[

easier to undgrstand. The third and possibly mest interesting .

posit¥d reason . for this supposed belief in a just world 1s that it

. . &
serves a defensive'function. Injustice 1s fraighteniog. Peﬁp[g,»#%*—»”"’
“ - / ‘ s
is arqued. like to believe that they have some control over their )
‘k‘

Hutcomes. As‘kerner puts it:

People want to and have to believe they Iive .

in-a .just world so that they can go about therr .
. daily lives with a sense of trust, hope and

confidence in their future. (1980. p.14)

= There is presumably some not insignificant cgmfort to be had

believing that if you g#e good. good things will happen to you, hile

1f }ougare bad, bad-things will happen to you. Althoughru 5555& of
control ﬁay be much ﬁgsired in some qpspecis. 1t may dlso h?ve d
negative sidg. ‘
What h;ppens when one coh{rgnts an injustice? Lerner'(}QBB)
+-holds that0 people use both rational and lrrat;;naléstrqteg1es 1R
goaling with such situations. Rat1anai strateﬁwes 1nelude oreven}1ng
the recurrence of the injustice and compensating the victim. For

[

example“ one can correct an economic injustice experienced bysuoe

poor people by providing them w1th’f1nanc1g§ support. Afso seen a.
rational by kerner 15 the [acceptance of one's Tmmitations.” One

sets prgoritieé in the ’1nJg§11ces that one pefsanai1y can rectify.

-
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One “does what one' c,én.“ not ex‘pec’;ing to personai]y have to right

411 wrongs. ‘ v } ) ,
brne might correct the ingbstu:e and then be able to qgai‘ﬁ

- 7 bellev‘e that “The world is just. But what haippens‘when oné can'tl ‘Q’
co:rect sthe 1n'3ust:tce~? One of the 1irrational tactics which Lerner

says we often adopt s den)wal—withdrawa].v Says lLerner: ° . -

M -

This is a primitive device, but it works. All
p— - it requires 15 an intelligent selection of the
information to which one is exposed...If you do
by some mischance see a crime or a terriblg

" - “accident, or meet someone who zs blind or crippled, 2
thg# get the hell out of thefe. Leave the scene
/ physically, and hopefylly, with the help of other . -
. diversions, the event will leave your mind.
(1980, p.20) . .,
* ¢ Another "1§fat1ona1" tacthc.is the reinterpretation of various

aspects of an event so that an injuétice is no longer perceived. One
" could reinterpret the outcome. For. example: “Some systems of
-’;r?eﬁgious belief' see viriue in suffemr]g, and assure restitution in
later life" (Lerner. 1980, .21). The injustice disappesss because
of , a belief in.' “u]hmat‘a/{:stice." One could also reinterpret the
cau§e of the injustice. A vietim's fatg,coud be attrib‘uted to
somethilng he or she did “or failed tgo do. Retated to this is the
reinterpretation of the c_haracter of the victim. Sufferers are seen .
as inferior sorts of beings. While_no readzly perceivable a;tiog can
:be maintaified as t‘he; source of their hardship, fnhey‘honethe]ess are
believed to deserve t'heir fate. They are "bad people”, and bg'd
> w things hapﬁp‘en to ba‘d people. One thus convinces oneself that no
njustice hi;S tak‘en' place by behzing that the victim of an

‘V\"'; . X N . -
¥njustice .deserved his or her fate. C N
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“~

Lerner also suggests that we are able to accept occasional
injustices by"bel1eV)ng in “ultimate justice".and believing that

there are different "worlds." With regard to ultimate justice, we

purportedly tell ourselves that injustjces are minor setbachs and

i CA
that "in the long run”, justice will be served. The different worlds

are different cu]thres and subcultures. 1If péop]e .In some part of
the world are c5ntinu614y.suffering. we m1éhtnconv1nce ourselves that
they live in a wé}[d of victims, where 1njustice 1s the rule. [n ow
worlél‘though. Jjustice prevaiis.

In sum, then, Lerner argues that we like to bedreve that we live
in a just worid. It allows us to anticipdte and control the future.
When we are confrontedAwith an 1njustices we may attempt to restify
fhe situation 1nsoﬁar as we' are able. If we can't repair skhe
injust1ce,wand refuse to give up our be\1ef n a just world, we might
either deny or avoid the injustice, re1pterpret the*outcome or bldme
the wvictim's actions or character in order to maintain the belief.
We can also ratibnalize injustice by believing that justice will
ult imately prevail and by distinguishing between our just world and
the unjust world of others.

While this belief may reflect a more general tgndency to see the

~world as orderly, perhapF reflecting a4 "need for structure”

<
construct., this remains speculative. The present investigation

}
examines the belief 1na just world 1n particular and leaves the
question of ts being a sub-category of a larger attitude or
personality trait as a topic %or future research’

¥ ? !
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MAJOR_PARADIGMS AND_FINDINGS | o

. A number of experimenWal paradigms have been used to demonstrate
the effects postulated above. They include experiments that examined
. the effect of randomly assigned reward, the observation and reading

of dccounts of 1nnocent . victims, and the avoidance  of similar
s A
victimized others. -

“»

'y In an early study. Lerner (1965ﬁpexam1ned " how observers rated

[l

- the performances of two people working at an anagram task after one
had randomly been aggigned a reward. He found that once those
]istenlnﬁ' to the task workers knew who had been rewarded {given a
st1zeable amount of 'money). that person's performance was rated as
better than that of the Sther particibant‘ Tﬁ{s was the case even
though subjects were told at the outset that one participant would,
by chance, be rewarded while the other would get nothing. Lerner

— " argues <that once tH‘ recipient of the reward was known, observers
persuaded themselves ?that that person really did earn it after é]l.

They imposed. in their minds, a just reward system that contradicted

what they were told had- happened.<dAnother finding of this stUdy'Was

that when the less attractive of the anagram workers was rewarded
(thewwerkers- were male, those Tistening were female), the performance

" of the whole group was devalued. It is argued that this 1s because

it was seen as unjust. The observers would have félf justice had

-

" been served if the attractive worker had been rewarded. The

Y

relationship of physical attractivgness stereotypingvto the belief in

a just world has recently been examined by Dion and Dion (1987).

e

Lerner and Simmons (1966) studied observers' reactions to
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v
.innocent victims. .In their paradigm., one of the most commonly used
- to investiga£e the belief - an a just world. observers«watched a person
engaging_ 1in a paired-associate learning task. The zb5erved persorn
was supposedly in a small room and the observers were w§tching oh a
telev;z}on monitor 1in another rodm@ The experiment o;tensibly
;oncerned the., perception of emotional cues. Observers saw‘%he
1e?rn1ng task participant . receive what appedred to be “seve;e and
painful \electric shocks" when she made mistakes. }here were Si1x
experimental conditions: Midpoint, in which participants expected a
second session to follow: Reward, 1n which part1cipﬁn1ﬂ could vote to
give the victim positive reinforcement in the next session; Reward
Decistpn, which was like the reward condition only participants were
not told of the outcome of the vote: End point: in which participants
were told that the experiment was oégf: Past event, in which
participants were told that the session had been videotaped 1n the
past: and Martyr:—-in which the wvictim reluctantly agreed to be
shocked so that the observers could receive their lab credit. In
eva]uating‘ the tearner after watching the task, participants gave
more negative ratings to the shocked victim when they believed that

they could not alter her fate (all but the reward condition) und they

t
would see her suffer again 1n a second session (midpoint). The

martyr received the most derogation. It was argued tLhatethis

demonstrated that. in accordanée with the just world hypothesis,

outlined above. if one cannot compensate or avoid a victim, he or ¢he
will be derégated. To maintaiq the observer's belief 1n g just

world, the®ictim's suffering is seen as, to some extent, deserved.

3
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Possibly second in- popularity to the “shock" paradigm are

studies in which participants read about injustices (Lerner & Miller,

>1978). In such experiments, participants typically read about

someone -who 1s the victim of a crime (Gold, Landerman & Bullock,
1977 Jones & Aronson, 1973) “or~disease (Gruman & Sloan, 1983). The
protagonists in these vignettes are genera]]& derogated or held
significantly ‘'more responsible fo; Eheiré fat&s than &re similar
protagonists in control vignettes. 1n the Gruman Zapd Sloan (1983)
study., for example, it was found that ch;racters who wer? i11,were
rated less positively in terms of personality trafits (on value-laden
bipo]ar adjective scales) than healthy characters. Again, this
derogation is argued to occyr to maintain a belief that;the world is
just. _If something bad hapﬁ%nﬁd to the character (e.g., sHe or he is

il11). it is because she or he deserved it.

Avoidance is another "irrational strategy" that has been posited

for maintaining one's belief in a just world. The use of this

strategy was demonstrated by Novak and Lerner (1968). While there }s
evidence that similar people are generally attracted to each other
(e.g., Byrne. 1961)) Novak and Lerner suggeséed that a suffering
similar other is threl{ﬁ%ing to one's sense of secur}ty. While there

15 injustice 1n seeing _an innocent victim generally, the attack on

one's belief 1n a Jjust world is all the greater. or at least more.

salient, if the victim is similar to oneself. Novak and Lerner had

subjects take part in a study of impression formation in wbich they
evaluated a partner based on written materials. The materials were

in fact manipulated by the experimenters so that the partner Q;s

.

.
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either simitar or dissimilar Yo the evaluator. Further, the partner

.

to be evaluated was presented as either "normal” or emotionally

.

disturbed.. The participants then rated their partner'§h

attractiveness and their willingness to 1nteract with that persony
s )
When the partner eMs presented as ‘“gormal", there was a greater

desire to interacf with the similar than the dissimilar person. When.

the partner was presented as emot1ona1l; disturbed. however, the
reverse was true. The similar pqrtner was more avoided than the
dissimilar partner. . The suffering of a similar person is most
threatening to oné's sense of sechrity and coﬁtro], pqss1b1y because

ia is subsequently -easier to imagine oneself in such an unjust
- _u,/l “

situation.  Avoiding the similar suffering victim 1is a means of
~Wmaintaining one's belief in a just world, and thus one's belief that

one's own fate can to some extent be controlled.

2

Lerner and his associates. then, have shown that recipients of
randomly assigned rewards are perceived to have performfd better on a

task than those not rewarded (Lermer,1965), that innocent victims are

-

sometimes derogated by observerg (Gruman & S1oaqumﬁ983:‘Lerner &

iyt
)

Simmons, 1966) and hat suffering similar others ark dvaided more

= * 6‘ v
than dissimil suffering others (Novak & Lerner.§1968). A1l of

? -
these findings are 1in accordance with the just world hypothesis.
‘(\

~Other possible 'interpretations of these phenomena w{l1 be discussed

below in the "criticisms" section.

R
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— t

Lerner does not maintain that$ the belief that the world is a
“Ju$t\place is .universal. In his own words:

~ |
i . %

! : A . . .
' Not all people believe that they live in a just world and
probably not everyone cares whether the world is just
or not. And there are probably some people who would
. prefer to believe that the world is a miserable jungle
run by cynical forces, and that tragedy, pathes, and
emptiness are the central themes of human existence.
(Lerner, 1980,p.137)
This raises the 1ssue of  individual- d{fferences in  justice
motivation. Who believes in a just world?

Lerner and Elkinton (1970, cited in Lerner, 1980), using an
intervieQ technique. found that people who believed in “complete
Justice" were most likely to have less than a high school education,
be members of the working class (as opposed to middle or upper class)
and be adherents of fundamentalist religions. Upper class
respondents weres the most Tikely of the socio-economic groups to
acknowledge injustice, usually among the underprivileged. |

Rubin and Peplau (1973; 1975) developed a'twenty item scale
designed to measure an individual's belief in a just world. Sample

1tems are "Good deeds often go unnoticed and unrewarded" (-) and "By

. (4
~and large, people deserve what they get" (+) Scores on this scale

Y

have been shown .t0' correlate positively «with such measures as:
belief 1n an active God, a negative view of social aqtivism} church
or synagogue atteﬁdance (Rubin & Peplau, 1973); the perception of the
status quo as desirable, political and economic conservaﬁism.
internal Tocus of control, authoritarianism, belief in the Protestant
Ethic (Rubin & Peplau, 1975); the assigning of ‘stiff prison sentences
(Gerbasi & Zuckerman,” 1975; Izzett, 1974); and Christian Orthodoxy-



?’

.4 ]

‘Religiosity and the Just World . 10
N

(Wagner &’Hunsberger.\1984). Belief 1n a just world has also been

" shown to be associated wifh lower neuroticism and a lower belief in

socialism (Rim, 1983).

Q?R II%QDM..S |

The just world hypothésis is not without ité critics. Some
criticisms of the Lerner and Simmons (1966) victim derogation type of
studie% are that: (1) it is the result of the vietim being perceived
as “a' dummy"” for letting her or- himself continue to be shocked
(Lerner,; 1971); (2) observing the ;hocking af ‘a person 1s genera}1y
an aversive experience that casts a dark mood over the‘observer. The

mood “results in negative evaluations of everything, not just the.

experimental-victim (Wagner & Hunsberger., 1984): and (3) the vic%im

alleviate the guilt of the observer who 1is doing nothing to help
(Cialdini., Kenrick., & Hoerjg, 1976: Lerner, 1980).

A troublesome critjcism is tha§ derogation is not based on the
violation of the observer's sense of justice. but rather on the
perception of the victim as someone of weak character. .The victim,

o

after all, allowed_herself to be shocked repeatedl%. Observers might

feel that anyone with an ounce of ntegrity would tell” the -

exper}menter that he or she wouldn't continue to participate. Lernet
(1986) counters that if this were ‘the case, there should be

derogation if the wvictim, after ‘suffedi?g, received_ an unexpected

rewa?d. The person would still be perceived as a “"sap” for having.

gone thrbugh with the” experiment.. When participants received

.-1s derogated not to maintain the belief in a just world but to
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une'xpected rewards, however, no de'r;gatiory to‘oglac.e (Lerner, 1971).‘
Lerner argues ;tbat this is because observers felt that the monetary
>compensation had restore& justice. &t‘ could be, though, that the
lack of derogatioé is based on the victim not being perceivéz,ag a
"sap" rather thaﬁ the result of restored justice. The learner may )}
have beeﬁ perceived as being quite clever for having’anticipated a
monetary reward. fh{s possibility remains tg be investigated. When
observers could switch the victim tq a positive reinforcement .
conditioq for a second Jsession gLerner & Simmons, 1966) derogation
was attenuated. This seems to6 be stronger support for the ju;t world
interpretation, as it seems less iikely that the victiﬁ you1d be seen
as clever for being able to anticipate a changing condition.

' Along a simjlar li;e, Wagner and ;unsBErger (1984) suggest that
_EgiggAiaf obse;ver in the "shock" condition may simply be a
depressing, 9psgtt1ng experience. It could be that given the darker?
mood of the particibants, everything evaluated would be seen in a‘

more negative ,light. They <cite 1literature, for example, which

¢
reportsfthat photographs were rateg _as less attractive in a "drab or
ugly® room than in a pleasant nicely furnished room (Maslow & Mintz,
"1956); One's rating of observed victims might similarly be
fnf]yenéed by one's environm;nt apd subsequent mood. One's sense of
justice, then, may not be violated, one may just feel bad. Lerner ®
might argue that 1his can be discounted by thé fact thaé when
subjects  are rewarded, no derogation takes' p]éce (Lerner, 1971;

Lerner & Sigpons, 1966). As well as restoring justice, though,

reward may more fundamentally improve the observer's mood. While the
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Jdark"mood" may be the result of a violated sense of justice, 1t does
not seem that thiS‘mggi\ necessarily be the case.. }he mood gould.
result from a more fundémental visceral or aesthetic revulsion. It
cou]d.be a simple learned or innate response thatiwhollz/bypasses any

-

cognitions regarding "justice". This possibility also remains to be
investigated. ’

Poss1b1y the stron?est criticism of gtudies of the Lerner and
S1mmons (1966) ilk is the suggestion that v1c!!m derogation is not
based on the4/be1lef in a just world, but on guilt-reduction.
Observers‘reel guilty for not intervening to help the victim. yThey
derogate the victim,not to restore justice, but to justify their lack
of  action (Cialdini, Kenrick, and Hoerig., 1976). “}n their
;xperiment, Cialdini et al. maqipu]ated the compl:city of the

¥ obseroer in -the suffering of the obgerved person by altering
14

instructions. In oné condition, subjécts’ weﬁf intended to be far

less capable of helping the victim and ess respoMzbile for the

victim's fate. This was done by having the participants in
complicity" condition receive instructions based on those

» Lerner*apd §1mmonay(1966), stating that the learner and "Dr. Stewart"
(who Qere being watched on clesed circuit £;1evision) were down the
"hall. Whether the observers and the victim were'part of the same
experiment was left ambigugus.o Low complicity part1c1p;ntafwere
~expticitly told that the experiment to be observed was taking place

) ‘l’f g in anotheﬁ’ départment‘in the‘univérsity (educat1;n), had been going
on fo# a long time and had only recently come to the attention of ‘the
psychology department. In addition, the instructions indicated that

-

y ™~
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the experimenters were rather unfamiliar with the experiment'taking
place in thé educagipn department‘—-- they merely waﬁked to use yet
another(of a nﬁmber of stimu?i (including photographs.'other people,
etc.) that haq, been used for their own purposes$. They found that
victim devaluation was greatest when complicity was high. The

]

evaluationsv of the bbser{Fd person in the 1low complicity cdndition
did not differ between the shockv ds control conditions” The shock
and coﬁtrol ‘conditions were";nificantl&different for high
cohp]icity participants. There was unfortunately no repoc&ed
manipulation check for cdﬁ:licity. Cialdini et al. (1976) argue fhat
|

,wH;n participants are unambiguausly informed that they are not the
cause of the victim's suffering, ‘there 1i¢ no derogation effect.
Their findiﬂgs suggest that defogation is the reghlt of observers
feeling implicate& in the fats of the victim.

Another expeqﬁment (Lerner, 1971) examined the "implication" of
the observer in the victim's suffering., Some participants did not
benefit from the martyr's suffering (they were apparently Sociology
students‘who -were not getting course credit for participationi, and
were thus not seen’as beinq implicated 1in the victim's suffering
(Leﬁner, 1980, p.70). They still derogated, and Lerner argues this
demonstrates that victim devaluation is not based in guilt Fquction.
Clearly Lerner's manipulation of complicity is much weaker than that
of Cidldini et al. Surely participants in the Lerner experiment
might sti]? be more inclined to feel guilty for not demanding that

the experimenter stop running the !&pg;jment. Still, in light of

these” apparently contradictory findings, it 4dppears that a

e
N ; 2

?l
|

-
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satisfactory test of the gu11t-reductgon hypothesis rema;ns to be
carried out. !‘L |

A more general criticism has to do with the contention that we
are generally inclined to help people and be sympathetic to victims

~

* .
Aderman. Brehm -and Katz (1974) altered the instructions givkn to

participants with the intention of manipulating empathy. They foung’

that when "empqthy“, was cultivated., derogation of wvictimy did not
take place,b In faétéghey maintained that, the Lerner and Simmons
instructions‘actua]]y inhibited a kindly response to the victim. One
of Lerner's retorts to this is that they are not cultivating empathy
(which he defines as "the vicarious arousdl elicited by cuespof
another person's sufferiﬁb" (Lerner. 1980)) but sympathy. Lerner
%xﬂnts to experigents demonstrating increased arou;a1 when viewing a
victim (e.g., se1f—reborts in Lerner & Simmons, 1966; gglvanic skin
response ié Lerner, 1973). Lerner seems to define empathy uas any
sort of arousal derived from the observation of the victim, be 1t
sympathetic or based in revulsion. He also qgues that Aderq?n et
~al.'s findings might have been tﬁe result of demand characteristics.
Participants in one cond1}ion were told to imagine themselves 1n the
victim's position. It's quite plausible that this 15 I1ttle short of
sayi&g to them "Isn't th1s;terriqu unjust? You should teel sorry
for that poor person.” The victim may not have been derogated
because the experimenter was virtually asking them not to Hervgate.
One finding related to empathy was that if fhe observer believed
.he 6r she could have been the’nexf person in the victim's situation,

-

the victim was not rated negatively on bipolar adjective scgles

[
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(Sorrentino & Boutilier, 1974). Lerner simq%y responds to this by’
agdin gaying that sympathy.ﬁg mpathy., had been aroused. Whatever
the term chosen., it seems  that sympathy or empathy may attenuate

i
i

victim de;roga‘ﬁ.., The essence of this cri‘mcv\ism ;f)seems to be tgwat
the 1n5truct1on;_ ;ﬁ the Lerner and Simmons (196&) paradigm may
oystruct real world ya]idity.( It 1s likely., thgugh, that people do
at least sometimes find themselves 1n real &;rld situatons yith
compardb%e "1nstructiong.“ and do derogate victims. If sjmpathy is
aroused. perhaps they do not derogate.” But as well as a?guing that

) P
sympathy 15 ndtural and the Lerner and Simmons instructions obstruct

a “"normal" response (as Aderman, Brehm, & Katz (1974) wish to
maintainy it s equa]ﬁy_ plausible to suggest that we normally
derogate»yictims and only desist {f we are explicitly requested tq be
J'EQathetic. Perhaps. in our personal hierarchies of mot;vation. our
desire to be seen ;s "“nice” 1is sometimes stronger than our desire to
maintain a belief that the world is awjust place.

A final criticism in tb; aréa concerns not the Lerner and
Simmons (1966) paradigm. bqt the multitude of findings using)Rubin
and Peplau's (1975) just world scale (JWS). It has been shown to be
multidimensional. That 1s. a number of fagtors emerge 1n factor
analyses of the scale (Hvland & Dgnn.‘ 1987: ‘Wagner & Hunsberger.
1984). This does not sit ‘$1b with Llerner's apparent notion o; the -

unidimensjonality of the belief 11n a just world. Wagner and

‘hunsb?rger (1984) found that the JWS had seven factors with

~ ei1genvalues greater than one following @ principal axes factor

analysis. A varimax rotation of the seven factors indicated that 37%

]

g
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of the explained variance wés attributable to the largest factor.
Hyland and‘ Dann (1987) also - found seven factors with e1genvu1ués
greater than oﬁe with their first "trial®™ principal componentsy
solution. Us1ng the scree -test (Cattell, 1952) theyv determined thut
four factors shoJ]dibe extracted. T;eir second principal factoring
with iteration (PAZ) and vafimax rotation obtained o four fuctur
solution which accounted for 38.7% of the variance. fhg1rvfaur
1dentified factors were labelled as: (1) "Justness‘of authority." mo
which 1tems made reference to another person or to an institution,
such as the courts., parents or referees: (2) "the just world,” which

included general items about people getting what they deserved in the

world: (3) “the deserving person.” which reflected 1ntrinsic
Q »

3

deserving in people rather than deserving based on external fuctors;
and (4) "the consequences of pru&énce.",in which items 1nd}cate the
belief that prudence will lead to ; positive outcome. The first
factor accounted for 427 of the extracted variance. Is the belief in
a just world a multidimensional concept or 15 it & unidimensional
gttribute gpat ‘the Rubin and Peplau scale may fail to measure
édequate{;? Lerner's theorizing to date would seem to suggest the
latter. The scale has also been reported fo have wedk psychometric
properties. Wagner and Hunsberger (1984). for example, report a medn
item intercorrelation of r=.09 and & Cronbach’s alpha of 0652 These
findings raise questions about the just world scale's vai:djty dand
reliab1lity and thus cause us to question f1n&1ngs using the scale.
These criticisms acknowledged., 1t st111 seems that the Just
4

World hypothesis 15 a ﬂplaus1b1e and possibly the most parsimonious

.
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A medfhs of accounting for a number of experimental fjndings. While

*

. other reasons for some of the results have been posited, they remain
~ v N . >
to be -convincingly -demonstrated. Further..,” the Rubin and Peplau

{19755 scale does seem to correlate\\LUJLﬁﬁher variables (e.g..
conservatism. negative view of social activism) in ways that are
‘theoretically 1n 1line with predictions. For the time being, it may

prove to be g useful. 1f imperfect. tool. -
o~

4

RELIGIOSITY AND THE -BELIEF IR_A_JUST WORLD
LN .

- N =J .
Lerner (1980) suggests that people maintain a belief in a just

world 1n order to make the world predictable. There is a desire for

a sense of control, a sense that certaip Known actions and beliefs
< # ‘ .
will bring about good outcomes while others will bring about bad

outcomes.va By believing that the world 1s jukt. people have a

- structured universe in which they have some -<control. The needs for

~ “

meaning, control and cognitive structure have been posited as some of
" the bases of religious beliefs (Berger, 1967; Meadow & *Kahoe, 1984;
Spilka, yHood & Gorsuch., 19856). Bergér (1967), for example, argues
that an intolerable sense‘iof anomie arises - from believing that the

: 4 . .
universe 15 chaotic. Onme thus structures the universe with religion.

" i

It 1s evident that jostice motivation and religious beliefs may share

a common reason for their existence: the creation of a structured and

.

predictable cogmitive universe. We are assuming that a more

structured. religious universe will generally be perceived -to be a
- L . . ‘

. ) more just univefse. Thﬁf seems 1in keeping with the notion that, to
5

4

»

I 4 ;
‘ “ Kand ' \(‘"r‘
B & ‘

-
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the religious person, God 1s ltikely the reason for structure i1n the
universe, and God is"probably perceived as jﬁstdiuifom such logic.
one might predict that the more religious one 1s., the more one will

*

demonstrate a belief 1n a just world. P

Pargament « and Hahn (1986) maiﬁtdIn"that 1 extremely trying
situatIOné' (e.qg.. sever®y medical prob]ems}r there is an attempt to
make attributions to God for causali€?$>%lhe suggestion 1s thdt'when
all else fails. one mainta%ins one's belief 1n a just world by saying
that what has happened s part of God's plan, which we.cannot begin
to comprehigdﬁmx\sod fs believed to have a just reason for every
occurrence 1in the‘%gr1d. e

One can reasonably _argue. though, ‘that religiousness w1:»

relate to the belief in a just world in a number of ways. One's
religion might emphasize that God assures that the world 1s just.
Or, it might emphasize that it 1s unjust and we must c;mfort innocent
victims. These tw? emphases lead to different predictions for the
relationship of reTigiosity and the belief 1n a just world.

]

l?king a social learning perspective, one religious person (Say
an orthodox Christian) might have been 1mbued with doctrines and
ideals that_overwhelmingly emphasize the equality of all persons n
the eyes of God. Those values may also have stressed the virtue of
comf&ﬁtlng the suffering. If one is to imitate Christ, one 15 tu
love those who are troubled and comfort wvictims. If this was the
emphasis of one's religious upbringing. one likely would not be

inclined to derogate victims. On the other hand, another person

might have had a religious upbringing which emphasized other points.

%

S
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Some religious éroups. for example., attribute worldly success to
God's reward for good behaviour or ch;racter. Similarly, worldly
hardship may be seen as a punishment é}rom God. With guch an
upbringing. an individual “would probably be more likely to assume
that 1f a person was  1n unenv1§ble circumstances, 1t was his/her own
fault. 4 Such a religious person would theoretically be iné?ined to

derogate victims. The prediction of - social tearning theory thus

depgggg;gg‘ﬁhe emphasis made 1n an individual's religious upbringing.

What 1s crucial 1is the extent-to which one enphasizes: (1) that
religious people should love victims: vs. (2) that God will bless
"righteous™ people in thys world, and damn the unrighteous.
Religiousness might thus relate to eit%er greater ;r lesser
derogation of innocent victims. It s also’not unreasonable to

expect that some people had both or “neither of these emphases. even

£

! ' -
EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES. There have seemingly only been two

1f they did have a fairly religious upbringing.

experimental studies of religiosity and the belief 1in a just world
and, unfortunately, they yielded diffe;ent results. Both studies
(Sorrentino & Hardy, 1974: Wagner & Hunsberger., 1984) used the
popular “shock" paradigm. first used by Lerner and Simmons (1966).
In 1t participants view. on videotape. what is ostensibly a test of
paired-associate learning. In one conﬁi%1on: the observed,lea#%er is
simply tohd of his or hqp’histakes while in the other condition he or
she reéeiVbs what are apparently painful shocks every time a mistake

15 made. What is generally found is that the observers will derogate
&
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the shocked person relative to the non-shocked person. Sorrentino
%nd Hardy (1974}, as well as Wagner and Hunsberger _(1984).
essenti1ally wused this paradigm while also measuring the observer's
religiosity. *

Sorrentire and Hardy (1974) found that while low religious
barticipants derogated ®he observgd. suffering victim relative to the
non-sufferer.b high religious participants did not. Curiously. the
ra}1ngs made by highly religious observers fell about halfway between
the ratings made of the victims and non-victims by low religious
observers. This contradicted Sorrentino and Hardy's hypothesis that
the high religious “ﬁart1c1pants would have a stronger belief 1in 4
just world and therefore derogate to'a greater extént than the less
religtous. They arqued, however, thé? this may not necessarily be at
odds with the idea that there is a positive relation between
religiosity and the’ belief in a just world. Rather; h1gh and)luw

_religious subjects may have attended to different cues. Théy/c1t;
evidenge that high "authoritarians are less 1nclined than low

authoritarians to be influenced by situational information (Centers,

Schomef & Rodrigues, 1970; Mitchell & Byrne, 1972 Vidmar & Starrett,

_121974). They also note that thd highly religious tend to be highly

authoritarian - (Altemeyer, 1981 Hunsberger., Lea, McKenzie, Pratt, &
Pancer. 1988: Kirscht & Dildehay. 1967]. Combining these two
findings. they suggest that religious part1c1paqts p;1d less
attention to situational cues when evaluating the victim. A they

- Jﬂ
put it: - :

\M‘



Altbough{%he religious person may have a greater, belief in
a just world, his insensitivity to situational information
may medn an innocent victim's suffering is not as great a
threat to this belief as. it is for the less religious
person. consequently he Qas less of a need to devalue the
victim (Sorrer}:'tino & Hardy, 1974, p.381).

" They thus tried to maintain the position that religiosity and the

belief in ‘a Just world are positively relfted.

Wagher and H_unsberger (1984) four% that religiosity made no
difference 1n wvictim derogation. As i\;n the Sorrentino and Hardy
(1974) study, Wagner and Hunsberger had pakrticipants observe a person
who was engaged 11n a paired associate learning task. In one
condition the observed person was 'mere1y told that she had made
mistakes while ¢ in gnother condition, she received wr;at were
apparently severe and painful eTectric shocks for incorrect‘
responses. While they found ~ that the “shock" gr’oup“ had a
significantly lower opinion df' the observed person than the control

group, religiosity did not significantly account for the subsequent

evaluation of the "observed person., Participants had been divided

-intv high and low religious groups based on their: Christian Orthodoxy

scores (Fullerton &. Hunsberger, 1982). Both the high and low
religious groups derogated the sufferer_relative to the non-sufferer.
In addition, MWagner and - Hunsberger ° had +3 manipulation check for
perceived suffering. As both the high and low religious participants
perceived the victim to be suffering (and equally so), we have
evidence against Sorrentino and Hardy's suggestion that h%gh
religious participants are 1‘ess likely to attend to such situg)tiona‘l

c_ues_as the pain experienced by the e)fperimenta] victim.

.
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Both Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) énd Wagner asnd: Hunsbergqer
(1?84) ‘fbund significant positive correlations between measures of
religiosity and measures of the bel}ef “an a Jjust world. : The
correlations were 5(78):1?8‘ p<.01 for Sorrentino ard Hardy (1974)
and r(286)=.15. p<.01 for Wagner and Hunsberger (1984). They alsv
both expected that their exper1ment&1\ findings would fall in line
with those correlations. While both a;rs of researchers predictad
greater derogation of victims by highlly religious participants. one
pair (Sorrentino & Hardy) found 1g§§> d€?6%at1on b;_gjggﬁ;*FEﬁﬂgious
partic1panij‘ and the other pair (Wagner & Hunsberger) found
approximately equal derogation of victims by high and 1owﬁrelig1ous
groups. |

There were a number of dischepancies bet;een the two experiments
which may account for tMy different findings 1n the two stud1é§.

(1) The video of the "learning session" varied. That 1s, Sor#entina
and Hardy used different videotapes than Wagner and Hunsberger. [t .
could be that something I the natq;e of the video {e.g.. the
reaction of the actor) may have accounted for the different findlnqs,
F&q.gxamp]e. if the victim in onewstudy was perceived as experiencing
more patin, observers migﬁt have correspondingly been more inclined to
derogate that victim, It 15 also 1dportant to note that, 1n buthv
studies., there were separate video tapes used for the “§ﬂéck“ and
control conditions. Perhaps 1in one study, there were differences
betwéen the videos. other than the fate of the learner, which
accounted for the reported results. If, for example, the "victim”

were more sullen in the control video‘ thdn the "shock" video, there

$
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may have been no apparent derogation. The cohtrol victim would be
#
disliked for her sulleness and the shock victim would be disliked

because of the observer's %g11ef in a just world. o
P(Z) The measure of religiosity v&riéd.'v Sorrentino and Hardy askeé
$their participants to rate the extent to which they felt thaj
religion was important in their everyday life on a,é point scale.
‘They also measured church attend?nge and the importance of sa1vati;n,
though these measures were not ultimately wused as measures of
religiosity.  Wagner' ;gd Hunsberger defined religiousness as a
person's score on the Fullerton and Hunsberger (1982) Christian
Orthodoxy scale. . -

-

(3) The dividing of the sample of participants inﬁo High Religious
and Low Religious groups varied. Sorrentino and Hardy split their
sample into two halves using a median split based on the "importance
of religion” question. Wagﬁer and Hunsberger only used the top and

bottom thirds of their sample as defined by Christian Orthodoxy

scores.

“

(4) Although participants in  both experithents ‘were.” run in groups,
the size of the groups var{ed. Sorrentino and Hardy had groups of 8
"to 14 subjects run at @ time. Wagner and Hunsberger ran subjects in
gﬁoups of 3 to 5. There has been some suggestion that people will
not derogate the victim when run alone, but will derogate in groups
{Aderman, Brehm, & Katz. 1974). Perhaps the size of group is also
important. In large groups there might be peer preishre or a

¥
diffusion of responsibility which could play a role in one's



Religiosity and the Just World ) 24

response.

(56) The seléction of the victim differed. In Sorrentino and Hardy's

study. the "victim" was _ seemingly chosen at random from those
v : .

gathered io watch the experimént. Yagner and Hunsberger's subjects
were presented with the person already in another room. The former
exper iment may have created a g;agter sente in participants that the
vh;tim cou]é easily have been them. This 1n turn éould have affected

the evaluation of the victim.

. w

(ﬁj The sa'lience of religion and the beliéf in a just world varied.
In the Sorrentino and Hardy study. subjects were asked about their
belief in a Jjust world and religion (and a handful of other {ssues)
just before viewing the "victim," though these were presented as two
separate experiments. Wagner and Hunsberger measured (el1g1osity,%nd
belief in a just world “about seven weeks" prior toiﬁavﬁm the
subjects view the alleged learning experiment. The salience of
religion (at least religious behavidurs) has been shownvto have,k an

influence on peopleé's attitudinal responses (Zanna, Olson & Fazio,

1981).

.

(7) Measures used to evaluate the learner (the main dependent
va(iab1e) varied. Sorrentino and Hardy used ;he sum of scores on 10
hightTy evaluative b1po1;r adjectives. Wagner and Hunsberger used the
15 highly evaluative bipolar adjectives used by Lerner and his
eolleagues. Partic1pants" ratings of the learner were suétracted

<

from their'ratings of themselves on the same scales in the Wagner and
> 4

Hunsberger study only. »
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It seems reasonable to suggest that one or a number of the many

s
" differences between/}ﬁg,%wo experiments could have accounted for the
differgﬁi /réiiﬁ{;. Religious sa]ienii’ is believed to be of
particular - importance (wagner & Hunsberger, 1984). The extent to
which ré]ig1on is brought to the forefront of.one‘s thoughts (i.e.,
made salient) 1is bé?ieved to ha{e a significant influence on the

evaluation of victims by highly religious people. This will be

discussed in detail below.

The experimental desigﬁ’aescribed below will utilize the»@rumaq
and %loan (1983) illness/health paradigm to examine whether the
salience of‘}e1igion can explain the previous ‘contradictory findings
with regard to religiosity and the belief in a just world. The ill
characters in the Gruman and Sloan paradigm-—are the "innocent
victims.” Thus the i1l and‘ healthy vignette characters in our sfudy

1

are the victims and non-victims, respectively. .

L]

“

NON-EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES. Survey stuéies gﬁ religiosity énd the
belief in a ﬁust world have also re§ulted in seemingly contradictory
findings. Such studies, using Rubin and Peplau's just world scale
(JWS) or ‘asking people explicitly about their belief in a just world,
have generally found a weak but s%gnificant.positive correlation
between the two variables (e.g. Rubin & Peplau. 1975: Sorrentino & °
Hardy, 1974; Wagner & Hunsberger, 1984). Wagner and Huﬁsberger
(1984) found weak but significant correlations between the JWS and
the Fullerton and Hunsberger (1982) Christian Orthogoxy (CO) scale,

£(295)=.15, pt.01, as well as between the JWS and the Allport and

’ - -
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Ross (1967) intrinsic scale (a measure of the extent to which people
earnest 1y adhere-to their religion), r(295)=.12, p<;05. There was no
significant correlation. however, between the JWHS and the Allport and
Ross (1967) extfinsic scale {a measure of the extent to whigﬁ one
uses re]ig;on as a means to attain other-ends), r[(29%)=.03. Rim
(1983) found no significant difference 1n the religiosity of
individuals with a high vs. low belief 1n a just wgr]d‘ Participants
in Rim's study. ‘though. were from Israel, as opposed to the North
American samples used id“most other studjes.

Zweigenhaft, Phillips, Adams. Morse and Horan (1985) examined
correlations between religiosity and the belief in a just world
separately for different religious denomina?ions. They found that
only Catholwé‘ respondents . showed the<previously reported positive
correlation beéween religiosity {(as measured by both church
attendance. 5(27)='.38. p<.05, ané the rated importance of religion,
r(27)= .41, g<.05)van¢ thé Jw§. Baptists, r(25)= -.45, p<.05, and
Quakers . £(25)= ~-.43. pc<.05. showed some evidence of 4 negative
relationship when religiosity was defined as the rated 1mportance of.
religion .a;d church attendance respectively. That is, the more
religious they were, the less 11ké1y itgwas that they believed 1n 4
just world. Members of other Protestant ;enom1nat10ns. Jews 1§ﬁ
agnostics showeg nb significant relationships between religiosity and
the belief in ; just world. There were about 20 respondents per
religious denomination. Iweigenhaft et al. suggest that the degree

of dénominational organization and variations 1n the emphdcis on

indibidua1 conscience in the different traditions may have plang d
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role. They felt that Catholicism was the most strucfured of the
denominations studied and Quakerism the least structured. They
argued that the finding that more religious Catholics tgnd 16 believe
the world s just and that more "religious Baptists and’ Quakers tend
to believe the wérld 1$ unjust is in keeping with the traditions and
theologies of those respect1v§ﬁrelig}ons. For e‘:?ple. they contrast
the Quaker's "considerable emphasis on individual conscience"” and the

Baptist's vied of 1ife on earth "as being ﬂnavpidably sinful and

unjust” with the strong emphasis on ritualism and centralized"

~

religious control in thhe Catholic tradition. Catholicism's tradition

»

may be &ore inclined to involve trusting the church to Jook after

things. i.e.. assure that the world is just. They-conclude:

z

The important variable was the manner in

which people were religious. not simply
whether (or "how much”) people were

religious. The relation between religiosity
and the belief in a just world is more

complex than earlier research suggests (p.333).

-

Another interesting finding with regard to this notion that the

manner in which people are rel{gious is important was reported by
Rubin and Peplau (1975). They found that just world scores were
significantly positively correlated with the exteng” to which
individuals believed that God took an active role in the affairs of
humanity. These two last f1ﬁd1ngs peem to under{1ne the dichotomy
drawn earlier between the two ways of being re]igipﬂs. -0n the one
"hand, some emphasizézthat being religious means helping improve the
‘éﬁrld. On the other hand, some people emphasize that God looks after

the world and ensures that it is just. The second part of the study
Fe .
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will investigate the possibility that this dichotomy can to some .

extent account for the different results found with self-report data.

SUMMARY OF REPORTED RELATIONSHIPS.aﬁ~Rs+*@1osi§} and the belief
in a just?world have Seen reported to relgge positively, negatively
and not at all. Many self report studies suggest a modest positive
corré]ation between the two traits. Zweigenhaft e£ af. (198%) only
found this positive correlation for the Catholics 1n their sample.
-They;7found that Quakers and Baptists’ démonstrated a negative
correlation between the measures, with the more religious having less

O,ZJ

of a belief in a just world. Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) similarly

(&)

found that highly religious participants would not derogate innocent
victims while less ﬁfﬁigious participants would. This again suggests
J \-fhat the more religious one is, the less one believes 1n 4 Just world
(insofar as victim derogation reflects a belief in a just world).
Finally, wégner and Hunsberger's (1984) experiment'ang Rim (1983)
report that religiosity did not relate to the belief ln%a Just world
at all. This 1s alse the relatTDn;h1p lweirgenhaft et al. (198%5)

report for their Jewish. agnostic and most of théir Protestant

\ participants.
e

THE_PRESENT STUDY

The present study has two major components. The first 1¢ based
on a conceptual replication of the two experimental studies run to
daté. It iﬁ suggested that the salience of relig1on-may at least

‘partia1]y account for -previous findings. The second section is

intended to apply a more fine-grained analysis to the

‘w
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religiosity-belief #ip a.JUSt world-relationship. It pursues some of
. .

the suggestions of Zweigenhaft et al. (1985) with regard to how

particular aspects of one’'s religiosity may relate to one's belief in

d Just world.

/
PARI 1: ASSESSING PREVIOQUS EXPERIMENTS. The «first part of this

investigation focusses on the exper;ggptal Titerature. It draws on

" operatiohalizations from both Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) and Wagner

and Hunsberger (1984) in that both previously wused measures .of
religirosity are included. 1In addition, Fhe salience of religion is
manipulated. As suggested by Wagner and Hunsberger (1984), the
salience of religion offers‘a vparsimonious.exp]anation of the two
different findings previously reported. In the Sorrentino and Hardy
experiment, religion was made sa{1ent and the highly religious d}d
not derogate victims. » It 1s possible that they were particularly
conscious of the fact inat either: (1) It is in keeping with their
professed faith to "be nice to viztlms": or {2) they should be a good
representative of their religion and net be seen to derogate the

vietmm. In the Wagner and Hunsberger study on the other hand.

religiop was not at all salient, and it turned out that the highly

7religious - participants derogated victims just as.much as the less

religious. The salience of religion may alter theQPesponse of highly
religious persons to the presentation of a suffering victim.

For reasons to be discussed shoftly. the paradigm used in this
ex;eriment will not be that used in the two pzfvious studies.

Rather, it is a vignette study based on the paradigm used by Gruman

and Sloan (1983). As mentioned above. they found that the i1l were

v

@
L
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evaluated ]é:S g Positively than  otherwise identical vignette
characters who were healthy. The just world hypothesis accounts for

this by maintaining that being confronted with an 1nnocent victim 1s

threatening. If the character could be afflicted with an 11lness

such” as pneumonia or cancer. then so could the person rating the
character. We want to believe that we can contfbl Bﬁ?}outcome&
(g.g.. health) by our actions.v We j}ﬁ upset by the possnbility'that
a person will suffer for no reasen.. If we cannot remedy o; avoid the
njustice, we _may maintagin that the character suffers ‘because of‘
his/her 1incorrect ac@ions or his/her .poor cHdrafte}. “1f  the

evaluator is to maintain his or her belief in a just world, then the

victim must be seen as a "bad person” who deserves his or her fate.

Unless previously reported findings have been the resutt of .

something other_than the belief 1n a just world (1.e.. csemething

particular to the Lerner & Simmons paradigm). we will i1kely find

results comparablé to those found with the "shocﬁf paradigm by

Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) and Wagner and Hunsberger (1984). By

means of a conteptual rather than operational replication. we mdy be

able to see 1f the previously gathered findings are dartifacts of sume
extraneous aspect of the Lerner and Simmons 14964 )

operationalizations. As mentioned previgusty, there have been

suggest tons that victim dercgation  mday  be the result of "

guilt-reduction rather than justice motu&at1ong

> There are also ethical concerns about the use of the "shock”
paradigm. Lerner (1980) reports that‘ observers dre typically both
. : r -

visibly upset gnd angry w(lh the experimenter for subjecting the

»

4 »

[
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“victim” to painful shocks. . It 15 felt that deliberately upsetting

-
A

participants and having the experimenter perceived as the source of
cruelgy’émd \?njustxce 15 not desirable. While the present study is

intended to threaten participants to some extent, 1in that it is

_expected to threaten their pe]ief n a just wonl&. it is not expected

to be as upsetting as watching someone receive "severe and painful®

electric shocks.
The study utilwzeé a 2 X 2 Ci) 3- factorial design. The
1ndepen6ent variables are Religiosity (High/Low), Saljence of

Religion (deﬁ/LowO. and Health Condition (Heé}thylﬁneumonia/Cancer),

4

HYPOTHESES. The measure of religiostty uaedifwhich differed

-——

between the Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) and Wagner and Hunsberger
(1984) studies,- is not expectéd td result }n any differences in the
findwngs. - This 1s because it is expected that the two measug;s of

religiosity will be very highly correlated. Noﬁétheless, analtyses

w1ll be run forfeach definition of religiosity.

- -

It is predicted that the sallence ma}ipulation will generate
results comparable to those found in both previous experimental
studies of religiosity and the belief in a just world. Specifically:
{l) When the salience of religion is low, participants will,
rate the }11 characters 1less pésitively than the healthy
character. That 15, whep only "&w salience"” part;éipani;mare
included }n an analysis of vé?%énce, there will be a
significant effect of health scondition. This ‘wil1 be

o .
comparable to the Wagner and Hunsberger (1984) findings,
T
- “insofar as the two paradigms can be compared.

v

L1
-
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* -

{2) When the salience of religion 1s high,

(a) low rel;§1ou5‘ participants will rate the 111 characters
less pos1ti§e]y than the hea]thy;tharacter. A one-wav ANOVA on
this subgroup will vield a significant effect ‘01 the health
condition. ‘ .::i

(b) High religious participants will rate the 111 and healthy

chardécters equally. A

This ‘will be comparable to the Sorrentino and Hardy
‘ (1974) findings. For the high salience gron. then, 4«

;‘ “religiosity by health interaction 1s predicted.

Overall, a Salience ¥ Religiosity X Health 1nleraction 1s
predicted, such that the i1l characters will be rated less positively
than the heai;ﬁy vignette character n all but the high 5d11enée.
high religiosity group. For” that group. health condition is not
expected to have an effect on the evaluation of the vignette
character. The above predictions are expected to hold whether the
dependent Qariab]e is the participant’'s raw evaluation score of the ~
vignette character (the sum of the ratings: on the adjective sca1esf

or the! adjusted rating score (where the score for the average

i

universizj s%udent 18 subtracted\\:rom the score for the vignette
).

characte| . . s .
- L
PART 2: ASSESSING PREVIOUS CORRELATIONAL STUDIES. This

correlattonal component of the study examines how selif-reported

//17eligiosity relates to self-reported belief i1n & just world. Though
‘ ) ’
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»
some research has revealed a weak but significant positive
correlation between religiosity and the- belief 1n a just world,

Iweigenhaft et al. (1985) have found evidence that tﬂg relationship
between the two beliefs is ‘much more complicated than had‘prev1o:;1y
been as;umed. gpegifica]ly, the manner in which an individual is
religious was suggested to affect how varying religiosity relates to
the belief in a just worid.

In many ways., the present survey is ;n attempted replication of
thF Zweigenhaft et al. research, although it was not possible to
1include Quakers 1n this étudy. \Re;pondents were asked to give their
belief 1n a just world, both based on Rubin and Peplau:s JWS and two

questions on nine-point Likert type scabes. They were also to

AN S
indicate their religious 3!Lom1nat1on and respond to a number of

* measures designed to quantify their religiosity. In addition, there

are a number of extensions of the JIweigenhaft et al. study. The
primary extension_“involves the person's perception of God and
religion as concerned Qith assuring justice as oppoged to giving
comf§§t. This is an attempt to—distlnguish betwequgsgple who see
God and re]igIDA primarily as justice oriented and wrathful and those
who see God and religion as primgrily concerned with being loving and

supportive. There has been previous suggestion of such a distinttion

1n God concepts (Gorsuch, 1968. cited in Spilka. Hood & Gorigch.
) %

1985). If one sees God and religion as primarily concerned Qith‘

justice, assgming that God is  perceived to coptrol the world. we
would expect increased reli&\osity to 1nvolve a corresponding

increase in the belief that the world is just. 1f, on the other

.
/
——
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hand, religiosity 1s seen as primarily conterned wuth caring. we do
not have a link between religiosity and the belief that the suffering
are being punished. Wur far1ng and God's caring ﬁ%r victimss would
seem to reflect a sense that they are in fact innocent sufferers. not
foul people who are rightfully being punished. In fact, increased
religiosity would likely lead to less derogation of 1nnogent victims.
We might thus expect those who see God and relié&on d$ cdre-oriented
to show a negative corﬁglat1on between religiosity dand the beliet 1tn
a Just world, The more religious they become, the léSS‘llke1y 1t s
thatdthey will qerogate victims or show other signs é{ a4 belief in 4
Just world. ”

Respondents will also be ésked to indicate the extent to which
they rely on themselves vs. God 11n problem solving situations
(Pargament, Grevengoed. Kennel, Newman, Hathaway & Jones, 1988).
This distinction stems from Ru’in and Peplau's (1973) positive
correlation between the belief in an active God and the belief in a
just world. It s also 1rtended to examine Zweigenhaft et al.'s
suggestion that those who rely on 1ndividual conscience (e.g.,
Quakers) tend to show a negative relationship between religiosity and

the belief in a just world while those whe might be more inclined to

.expect the church as an organization tov deal with problems (e.g..

.

Roman Catholics) tend to have a posui lat1on§h1p between

religios ity ané‘the belief 1n a just world. Althod the belief 1n «
just world has been shown to correlate positively with internal locus
of -control (Rubin & Peplau, 1975). 1t 15 believed that 1n the

religious domain, the tendency to solve one's problems on one’s own

i
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(rather than in collaboration with God or deferring to 6God) will
corrglate negatively with the belief in a just world. Similarly, the
tendency to rely on God}@n%ggoblem solving 15 expected to co;relgte
positively with the belief 11n a jhst world. This would seem to
follow from theﬁlogic presented by Zweigenhaft —ef'aﬁ. (1985). They
suggested that the sense that the church.san; God will look after

’ th1ngsﬁ‘accounted for their positive correlation between religiosity
“and  JWS scores for Roman Catholics. They also suggested that the
notion that the individual must make the world a better place }i.e.,

take the initiative in solving the world's problems) accounted for

their negative correlation between religiosity and JWS -scores for

Baptjsts and Quakers. "
/f/y:t is anticipated that the above two measures (Care/Justice and

’ Se]f/Co]1abor5§ive/Deferring prob]eﬁ solving) may be important in

—

understanding previously reported denominational differences in the

¢

religiosity/just world reiationship.

The second part of the study thus uses refined measures of
religiosity 1in order to attempt to determine which aspects of

religiousness are predominantly respontible for the previously

reported findings. including denominational differences.

HYPOTHESES .

(1) For the scales measuring the three Pargament et al. problem

()

solving styles,

(a) the tendency to solve problems alone (Seif) or in

conjunction with God (Collaborative) will correlate

4

negatively with scores on the just world ‘scale.
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(b) The tendency to defer to God (Defer) for problem

resolution will correlate positively with JJst World scores.

(c) For those who tend to solve problems alone or.w1th God

(above the sample median on either of the Self or

Collaborative Prlb]em solving scales) religiosity  will
correlate negatively with just world scores.

(d) For those who defer to de to*solve prob lems (apove‘the

median on the Defer scale). religlosity will correlate

positively with just world scores.

(2) For the God and religion as care vs. justice distinction,

participants will be divided into four qgroups based on medtgn

splits on each of the care and justiée questions. Predictions

are made for two of the groups. Separate analyses will be run
. for the God and?religion quéstions.

(a) if participants tend to see God and religion as highly
care ériented (above median), but not highly justice
oriented (below the median), religiosity wiltl correlate
negatibe]y with just world scores. ‘t )

(b) If participants see "God and religion ‘as highly justice
oriented (above the median), but not highly care oriented

(beﬁow median). religiositv will correlate positively with

jJust world scores. .

(3) The relationship of religiosity to just world scores for

different denominations will be comparable to those reported by
L 3

Iweigenhaft et al. That is, there will be a positive

i
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correlaétion betweeﬂthe two variables for Catholics, and a’

negative cofrelation for Quakers and Baptists.

In  sSum, this pért of the study attempts to explain p;evious]y
reported denominational di}‘ferences. It attempts to distinguish
between those who empr)asize 66d and/or Religion as justice vs. care
oriented and those who solve the'ir problems on their own or defer‘to
God for problem resoiution. It 15 antici;;ated that these

d1stinct%ons may be important with regard to the religiosity / just

world correlations of different religious groups. j
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METHOD o

-

Subjects. 252 Wilfrid Laurier Un1vérsity undergraduate students
(98 males, 145 females. 9 who did not give their gender) completed
the questionnaire booklet which contained both parts of the study.
All -of the participants completed the sufvey during regular class
time and were told' hey were under no obligation to participate
in the study. When divided by present religious affiliation, there
were 55 Catholic. 38 United Church of Canada, 33 "Personal Religion,*
31 Agnostic, 19 Anglican, 17 “Protestant." 12 Presbyte;lan. 11
Bapfist. 11 Atheist, 9 *“Other," 5§ Lutheran, 3 Mennonité. 2
Pentggosta], 2 Greek Orthodox and .1 Jewish participants. The
remaihingr ‘3 _ participants * did not indicate their religious
affiliation. Participanté who 1ndicated that they were raised in 4
non-Christian religion were not included in the analyses as it was
felt that the é?ristian Orthodoxy scale (Fullerton & Hunsberger,

1982) would be & misleading 1index of religiosity for them. This

resulted in nine participants not being included in the analysis,

*;ea’ng a total of 243 eligible participants.

Design: The experimental portion of this study employed a4 2 x 2
x 3 fa;torial design. Thé indebendent variables were religiosity
(High!Low), salience of religion (Hiqa/Low) and health’cond1tton
(Healthy/Pneumonia/Cancer). The manipulations were contained n
questionnaires which varied as described below. The megsures making
up Jth;' second. correlational, portion of the stud& were also

contained in the questionnaires and followed the experimental

4



Religiosity and the Just World 39
! .

" measures.

ﬁg;gzlgliz Fach participant received a questionnaire booklet

[ 4

containing the following (a sample questionnaire is contained 1in
) .

Appendix Aj: - \g

(1) A section in which participants were asked to rate the “average
_university student” on 18 ﬁﬁheaﬁb{ﬁt Qalue—l?den bipolar adjective
measures (p.2., Appendix A). The measures were the 15 used by Wagnér
gna Hunsberqger (1984) plus three otthers mentioned in Sorrentino and
Hardy : (1974). Some examples are: rude-courteous.‘

friendly-unfriendly, bossy-easygoing. Thi® measure is included. as

! . - . . .
hds been done in a number of victim deraﬁat1on studies, in order to

control for differences in how different groups (e.g.. high and low
religiosity) view people generally. <

(2)' Another section contained a description of a character (p.6.

?

Appendix A). The vignette read as follows: \

v

The following -information was obtained from the standard
questionnaire given to all students wishing to see the
health centre physician at a major Canadian university:

Mark S. is a 19 year old English major: He is one of
3 children from a medium-sized town. He is an average
student, doing well in some of his courses and not so well
in others. He is uncertain about what he wapts to do
after graduation. Last summer, he worked 4t a camp as a
counselor. He enjoys swimming. reading mystery stories.
movies., TV, and dancing. He has 2 or 3 close friends
and although he does date. he has no steady girlfriend.

The final paragraph of the vignette was varied as follows:

Healthy condition:

"Mark was at the health centre for a required annual
-check-up and was found to be in good health." -
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Pneumonia condition:

»

"Mark had been fee]ind’very unwell for about four days.
After a series of tests. he was found to have a very
serious case of pneumonia.”

“Cancgr condition:

-

“Mark had been feeling very unwell for about tfour days.
After a series of tests, he was found to have a malignant
tumor. He was told that there was no possibility of
operating to remove the cancer.”

)
The vignettes are taken from Gruman and Sloan (19837{\2'

(ﬁ) After reading the vignette. participants were asked to rute the
character described on scales identicgq to thogé used to evaluate the
average university student (p.7. App. A):

{4) As well as rating the vignette character on a series of
bi-polar adjectives., participants were asked to rate. on nine-point
scales, a number ‘zf other possible indices of a belief in a just
world.. These included measures of avoidance {desire to meet) and
attributed responsibility. As mdnipulation'chqcks, participants; were

~ ¢ e
also asked at this point to -rate the extent to which the churacter
was perceived to be 111 and the extent to which that 1I1Aess {or
health) was pérce1ved to be unjust (p.8. App.A}.

{5) Fullerton and Hunsberger's (1985) 24 1tem Christian Orthodoxy
(CO) scake was included (pp. 3-4. #s'2=25. Aép. Aj.

{6) A page then requested present and background religious
affiliation, religious service attendance. the importance of religion

in everyday lifes the 1mporqpnce of salvation and'$ self-rating of

religiosity (p.5., App.A). B,

The above measures were used 1n the experimental part of the
L) - » B
-~ |

-

iy S
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3
study. The specific o§¥ratioqalizations were as follows.

Religinsity was measured by means ofv tige Fullerton and
Hunsberger (iQSZ) €0 scalé. the "mmportance of salvation” and
“importance of religion” questions used in the S?rrenti%p and Hardy
(19747 study. the self-rating of religiosity andvthehself’report of’
religious service attendance. High and low re]igiosit; were def ined
by a median split on each of these measures. Separate analyses of
V&F1dﬂie were run for each of the operationalizations, although
Christi1an Orthodoxy was the primary measure of religiosity.

The salience of religion was manipulated by having pafficipants
comptete the religious questions (Christian Orthodoxy scale and the
page of other religiosity measures) either before (high salience) -or
after (low salfence) reading the vignette and rating the cRaracter.

The health condition was operationalized by>manipu1ating the,
stimulus story as describg‘fabove.

The measures for the correlational portion of this investigation’
always followed the above sections. As well as using some of the
measures described above. a number of other peasures were included,
as follows: o,

(7) Rubin and Peplau’s (1975) 20 item just wor ld scale (JWS)
(pp.9~101 #s 2-21, ﬁpp. A). ,

(8) Pargament et al.'s (1988) problem solving style measures (pp.
11-12, App. A). - ’ : &

(9) Respondents also were ‘asked to respond to Sorrentino and
Hardy's 1974) belief in a just “world question. Because {%at
question was be]iev;d to be rather vague, a more detailed question,-

-

I
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which was intended to tap the same under]ylng concept . wds also
included (5‘10. #s 27-28.App. A).

(10} Part1cipant§ were asked to(indlcate the wxtent to which they
felt that God and 'ﬁe]1g1on were concerned wléh justice and care by
indicating their degree of agreemeﬁt with eéch of the tollowing four

"questions (p.10. App. A)veﬂesponses Lranged from “Strongly Agree”
(+3) to "Strongly Disagree” (-3).

-

~ God rewards good people and punishes bacd people. {God Just)

«l

My religion very much emphasizes that good people
are rewarded and bad people are punis;ed. (Religion Just)
- God cares for and comforts those who suffer. (God Care)
- My religion very much emphasizes that those who .
suffer should be cared for and comforted. (Religion Care)‘;
$11) uFinaily. the surveys contained a request for the age., sex,

el

year 1in universityiand magor of each participant (p.12, App. A).

Procedure: Participants each received o twelve or thlrLééTxgge

3

questionnaire (depending upon experimental condition) which thé}x\\*_‘\

completed during regular class time. The survey took twenty to
thirty minutes to finish. .They were told that the study 1nvelved
attitudes and impression formation. The verbal nstructions are
contalgfd in Appendi; b. Once participants were done, they were

carefully debriefed a%to the nature ofithe experiment. The verbal

debriefing is contained in Appendix E.

\

N
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RESULTS !

|
. were conducted using the SPSSX (1986) computer
l &

3 #
y)sztat1st1cs package. \

All analyses (

Part 1: Experimental Findings.
Manipulation Checks. The vignette

perceived as being significantly more 111 when participants were told

character, Mark, was

that he had either pneumonia or cancer than when he was described as

being an good health, F(2,236)= 234.64, p<.0001. The mean rated

111ness on a nine point scale was 2.70 for the healthy group. 6.48

e

for ~ the pneumonia groﬁp and 7.26 for the cancer group. Fjisher's

least significant difference (LSD) post-hoc test indicated that all

[VER

of the means were significantly different from each other.
&

The extent to which the vignette was perceived as upsetting
varied by health condition (healthy: 1.74, pneumoﬁia: 2.72, cancer:

5.42. E(2.219) = 90.50, p<.001). It also varied by religiosity.

High religiosity participants found the vignettes. on average. to be

slightly more upsetting (M = 3.53) than did the low religiosity
participants (M = 2.98). F(1,219) = 5.51, p<.05.

The order 1n which religiosity and just worid‘§ca1es were
presented did not affect participants’ responses to thése scales. It )
was predicted that responding to religious questions beforehand would

sometimes influence the evaluation of the vignette character. Therzf'

be true: that rating Mark

7

was Some concern that the reverse would

prior to completing the religiosity measures may have influenced the

subsequent religiosity score. One way analyses of variance. however,



A

I

» b
Religiosity and the Just World ’f;Q . 44

showed no significant effect of "salience”' (questionnaire order) on

scores on the Christian Orthodéxy {CO0). just worid. importance of

religion, religious service attendance, impg}tance of sa1vai1on.
se]fatating oi;‘e1ig1051t;. or dany ot the three Pargament et 4l.
{19881 proble@ solving measures.

Theﬁ‘ﬁUSSures used to operaticnalize religrosity by Sorrentine
and Hardy (1974) ithe mportance of religion 1n everyday hife
question) and by Wagner and Hunsberger (1984) (the CO scale)
correlated at r(235)=.74, p<.001. Intercor(e]ations among CO, the
import. e ofvrgligion,in ever&day li1fe, the mmportance of salvation
and self-rated religiosity were a1l at least f=.74. Religious
service a{iendance correlated with the other four 1ndices of

L]

religiosity at r=.62 or above, p<.001.

Treathgf Data. The six survey types (based on the two

salience and the three health groups) were each divided into two CO

n . -
groups (High and Low) based on & median split using the overall

AN ~
Christian Or{%odoxy median of 130. This regsulted in ditferent Ns for

-

the 12 experimental cells, ranging from 13 to 26. When participants

were divided 1into high and Tlow - CO groups based on median splits

. within  each of the cix survey tvpes, the cell N were dlmost

perfectly balanced, but ancther problem arose. A analysis ot
vdrlance run on thejcei1: with CO as the dependent variable revedled
not only an effect of Chrrstian Orthodoxy (as expected). but also
interactions with the other vartables. While the analyses reported
here”‘use the original wunbalanced ce11§ (come dnalyses used stmilar
overall median splits based on religiosity measures other than coy.,

=

G
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analyses on balanced experimental cells were also carFied out as a

e

f i‘ )
check on the statistically more questionable analyses with unbalanced
cells.  The design was balanced ijrandomly discarding data from a
given treatment group until each of the twelve cells contained

preéisely 13 participants. .
s _ . -
fhree-way factorial analyses of variance were run for both the

-

raw ratings of "Mark” (the st of the 18 highly ;alue-laden bi-polar
adjective scales) and the agjusted ratings (the ratings of the
daverage university student wére subtracted from the ratings of Mark).
>ANOVﬁs - on sgfcjfic supsamples were' useé to 1nvestig§fe the

hypotheses. —

Ihree-way Anovas. Health condition (i.e., which vignette was
read) #ad a significant effect on the  "raw" - evaluation of the
vignette character and the “adjlsted” evaluation of the vigﬁbtte
character, wﬁich‘ t?ok 1n£0 account the bartiCIpant's ratié;%ff "the

W

average university student." As reportefd dater in Tables 5, and 6,.

the health manipulation gig;ificantly affected the evaluation of the
character 1n almost ‘every ‘o;erall éna?;si§ conducted. For the
primary aha]yses' (using the original <ce1]s and €0 as the
operationalization of ‘Treligiosity) the mean ‘ratings of Mark (the
character) were 115.8 for the healthy group, 110.1 fpr the pneumonia
“group and 106.9 for the canger group. F(2.221)= ?.12, p<,001.
“Fisher's.lSD test revealed that the healthy group was significantly
?;ﬁﬁfferent from both the pneumonia and cancer groups (g<h05). but the
_ %neumonia ana cancer groups diﬂvnot differ from each other. The ééll;

meéns‘for this aha]ysis are given in Table 1; and the results of the

.
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ANOVA are shown/1n Table 2.\ The mean adjusted rating of Mark for the

-healthy group was 9.64. The mean™~or the pneumonta group was 4.4%
and for the cancer group. 2.51, F(2.217) = 4.45, p«~.01. Fasher's LSD
(revea]ed that again, the healthy character was rated more positively
than the 111 gharacters, but there was no significant difference
between the rétwngﬁ of the character with pneumonia. as opposed tu the
character with canéer.

‘ . Religiosity had.a significant influence on‘the evaluation of the
vignette character‘in a number of instances. While 1t diad not affect
the adjusted rating of the character. 1n which the rating g} the
average university student is subtracted from the raw rating of the
vignette character (see Table 6). CO and religious service attendunce

*did have an influence on the‘raw ratings. The mean evaluation for
the high COggroup (above the median of 130 on a sia}e ranging from 24
N\\u» to 168) was 113.§; the low CO mean was 108.5, E{1.221) = 6.99, p<.01.
Those above the median on self-reported religious service ditendance

also had a higher mean evaluation of the character (M = 114.2) than

those below the median (M = 108.9), F(1,226) = 7.99., p<.01. The high

co pq¢t1c1pants also evaluated the average university student mote

X
positively (M = 107.7) than did the less religious (M = 102.8),
‘,

E(1.22%8) = 7.12, p<.01. ~_

There was a significant. three-way 1i1nteraction of rel1g{qs|ty
group. salience of religion and health for the raw ratings of the
character using Christlan‘Orthodox; as the definition of religiosity,

F¢2,221) = 3.60, p<.05. The interaction 15 shown in Figure 1.

The cell means and ANOVA summary table for %he evaluations of
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the vignette chéracter:_)th CO0 as the meaéure of religiosity. are
contained wn Tables 1 a;d 2 respectively.  The comparable results for
the adjusted evaluation (ratings of the character less the ratings of
the average university student) are contained in Tables % and 4.
Tables 5 and 6 contain a summary of the F values for analyses with
different operationalizations of re]ig]osny. The cell me;n and
ANOVA tables wusing balanced cells and the Sorrentino and Hardy
definition of religiosity are presented in Appendix C.
Hypotheses. With Tlow salience of religion. low religiosity
participants. }here was the pred}cted effect of "health” group on the
! raw ritings of the vignette character, F(2.48)= 5.54, p<.01. A
one-way ana]ysis of wvariance on this subgroup. using the adjusted
rating a; the dependent measure, did not find a swgn?ficant effect of
the health manipulation, F(2.48) = 0.77., p>.4. For the low salience
of re)ig&on. high religiosity group. the raw ratings of the vignette
characters did not dlffeF*by health condition. £(2.60)= 0.23. p>.5.
A one-way analj?1s of variance on this subsample's adjusted rating
scores also found no sidquicant effect of the health of the vignette
charac{er. E(2.58) = 0.60, 'p>.5. For the 1low salience of religion
’ participants overall (hypothesis 1), the health manipulation was not
significant. This was the case® for both the raw ratings of Mark.

E(2.108) = 2.09. p>.1, and the adjusted ratings. F(2.106) = 1.18,

p>.3.

i i ¢
For the high salience, low religiosity group (hypothesis 2a). a,
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. Table i

Mean Ratings of Vignette Character
4 ’ 4
(RELIGIOSITY = CHRISTIAN ORTHODOXY (CO})

T

% . M |
High_Salience of Religion: ) |
{,») Healthy Pneumonia Cancer
I I I I
I I I |
| 120.3 | 111.5 I 105.1 |
High Religiosity ! | | F
| [sb=13.6] |  [sD=11.9] |  [sD=11.3] |
I (n=19) | (n=13) | (n=20) I
R e e PN R R e TR |
I | | I
I -110.8 | 110.2 | 102.7 I
Low Religiosity I I | I
| [SD=14.8] | sD=13.4] | [SD=15.8] |
| (n=20) [ (n=26) | (n=21) |
| I | I
oy
Low Saliénce of Religion: .
Héa]thy . Pnegymonia Cancer

. I ! , I
I [ ! |
I 115.7 | 116.1 I 113.2 |
High Religiosity | I [ |
| [SD=13.4] | [SD=16.4] | [SD=13.2] |
o I (n=24) | {n=21) | (n=18) !
R R e e [~mmmemm e I
[ I I . I
f 116.5 | 100.9 I 108.8 I
Low Religrosity | | | I
o [SD=12.1] | [SD=13.3] [ [SD=14.1] |
I (n=17) 1 (n=15) I (n=19) |
I I Y ! |

. NOIE.-- Higher scores indicate a more positive rating.
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Source

Salience
of Religion ()

Retigiosity (R)

Health Condition (H)

SXR

S XH

.R X H - %
é XRXHT

Error

ANOVA_ Summary Table for

Vi

——a

2

gnette Character Ratings
(RELIGIOSITY = €0)

df Mean Sgquare
1 .182.
1 . 1329.
2 ” 1353.
1 o 27.
2 492.
2., 7 126.
2 684.

21 - 190.

5. 99
.12
.15
.59
.67

.60

*

*k

-- p<.05

-- p<.01

-~
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Mean Adjusted Ratings of Vigne#te Character

(RELIGIOSITY = CO)

High Saﬁien;g of Religign:

Healthy ‘ Pneumonia Cancer
| I |
LI »
| ! |
| 11.47 | 4.54 | 1.95
High Religiosity ! | | .
I [SD=14,05] I [SD=13.8] | [SD=14.6]
I (n=19) : (n=13) | (n=19)
et B R T
I A | I
| 11.00 I 3.54 | 3.57
Low Religiosity I | | -
I [SD=16.1] I [SD=15.4] | [SD=13.5]
| (n=19) I (n=26) | (n=21)
I I |
- v
Low_salience of Religion:
Healthy Pneumonia Cancer
.
l I I
I | I
| B.13 | 7.26 I 3.33
High Religiosity I | I .
. ’ I [SD=16.2] | [SD=12.8] I [SD=14.0]
[ (n=24) [ (n=19) | (n=18)
R il LR | e R et
‘ I I - |
y ! 8.59 I 4.40 I 3.47
Low Religiosity ! . | o
! [SD=10.5] | [SD=14.6] | [SD=13.7]
I (n=17}) | (n=15) I (n=19)
| I I

——— e e ——

NOTE. -- Higher scores indicate a more positive evaluation. °
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4 ANOVA Summary Tdble for Adjusted Character Ratings.

Ck

' 4

Table 4.

(RELIGIOSITY = €O)

Source df Mean_Square E

Salience .

of Religion "~ (S) 1 1.563 0.01

Religiosity  (R) 1 6.95 0.03

Mealth Condition (H) 2 908. 69 4.45

S X R 1 7.93 0.04

3

S X H 2 112,11 0.55

R X H Q‘ 2 37.13 0.18

SXR XH o 2 10.85 .0.05
¥

Error 217 204 . 40

. * -~ p<.05
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Table 5.
Summary of F values of All Manipulations
for Different Operationalizations
of Religiosity (DV: kaw Rating)
Religiosity Measure H RS HxR  HxS RxS  HxRxS
Christian .
Orthodoxy 7.1*% 7.0%* 1.8 0.7 2.6 0.1 3.6%
Christian Orth. )
{(13/cell) 6.4** 15 .8%* 1.7 0.6 0.8 0.6 4. 7%
Importance of .
Religion §.1** 1.0 1.6 2.3 2.3 0.2 2.3
Imbortance of
Salvation g8.1** 1.4 1.4 0.4 2.0 1.4 $l.0
Self-Rated |
Religiosity g.2** 3.9* 1.5 0.4 2.1 0.2 0.7
Self-Reported ) . .
Service Attendance 8.4** 8.0** 1.5 1.8 1.8 0.5 1.4
R p<.05
e p<.01

Health Manipulation
Religiosity Manipulation
Salience of Religion Manipulation
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Jable 6.

Summary of F _Values of All Manipulations

for D]fferent Operationalizations

of Religiosity (DV: ADJUSTED RATING)

54

Religiosity Measure H R_ 5 HxR HxI Rx3 ﬂLRli
herd
_Chrastian
Orthodoxy - 4.4* 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0
Christian Orth. .
(13/cell) 6.4*°0.7 0.5 0.2 1.2 0.1 0.1
Importance of
Religion 5.0** 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 0.2
Importance of
Salvation 5.1** 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.4 0.1
Self-Rated -
Religiosity 5.1** 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.4
Self-Repor fled .
Service Attendance 5.2* 1.9 0.0 1.4 0.7 1.1 _0.1
L pe .05
kA __ . __ p: .01
H : Health Mdnipu1atibn :
R : Religiosity Manmipulation
S : Jalience of Religion Manipulation
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one-way analysis of variance indicated that the "health” groups did
no} differ 1in their ratiﬁg% of the vignette character. FE(2.64) =
2.03, pr.1, or 1n their aqusted ratings of the vignette eharacter,
F(2.63) = 1.66. p-.1. The high salience. high religiosity subgroup
(hypothe;is 2b) did show a significant effect of health group on
their evaluation of the character. E(2.49) = 7.51,1g<.002. The

.adjusted ratings of this subgroup were not significantly different,

F(2.48) = 2.25. p».1 . -

Qther Dependent Measures. The health and religiosity

manipulations affected a number of other dependent variables, ali of
which were measured on nine-point scales.

The more highly rel1giéus participants were slightly more
interested in meeting Mark (the vignette character) (M = 5.23) than
was the low religious group (M = 4.75), F(1.219) = 4.35, pt.05.

Assigned responsibi]ity”for health ot 11lness differed by health

group. The healthy character was seen as fairly responsible for his

1]

health- (M 6.57) while the pneumonia patient (M = 4.54) and cancer

victim (M = 2.42) were seen as less responsible for their illnesses.
" 4

E(2.219) = 95.03, p-.001.

Health condition nfluenced the perceived preventability of
pneumonia. It was ;een as least preventable by those who evaluated
the character who had pneumonia (M = 5.58). Those who read about the
cancer wvictim (M = 6.35) qng those who read about the healthy
tharacier (M = 6.93) felt that it waé more preventable, F(2.219) =
10.63, pe«.001. " i

Cancer was also, on average. seen as more preventable by those

& .' : ’
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who read about someone-who was healthy (M = 4.10) than®by those who
read about someone who,ha& etther pneumonia (M = 3.35) or cancer (M -
37519, F(2.219 )= 3.59. ¢+ .05.

As mentioned 1n the manipulation checks, participants redding
about i1l vignette characters reported being more upset than those
regﬁigg about the healthy character. Along the same liney, the
manipulations gf health condition and religiesity also had
significant effects on the extent to which the participants 1ndicated
f%at they would rather not Bave read the v;éne%te they were assigned.
Lhe more serious the illness, the greater the 1ndication that
aQﬁiding the vignette would have been degirable (healthy: 1.61,
pneuMoniaj 2.5%. cancer: 3.16). FE(2.219) = 15.94, p<.001. High
religiosity participants were more 1inclined to say that they wdu1§
have liked to have avoided the vhgnette (M = 2.78) than were the low
religiosity participants (M =.2.06). F[i(1.219) = 11.’"41. p=.001.

Participants reported that they felt more similar Lo the healthy
vignette character (M = 5.09; than the vignette character with
pneL}'m(;nia (M = 4.43) or the <charaecter with cdncer (M = 3.\24),
F(2.219) = 4.78, p<.01.

0f the th;ee questions asked only of the participants who reted
anﬁ 111 character. onme effect proﬂ‘d significant. The chargeter’'s

4

having cancer was seen as more unjust ib.72) than the chargcter '

having pneumonia (5.06), E(1.145) = 30.29 . p-.001.

L 4

&

The influences of the manipulations on these secondary dependent

variables are given in Table 7.
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/ lable 7.
Summary_of F Values of A1l Manipulations
on _Yarious Dependent Measures
(RELIGIOSITY = COj

Degpendent Variable _H_ _R_ < HxR  Hx> RxS  HxRxS
Rating of Character 7.1*+°7.0** 1.0 0.7 2.6 0.1 3.6%
Adjusted Rating - .

& Character L 4.4~ (0.0 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.5
Desire to meet ' N
Character . 0.0 4.4* 0.5 1.3 0.1 0.8 1.1
Responsibility of -

Character for health 95.0** 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.5 1.7
+8®  Preventability of )
52éw Pneumonia . 16.6** ¢.0 0.5 1.1 0.5 ;0.3 .0.5

" preventability of "
Cancer 3.6* 3.1 0.1 1.0 0.2 -2.2 1.9
g Vignet'te upsetting 90.5** 5.5* 0.2 1.3 0.0 1.0 0.6
§ Would rather ha&e ’ Q
avoided vignette 156.9%*% 11.4**% 09 1.1 l1.e 0.2 1.6
Similarity to w
Character 4.8** 1.6 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.5
111 0aly: ‘:;
9
. Desire to meet Q
1f regains health 0.4 2.1 0. 0.1 0.0 0.4 1 2.4
Justice of Character's |
Iliness 30.3** 0.5 1.1 1.7 0.0 2.6 ' 0.5
. Positive side to
¢ the illness? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 6.0
. (’ ) ] ” 7
} e pe.05 L pe.01

. H : Health Manipulation
’ R : Religiosity Manipulation
S : Salience of Religion Manipulation
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The Belief 1n_a Just World and Victim Derogation. Becaule

LA

part:c1panfs in our study complgted both ]USE wor Ild measures dand took
part n a test of wvictim derogation., we were dble to examine the
extent to which wvictim derogation seemed to be the ré§u1t of the
belief 1n a just warld. Farticipants were divided into high and low
belief tn a just world (BJIW) groups based on a medtan split on Rubin

& Peplau's (19751 JWS. Two-way ANQOVAs, u§1ng BJW graup (high/ low]

and health group (healthy/ pneumonia/ cancer} were garried out. whenk
the raw ratings of Mark were the dependent varigable, there was only a

significant effect of health group, BJW groups did not differ i

-l

their ratings of the <character. When the adjusted ratings of Mark
were the depené;nt variable., there was again a significant eftect of
the health of thervignétte character, F(2.226) = 5.14, p-.01. In
addition, BJW group was a significant predictor of adjusted character
eva tuation, E(1.226) = 10.40., p-.01. Léw BJW partnc1ﬁants had a more
positive adjusted opinion of characters (Mi?.SJ than did h?bh BJW
participants (M=2.6]. The health by BJW 1nteraction wds nut
significant, however. ' This indicates that high and low belief 1n a
just world participants were not dlfferentxally atffected éy
chdaracters 1; different health COﬂdit]OﬂSt In gther words, there weo
no differencé i1n derogation patterns.

Y4 second exdmination qf the ré]atwénsh1p of the belief in a juut
world to victim derogation 1involved a coére1at10nal dnaiysis.
Correlations between our three measures of the qP4ﬁ§f 1noa Just world
and the evaluation of our character were run for each vignette type.

Raw ratings of Mark did not correWate significantly with measures of

~/
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the belief in a just world for any of the vignette types. Adjusted
ratings did not correlate significantly with any of the just worid
measures < for the "healthy” wvignette. For the pneumonia and cancer

vignettes, however, all correlations between adjusted ratings and

just world measures were negatively related, two of -the $ix -

«/s1gn1f1céntly S0. Part1c1pant;’ who .read the pneumonia vignette

 Part 2.

showed a significant negative correlation between the elaborated just
world question anc the adjusted ratings of Mark, r(75) = -.22, p«.05.
Participants who read the -cancer vignefte showed a significant
negative /Qorre]ation between the qust.world scale and the adjusted
ratings of Mark, r(78) = -:20, p<.05. These results suggest that in

“the i11 conditions, rafingd of the character drop as the belief in a

just world rises.

b
* -
- .

- Belief in_a_Just World Measures. thle the _three different

measures of the belief in a just world correlated significantly,
their correlations were not as high as 'had been expected gsee Table
8). : |

0f particular concern was the difference between responses to
Sorrentino and Hardy's "To what extent d6 you believe in & just
wor 1d?" question“and what was intended to be a mére clear elaboration
of it, "To what extent do you beljeve that there is justice 1in the
world: that good things hapggn to good péopTe while bad things happen

to-bad peopl?.“ It was expected that responses would be identical.

-

>

¢
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Only 68 of 239 participants (28-) gave the same response to both
questions. The mean value of the Sorrentino and Hardy question was
5.90 on a nine-point scale. ‘hiimean valug for the more elaborate

guestion . was 4.74. The two ‘means are significant 1y different.

t£(238)= -9.5, p<.001. "

.
¥,

The just world- scale as a whole had a mean- inter-item
cogrelation of r = .09. The Cro#bach‘s alpha value was .67. A
principal cpmpone;ts fagtor analysis extfacted seven factors with
eigenvalues greater than one. ~“Together, the seven fagtors duccounted
for 58.1% of the variance 1n the data. The largeg& factor accounted
for 15.6% of the variance. When a factor analysis identicdal to that
used by, Hyland and Dann (1987) (Pr1ﬁcipal ax1s- factoring, PA2) wa;

‘used. again restrict1né the rotation-to the 1largest 4 factors. our
'fgctors bore no resemblance to theirs. Owing to this 1nc0nsf5tency.

-weé did not examine the correlations between indices of religiosity

and "factors" of the JWS.

Religiosity and Just Worid Sc%ges. A correlational dnalysis

including all participants, using 3 indices of the belief in a just
world ‘(The Rubin and Peplau scale and the two 9-point questions
‘descr1bed in the above section) and eight measures 6f re]wg1os1fy
(the CO scale. religious service attendance, the 1mportance'0f'
Fe1ig1on ,in everyday 1ife, the mportance of salvation, self-rated
religiosity., and Pargament et al.'s three problem solving scalgs).
qyieldéd only one significant correlation out of a possible
: {

twenty-four. -The tendéncy to defe% to God in problem sqlving (active

God, passive person) correlated signif1cant1y with the elaborated
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lable 8.

Correlations_of

Belief in_a_ Just World Measures.

JWS BJW
BIWSH .25 a1
IS .44

A1l correlations involved over 230 participants and
are significant at p<.001.

JWS --- Rubin & Peplau's (1975) Just world scale.

"BJW --- "To what extent do you believe that there is
Justice in the world: that good things happen
to good people while bad thinds happen towe
bad people.”

BJWSH -- "To what extent do you believe in a just worid?”

-—y

Used by Sorrentino & Hardy (1974).

N
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. Jable 9.
Overall Religiosity and Just World Correlstions ﬂ
¢ JHS T BJW.______ BJWSH___
Christian : '
Orthodoxy «-05 .08 .06
Rel. Service
Attendance .08 -.03 .05
Importance ‘
of Religion Y..01 .03 .03
Importance of sy
Salvation -.0¢2 - .01 .02
Self-Rated -
Religiosity . -.05 .03 ,f.oz
Self
_yProb. Solving .01 -.03 -.00
Collaborative )
Prob. Solving .02 .06 -.00
Defer
Prob. Solving .00 .11 .06 o
‘ ? et
Ao p<.05
At least 234 participants are included 1n gach correidtion.
WS e ' Rubin & Peplau just world scale.
BIW ~---- Elaborated just world question.
* BJWSH ----- Sorrentino & Hardy just world question.
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[

"pelief in a just’ worid" question, r(227)=.11, p<.05. The

correlations are presented in Table 9.

®

Problem Solving Styles. As mentioned above, of the three

problem so]ving‘straﬁeg1es delineated bya Pargament et al. (198é),
Self-directing (active person/péssive God), Collaborative (active .
persaon/ active de). and Deferring (passive person/active God), only
the tendency to defer to God in problem solving correlated with a
measure of the belief in a just wor1d®  Partial correlations.
controlling for the other two problem szlving styles reduced even
this correlation to one that only approached significance. When the
correlation betwéen the tendency to defer to God and‘the three
measures of lhe belief in a just world statistically controlled for
scores on the "Self-directing” and "“Collaborative" problem solving

3

scales, the correlation between the "Defer” scale a#g the Sorrentino
and Hardy just wor 1d question was 5(216)=.11.n=.059. The correlation
 between "Defer" and the elaborated just world question was
r(216)=.10,p=.072. ‘Other partial correlations between just worid and
problem solving measures were nonsignificant. Q
As well as correlati&ns.‘between religiosity and the defer.
collaborative and self scales, it ‘was also hypothesized that for
those scorihg above the median on each of the problem sq]ving
measures, certain iorrelations between the religiosity and belief in
\\\\\\; Just world measures would hold. Each of these analyses involved
approximately one half of the 240 participants. i‘

For those above the median (19 of a maximum of 30) on the Self ;

)
%
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“

mea$ure (active person/passive God){ no measure of religiosity
correlated significantly with any of the three measures of the belief
in a just world. )

qu those above the median (11 of -a maximum of 30} on the-‘r
Co]]abora}ive grob]em solving measure (active person/active God), two
of a possible 15 corF?lations betweeh the five measures of
religiosity and the three measures of the belief in a just world
proved to be significant. CO correlated significantly with scores on
Rubin andﬁ'Pepléu’s just world scale. 5(113{;.28, p<.01. “The
importance of religion in l’everyday life* correlated with the
Sorrentino anﬁ Hardy belief in a just wor]dhquestion. £(113)=.18,
p<.05. Those correlations we?e between thé measures used by Wagner
and Hunsberger (1984) a;d Sorrentino and.Hardy (1974) respectigg}y~

Finally, foé those with scores above the median (9 out of a
maximum of. 30) on the Defer problem solving measure (passive.
person/active G?d). none of the b5 religiosity measures correlated
significantly'aith any of the 3 belief iﬁ a just world measures.

w. Those below the median on the Collaborative and Defer’ scales
similarly showed no relation betyeeﬂ religiosity snd the belief 1n a
Juét world. ! For those below the median on the Self problem solving
scale, there we;é a ’number o; 51gﬁif1cant “correiations between
measures of religiosity and the b&lief in'a just world. The CO scale

correlated pos1t3&é]y with the Sorrentino and Hardy just world
questhgn 5(113)=;21.'g<.02. the elaborated belief in a just worfé

queston, £(113)=.18, p<.05, and approached a significant correlation

with the Rubin and Peplau just world scale, r{112)=.16, p=.051.
- N - - .

4+
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v

_Religious service attendance correlated ’positively with the JWS,
,r{112)=.18, p<.05, and the importance of salvation question
correlated with the Sorrentino and Hardy just world question,

r(li2)=.18, p<.05. Four out of a possible fifteen correlations were
‘ -

thus significant.

“

God/Religion_as _Care vs. Justice Oriented. For those

participants who scored above the median on the religion as jugtice
question but below the median on the religion as care question
(n=29), there were no. significant correlations between the three

measures of the belief in a just world and the five measures of

religiosity. .

. ;

For the participants who were abové the median on ﬁhe God as
Justice question, but below the median on the God-as care-oriented
question (n=3b), .the self-rated religiosity question correlated
significantly with the SOrrentino‘ and Hardy belief iin a just worlid

qgquestion, r(34)=.30, p<.05. None of the other fourteen péssible

¥ u .

correlations was significant.

On the “"care" side. those who were above tge median on the
religion as care questioq but below the median on the religion—as
justice question (n=53)°showed a number of significant correlations
beiﬁeen the Sorrentino and Hardy just world question and measures of
religiosity. It co:felated with religious service at;endance at
£(53)=~.25, p<.05, with the imﬁortance of religion in everyday life
at r(53)=-.26." p<.05. with the importance of salvation, r(53)=-.31.

" p<.06, . and with the seif-rating of religiosity, r£(53)s-.30, 'p<.05.

None of the other possible 11 correlations was significant.

L
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Finally, for those who were above the median on the God és
S

. care-oriented question. but below the-median on the God as justice

oriented question (n=56). there were again a number of sighificant

2

correlations. They were mostly with {he Sorrentino and Hardy

question. It correlated negatively with ChristiJn,Orthodoxy. L£(56)s

>

-.28, p<.05. religious service attendance, r(56)= -.38, pe¢.01, the

importance of ~salvation. r{s5)= -.31,. p<.05, and i%lfarated
religiosity, r(56)= -.23. p<.05. In addition, * the JWS alsp
correlated negatively with self-rated religiosity, C(56) = ;.29.
pe<.05. Five of a possible 15 correlations were thus significantly

negatiyely correlated for this subgroup.

e o o A g b T b g e o e b 1 -

, In 3ight 3{ the fact that the median on the above four measures
was not always the midpoint of the scale. analyses were also run with
participants who were aboveethe midpoint (4 out of a possigle. 7) on
one of the care scales-but below the midpoint on the corresponding
Justice scale, or vice versa. Th1s resulted in sets of p@rt1::pdnts
who indicated, in absolute rather than relative terms, that they
agreed with one view of God or-religion (care or justice) while
disagreeing withethe other. Those who saw God or religion as justice
oriented (5 or more out of seven on the given scale) also tended to
asee God and religion as care or1en£ed. Only three participants who
were above the midpoint on each of the justice questions were:also
below the midpoint (3 or less on a scale of 7) on the corresponding

- care qyestion.

The reverse, however, was not true. There were 55 participants

who were above the midpoint on re]fgion as care-oriented and below

& %

‘
»
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the midpoint on religion as justice-oriented. For thisrgroup, only‘
one of a possible fifteen carrelations between religiosity and the
belief 1n a just world proved to be significant. Religious service .
attendance correlated positively with scores on Rubin and Peplau's
(1975) JWS., r(55)=.25, p<.05. There were also 56 participants
(likely with some overlap with the_above grour) who were above the
midpoint with regard to God being care-oriented but below the
midpoint with regaré to God being justice oriented. For this group,
there were five of a posgfb1e 156 correlations between religiosity and
just world beliefs thdt were significantly negatively cocre]ated.
Sorrentino and Hardy's just world question correlated negafive]y with
church attendance, r{56)=-.38, p<«.01, Christian Orthodoxy.
£(56)=-.28, p<.05. the importance of sa]vation.°£(55)=-.31. p<.05.
and self-rated religiosity, r(56)= -.23. p<.05. The just world scale
correlated negatively ~with self-rated religiosity, L(BB{ = -.29,

p<.05. There were no significant positive correlations.

Religious Denominations. The significant differences between

the religious denominations in the sample insofar as their
religiosity is concerned seem generally attributable to the -slightly
higher than average religiosity of Baptists and the lower religiosity
of those professing to be atheists, agnostics or have a "personal
religion." The means and analyses of variance are given in Table 10,
which also shows that just two of the five significant differences in
religiosity remain significant after agnostics. atheists. and those
professing a personal religion are removed from the sample.

Amogg all of the belieﬁ’groups having 10 or more participant§ in
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our sample. there were no differences 1n their belief 1n a just world
as rated by our three measures. The means for each group are

presented in Table 11.

Finally. we see 11n Table 12 that there are no differencé§3p

amongst the religious denominations 1in their rating of the average

university student. Also, their differences on the problem solving

style measures and justice/care orientations seem mainly attributable
to differences between those who indicated « re11g:od§ aff111atron
and those who did not (pérsonal religion, agno;tics. and atheists)
There wefe differences between denominations in this sample with
regard to their religiosity gnd belief in a just world correlations.
X

In Table 9. we saw that ov 11 there was extremely little gy dence

of a s}gnificant correlation, either positive or negdtive, between
relidiosity and the belief in a just -world. Anglicans, agnostics,
and conse:;ative protestants (Baptists. Pentecostals and Mennonitesy
a]l‘%nowed no or weak and 1nconsistent correlations between oér thr%e
measures of the belief in a just world and our five mea%ureﬂ JV
religiosity (see Appendix B). Two of ,fifteen correlatjons wér%
significant and positivg for Catholics (see Table 14). %hose whl
professed a “"personal religion” showed two out of fifteen siLnichant
correlations, both negative. Members of the United Church jof Cdanady
showed‘,con51degab1e evi¥ence of d positive correlation belween
religiosity and the belief 1n a just world. ATl corre]a&ions wer%
positive, nine of the 15 were significdntiy so at the 94.0% levelvoj.
better (see table 13;. An analysts wusing liberdl p}otestantg

]

(Anglican, United, Presbyterian, Lutheran and Methad1$t” similarly

»

s
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-

revealed a large number (10 of 156) of significant positive

correlations between indices of religiosity and the belief in a just

-

world. United Church members. though, made up more than half of that

sample (see Table 16).

‘v
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Table 10.
/- Mean Religiosity Scores by
Religious Denomination "
(Groups with 10 or more 1n sample) )

- S
RBLIGION 0 AIT  IMPREL IMPSALV RELPER: N
Anglican 129 ’ 2.3 4.9 h.2 4.5 19 5
Presbyterian 140 2.5 4.4 5.4 4.3 1
Baptist 163 4.7 7.0 8.4 - 6.4 11
hnited . 138 2.6 5.2 5.6 4.6 _ 38
Catholic 141 “ 3.3 5.6 6.1 4.7 55
Personal Rel. 103 1.6 3.9 4.8 3.3 32 ,
Agnostic : 84 1.7 - 1.7 1.8 0.9 30
Atheist 38 1.0 1.7 1.7 s 11
F(7.177) 34.7%% 18.9** 15.7~%  15.4A~  [8.3%%.
Exciuding personal, . a
agnostic & atheist: » ) .
F(4.112) 1.60  8.31%% 2.30 2620 155 L \

gt o Re-08 x4 - peol .

co : Christian Orthodoxy (Fullerton & Hunsberger. 19821

ATT : Religious service attendance

IMPREL : The importance of religion in everyday l1fe
IMPSALYV: The wmportance off salvation

RELPERS: Self-rated relTgiosity

N : Number of members of each group in sample
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AY
Table 11.

Mean Just World Scores by

Religious Denomination

(Groups with more than 10 adherents 1in sample)

]

RELIGION JHS ﬁiﬂ.’iﬁ 2 B

Anglican » 81.2 6.4 4.7
Presbyterian ‘86.4 6.3 4.9

Baptist ' 79.6 E.7 4.4

United  84.5 5.6 5.2

Catholic ' 83.2 6.1 5.0

Personal Religion 79.2 6.0 4.1

Agnostic 84.6 5.5 4.6

Atheist " 83.1 6.0 4.5

E(7.177) .7 0.92 0.59 1.80 | .
Excluding personal, ) .
agnostic & atheist:

E(4,112) 0.89 0.80 0.89

|
]

JWS ;5 Just world scale (Rubin & Peplau, 1975).

BJIWSH : "To what extent do you believe in_a just world?"
(Sorrentino & Hardy, 1974)
Baw : "To what extent do you believe that there is

Justice in the world: that good things happen
to good people while bad things happen to bad
people?”
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Table 12.

Justice/Care QOrientation Scores

Problem _Seclvang Style and

by Religious Dengminatios

JR

RELIGION AVG  SELF " COLLAB DEFER JGOU EL LLOU CREL
Anglican 102 20 11 9 3.5 4.5 4.9 . 5.1
Presbyteran 108 b (o 11 10 4.2 4.2 5.3 bu.U
Baptist 104 13 18 13 3.8 3.5 b5 5.5
United 107 18 13 10 4.5 4.7 5.5 bie
Catholic 109 16 13 10 4.0 4.5 5.5 &4
Personal Rel. 101 22 10 8 3.0 4.0 4.4 4.4
Agnostaic 100 26 6 & ¥.9 3.8 3.4 4.0
Atheist 108 26 6 6 1.0 2.1 1.8 3.1
E(7.,1773 2.00  9.10%% 11.73%% 9,750 § 73243 084+ 10.9%%7 g
Excluding personal,
agnostic.& atheist:
Ftd.112y g.98 2.74% .57+ 2, 1.04 1.57  0.98 1%
Y e
i ‘
* - p-.05 'Q Ao pell
*
AVG : Rating of average un?@e;51ty student.
SELF : Self-directed problem solving (active person/passive God)

COLLAB: Collaborative problem solving (active persan/active God)

" DEFER
JGOD
JREL

CGOoD
CREL

: Deferring problem solving (passive person/active God)
: "God rewards good people and punishes bdd people.”
“My religion very much emphasizes that good people are
rewarded and bad people are punished.”
"God cares for and comforts those who suffer.”
"My religion very .much emphasizes that those who suffer
should be cared for and comforted.”
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. . .
- I¥ble 13.°
e Rehgiositv and Just World Corre]a:tiéns:

e t

- ° - %

United (N=38)

“
. JHS BJIW BJWSH
Chr]st1ann ) A
Qrthodoxy . T3 x . .26" .10
“ ReN. Service ’ - - “ -
Attendance Y & .25 T .16
Iniportance ® -
of Religion ° 40 xx b1 ** L42%x
» ! 4 .o
Importance of ',‘ -
- Salvation .40 ** .1 *x . .36 7%
. | ¢
- Self-Rated - o ) -
Religrosity =~ - .34 > .40 ** .16
o ' B -y
4 «
R p<.05 KE p<.01
[T —— Rubin & Peplau just.world scale
BIW ~-—--- elaborated just world question Q'
& BIWSH.«-~--- Sorrentino & Hardy just wor 1d question
&
; ! Y
;‘ -
v _ »
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Jable 14.

Religiosity and. Jdust World Correlations:

Catholic (N = 54)

JHS________BJW BJWSH__
Christian . )
Orthodoxy .04 -.06 .27 4 "¢
Rel. Service .
Attendance - 23 % -.17 .17
Importance -
of Religion .02 -.10 ' .04
Importance of : ‘
Salvation -.14 -.21 . .06
Self-Rated '
Religiosity -.17 -.19 .02
<
¥ w-~—- p<.05
*OIWS ----- Rubin & Peplau just worid scale -
\\
BJW -->-~ elaborated just world question
BJWSH ~~=m=- Sorréntinq & Hardy just world question”
' \ -5 ' : ' -
. »”
’ »
*
\
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and the Just Worlid

Religiosity and Just World Correlations:

Personal Religion (N = 32)

JWS ——_BJW BJWSH
- !
Christian f :
Orthodoxy {.04 .09 -.04
\
§
Rel. Service
Attendance -.09 -.30 * -.14 -
Importance
of Religion -.25 -.27 -.21
Importance of )
Salvation -.21 -.23 -.20
Self-Rated |
Religiosity ! -.31 % .00 17
LR p<.0b
JHS =ecu- Rubin & ?eplau just world scale
BIW ----- elaborated just world question
BIWSH ----- Sorrentino & Hardy just world question
. o
4 ‘ 1
S

4
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Table 16. -

Religiosity and_Just World Correlations:
Liberal Protestants (N = 74)

(Anglican, United. Presbyterian, Lutheran & Methodist)

JWS BJW BJWSH___ -
Christian ' .
Orthodoxy .25 * .17 .24 *
Rel. Service .
Attendance .10 & .00 .10
Importance .
of Religion .24 * .34 ** .31 A o
Importance of
Salvation .28 ** .33 ** .28 **
Self-Rated
Religiosity .17 .20 * .22 *
X p<.05 e p¢.01
JHS - Rubin & Peplau just world scale .
BIW —wwwu- elaborated just world guestion

BIWSH ~---- Sorrentino & Hardy just world question.

&

76



r

Religiosity and the Just World 77

DISCUSSION-

It seems that a number of factors can to some extent influence
the rather tenuous re]ationshiﬁ of religiosity to the belief that the
world is a just place. In our experiment, we saw that the salience
of religlion can under éome;‘circumstances interact with religiosity

and the health of a person to result in how that person is evaluated.

//?

In the correlational 2 part of our study.~ we saw modest suggestions
that the religiosity - just world relationship can vary  with God
concept, concept of religion, problem solving style (witﬁ or- without
God), and religious denomination. None of these factors, though,
proved to be a clear determinant of how a .person's religiousness
related to his or her evaldation of a victim of illness or to his or;
her belief in a just world. Generally, religiosity and the belief in

a just world seem to be unrelated. -

Part 1. ?hereg@siderogation of the i11 characters relative"éo
the healthy ‘charaéter “in ouf experiment. This argues-that the
paradigm has been effective in drawing out basic results comparable
to those of other just world studies. Surprisingly, however, whether
we used She “raw" or the "adjusted" rating of Mark as Ehe dependent
variable made a difference in the influence of Teligiosity and the
salience of religion‘on character evaluation. The results’with the
.adjusted scores (ratings of the average “university student were
subtracted from ratiings of thq'vignetté character) were comparable to
the findings - of Wagner and Hunsberger (1984). . Using a siﬁilﬁr
“adjusted" dgpendent variable, they, too, fﬁLnd a strong effgct Pf

N
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victimizatiohm(i.e.. derogation of a victiim relative to a non-victim)
on the rat%ng§ of 'the charaqéér. but no effect of observer
“religiosity. On the other‘hand..bwhen our Zréw“ ratings were used as.
the dgpendeht variable, wei not only had an effect of victimization
(health condﬁt1on). " but also of religiosity and a three-way
interact{on of . health, religiosity and the';a11éhce of religion.

Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) similarly used @ measure comparable t0w

-

Ll "

our raw rating - and reported a victimization by relagrosity

interaction. Our results did not 'rep’llcate~ thase of"Sdrrentinoiqnd
Hardy, as we h%s a three-way interaction involving religilosity.
victim health and the salience of religion, not a two-Yéy interaction
of religiosity and victim suffering: We also failed to find any -
interacgions whep we operationaTized religiosity ‘as they did ﬂ“the

importance. of religion in everyday life"). Our results do, however,

suggest that varying fhe dependent measure may have partially

—

accounted for the differences between the two previous studies. We
found different patterns of effe;ts of the' variables JZing "raw” vs.
"adjusted" Eatingswj&st as the'prgvgoué researc; Has found diffe;ent
results using raw vs. adjusted ratings. Arguing against this line of
logic “is the factu that Wagner and Hunsberger -(1984) found no
interaction between victimization and }e]1gios1ty when they ran d

'supplementary analysis on their “raw" Wat1ngs. Noﬁ%theless, 1t s
. | : ‘

apparent that different findings may result from the use of different

dependent megsures. One conclusion that we can draw from the

influence that operational-definitions can have on the data 1s that

[\

any. putative relationship between religiosity and the bqh’ef.'inw
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just wogld may notvbe very robust. ;f 1t exists at all, it may be
very fragile. _ |
While the "adJustedé‘score" results can be readily understood
(people derogate the 111: religresity and the sa]ienge of religion do
not alter that effect), the “"raw scores" (when religiosity is defined
as Christian ‘Qrthodoxy) are less readily interpretable. This is of
particular concern because the. raw scores are probably more relevant
to real w;nld derogation. In reality. derogation by religious$ and

nonreligious persons does not -control for whether or not one

generally 1ikesgpeop1e.

The hypotfeﬁis th;i high feﬁjgjous ﬁariicipaﬁts ;wou]d be
differentially affeeted by the saiienc; 9f Eeiigion; was supported.
ﬁut not in the expected direction. Derogation of the 111 relativgytb‘

w

the healtﬁy occurred when religion was salient. A1l three vignette
characters ye?e rated e&ua]]y when religion was 'not saliefit. ”The
tendency 13 precise1y' the opposite of what wes expec;ea. Perhaps

having religiasity made sa]ient~by having participants{comp1ete the

CO scale arouses their belief inu a just yorld and thus victim

.: derogation occurs. The fact that Sorrentdino., and Hardy (1974) found
c s ~the »oppos{te @ight be attributable to the manneri:n which religdion
wds madeisa1ieqt or to ofher differences between the two étudieé.v
such as the definition of religiousness. It is ;‘fso possible that
re]?gion‘w&s not as sﬁ]ient in the‘Sorr;ntino and Hardy study as we

. have assumed.. If iQt was nof; salient, their fi‘ndings would.lyin
vlinelwith ours. Certainly they asked far.fewer (3 vs. 31) an mﬁre

“general religiosity questions than we did. “
. § :
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The hypoiheéls that low religious participants would genera]]yw

have a lower. opjnion of the i11 relative to ‘the healthy was not

supported. That proved to be the case only when religion was pat
salient. When religron was salient., all three vignette characters
were rated " equally. The health by salience- interaction was

s1gn1f1cant for the low retigious group.

Because the low religious group contatned, 1in addition to
antireligious and nagnreligious people, some mildly re]ibious
individuals, high salience of }eligion might have héd the effect of
causing them_ to resist casting blame E i1 person. In
accordance with our three-way 1nhpract1on, %th1s would suggest that
‘the sa]ienée of reIigion affects highlys rellgjoqf_ and wedk1y
religious people difﬁf¢enfly. The high re]iPious group may contain
many who accept religion Qho]ehearfed]y and ;without question. They
may be more inclined to believe Fhat God is ;1ncontrol and thus the
i1l deserve their fate. Thus religious ssalxence brings out the
behef “that the. wor]d is 'just andg, consequently. there is victim
derogat1on The weaij rel1glous.‘bn the other hand, may be more .
inclined to empha51ze the cafing phi1osdphy in many Christian ideals.
The wéakly. religious d1sagree with some aspehts of Christianity but
accept others. . Tt seemsfplaus1b1e to suggest that they would reJect
the notion of an ever interwéning deity befone rejecting the notion
that one- should not judge others :and one -should comfort the
suffering. To ;uqn a‘?pérson. the salience of re]lglon wcu!d bring
out caring and attenuafq denoggtion. We Wpuld'thus find, as we did,

that for low religi%us partic?pants there is derogation when refig1on ’

€ U

. .
-
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15 not‘sa]ient, but not when it is salient. This would suggest that
the h;gh religious group has a "justice" orientation while the low
religious group has“ a "care" orientation wifﬁ,mregard to religion.
Our care and justice orientation questions did not shed much light on
this Euggesiion as the highly religious tended to have higher scores
on both orientations. Table 12 indicated that all religious groups
were more inclined ®to “1ndipate thét God and religion were more
concerned with caring for the suffering than with rewgrd and
punishment. .

It s suggested that Sorrentino and Hardy's fihdings were the
result of .relatively low religious salience.. . The Wagner and
Hpnsberger findings 'a:;’suggested to be the result of an "adjusted"
J;péndent variable being use%; Both of their‘re;blts, in that case, -

ma& fit with ours. This conclusion mustfbe qualified by noting that
wg‘ had no interactions when we used the .Sorrentino and Hardy -
’defﬁnition of ;eligionyﬁand Wagner and Hunsberger; (1984) had no
1nferactjons with their victimization effect when they used raw .
ratings a} their dependent measure.

- While Vthé*influencesﬁof religion and the salience of religion
may bé subject to que§tion, ons~ finding 1s zlear. ‘Overall,
partﬁcipants?}ated unhea]thy”~ch§racters less positively than‘healthy
characters. Is this the result of a be1ief‘thaf'people get Qhﬁt they |
'déserve?a As menFionéd' in the introduction, there Are a number of
‘Tother possibi]ﬁties. ‘There is présumab]y no guilt in pét hélpiné the
yignette‘cﬂarécteq as fhere‘i§ no way that th%tparticipant couid help

that character. Thus Cialdini et al.'s ~ (1976)" suggestién that: -

l
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derogation ™ is 1ntended to . justify the observer's Wack of help1nq
seems to be a very weakifxplanat1on in this case. i
§
The character mav be seen as a person ot §re]at1ve1y low
integrity (Lerner, 1971). Although part1c1pants rate@ the character
|
as generally not responsible for his illness, the1q ratings of | h1s

responsibility ndicated that 1t was not certain that he had ot

brought it on himself. It could be that some partlcppants felt that

Mark was not entirely free from blame for his i]]nqss. He may have

|
i
!

'.gone swimming 1n a river in the middle of wﬁnter and caught

pneumonia. "Or he may have chain smoked until he gotflung cdancer. In
]

‘ I
such cases. Mark cease$s to be an innocent victim. I% some sense, the

-partic1panté are making assumptions that see’ thdJ he gets what he
i

deserves. This might be considered 1in accordance y1th the belief 1n -
a just world. But the test 1is not <clean. kark may not be an‘
innocent victim. If it is reasonable to believe ﬂhat he brought his
fate upon himse]f? derogating him may also be redasonable, given our
information, rather than an irrational strategy tF maintain a belief
that the world is just. {
The "dark mood" hypothesis 1s another poss?b]e explanation for qikl

the derogation-, of the i1l characters relati%e to the healthy ‘

v / . e‘,
character. The part1c1pant§ in this study 1nd1cate? that they we‘i‘k‘m&;1 ;
considerably more upset by the cancer vignettl than the pn§umon1a
vignette, which in turn was more upsetting than the healthy'ch;racter
wvignette. It geems pléusib]e to suggest thatltre differences 1n the
rating of tﬁ% chqracter may have been ac%ounted for be tHe

1 participantsJLeing»upset, for whatever reason, y the vignettg. That

5
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distress may not necessarily be the reswit of a violated sense of

=

Justice.

With regard to other possible interpretat1ons.‘then, 1t "‘seems as -
though the derPgation of the 1111 could be the result of either a
reasonable ltow opinion of the character, a dark mood, or a belief in
a Just world. Our study does not allow us to examine which of these
interpretations is most likely. In the absence of a clear
demonstration of either of. the first two possibilities, we will
assume, as previous researchers have, that the  just worild

interpretation is correct. As mentioned 1in the results section.

_there is some modest evidence that the adjusted ratings of Mark were

negatively related to the belief in a. just world for the i1l
characters only. This provides some evidence for the suggestion that
the belief in a just world accounts for victim derogation to at least

some extent.

o

0f the ~incidental findings, three seem of particular interest.
First., “high ’réligious participants rated “the average university
student” and the vignette cgaracter more positively than low
religious participants. The regults also indicated that the
religious were more interested in meeting the character than low
religious part{cipant;. This suggests.that in this limited demain at

least, religiosity midy predispose people to be more positi@e tawards

_others. A second finding was that the highly religious were also

‘more upset than the low religious by the cancer and pneumonia

vignettes and were more inclined to indicate .that they would rather .

have - avoided those vignettes. This might  suggest a greater
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" sensitivity or emotionality on the part of the re11g1ous.) On the
other hand. it might reflect a greater tendencv to want to appeariio
be more sensitive. Finally. one of the most interesting 1ncidental
f1nd1ngs- involved the perceived preventability of 11lnesses. In
general, pneumonié and cancer were seen as more preventable by thote
who read abéut a healthy character than by those who reaﬁ dbout 111
characters. This might indicate an attempt to shift fhe blume dwday
from the i1t when confronted wigh an 111 person. It could alsu
reflect a "dark mood."” with those who have read about 111 characters
being less inclined to believe that il]néss cdn be avoided. They
might feel that it is, after all, such avwretched wor 1d.

The shortcomings of this experiment include: 1) the possibilily
that the experimental manipulation was weak: 2) that demand
characteristics may have influenced the findings: and 3) the Marfigr
in which the experiment was conducted.

First, the just world hypothesis suggests. that peuple deruvgate
- victims because the occurrence of an injustice ¥Threatens their sense
that they can control their oufcomes. It 15 possible that reading «
vignette Simply isn’t threatening enough for one to call upon
defensive mechanisms -to protect one's belief 1n a ]u;t world. It 1y

a relatively mild manipulation. The derogation effect 15 there, but

the results may not be as clear cut as we would like because Some ot

N

the partf%iﬁant% did not find the story upsetting. The méan ratings
of how upsetting the vignettes were varied from onty 1.74 for the
"healthy group to 5.42 for the cancer grodb. The maximum value on the

scale was nine. As mentioned above, we must also question whether
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the victim can truly be %ercelved as "innocent." It may not be at
all 1rrational to assume that they deserve their fate. This
shortcoming seems common to most. 1f not all, just world studies.

A secoqd concern is that some participants may have deduced the
trué purpose of the experiment. Having rated themselves. they were
subsequent 1y asked to rate someone else. It seems possible that at
least some of the participants would have ;ssumed that _these two
scores would be compared. In the case of participants who read about
an 111 chara}ter. 1t seems plausible that some evaluators may have
expected that we Qould compare the average §tudent to the studént
with, for example. cancéﬁf They may have felt we were looking at a
fear of the 111 and ied to "help" us in our research by rating the
cancer victim less positivefy. On the other hand. such_an awareness
may have inclined some participants to indicate that they were not
afraid of, or prejudiced against, the i11. Regardless. the fact that
Mark was evaluated more positively than theGp éverage uniyersfty
student by all groups‘(on1y more so when he was healthy) would seem
to argue against either interpretation.

A final shortcoming is that the pa}adigm is diffepent from that

used 1n previous research. The use of 11, as opposed to shocked.

victims or the fact that participants completed a survey during class

=

time. rather than evaluating someone on a television screen in smgl1
groups outside of «class time,'Amay have accounted for the thé
disErepancies between thé present stud& and those of Wagner and
Hunsberger (1984) and Sorrentino and gafdy (1974).

Shortcomings aside, our results would seem to suggest that white

- ‘

- R 2% . .
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people generally do denigrate victims, the relationship ot
religiosity to this denigration .seems to largely depend on the
operationaiizations of the 1ndependent and degendent variabley.
People rate victims less positively than non-victims. That 15 the

case in this paradigm as in° the paradigm used by Wagner und

Hunsberger (1984) and Sorrentino and Hardy (1974). The influenge'0f~

religiosity, and the interaction of- the salience of religion with

rel1giosity. arises only with certain definitions of religiosity
"
(e.g.. Christian Orthodoxy) and certain evaluative measures (e.qQ..

“raw"‘as opposed "adjusted" ratings). The influence of religlosity

on victim derogation does not appear to be robust. ‘

~

Part 2. The correlational portion of this study suggests that

religiousness and the belief in a just world are significantly
- ‘ ) ‘
related only under special circum&ances. The study 1nvestigated

three fine-grained means of defining religron: prob}em solving st&1e;
careljustice“orientatiop and religious denomination. Each suggested
some differe}ces in how r%1igiosity related to different measures of
the belief 1n a just world. put our variables merely began to tap ihe

more comblicated relationship between religiosity and the belief 1n 4

just wor 1d postulated by Zweigenhaft ef al. (1985).

Contrary to the findings of Wagner and Hdnsberger {1984 éPxﬁ

Sorrentino and Hardy (1974). this study found virtually ric evidence
of an overall positive correlation between relwgréuspess and the

belief 1n a just world. ;This was 1n spite of * the fact that ei1ght

_ measures of religiosity and three measures of the belilef in a just

world,,ﬂere—usedvfA#ntﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁ'fﬁgger from the previous studies. This

.
o ! . |

‘11
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could be bépause th§3 prgbﬁous]y neporéed grelationshiﬁf were
themse]yes' wéak. becausg our samp]eﬁ of pértic1pants dlff%red from
}theérs% ar becau;e of a;_tgﬁté;t effect.” A unléde"elementiof our
Stﬁdy was that ‘respondin;‘*fc various scgles wés preceded by a
. character ;evalﬁat1on task. Tﬁ]gk may hale .1nfiuenzed sdbsequeht

religiosity and just world scores,. as will be discussed shortly.
. a )

* e

One of the “"refined” religlosity variables that we investwg%}ed
| was a measure of problem solving style developed by Pérgameg1 et ;l:
(1988). We hypothesized that the tendency to solve problems by
oneself (without'Bod) or in collaboration with God would correlate
negatively with the b{fiefA1n a just world. It was also expected

that the tendency to solve problems by deferring “to God would

correlate positively ywith the belief in a just-world. The én1y'

>

support for Vthesé ‘hypotheses was 4 Qeak but significant positive
correlation (r=.11) between the tendency to defer .to God and one of

our just world measures. ; )

We also expectgd that éhose'above'the median on the "Self" and
“"Collaboretive” sca]és would show negative. correlatjons between
measures of religiosity and measures of the belief in a just world.
Participants with scores above the median on™ the "Defer” scale were

expected ﬁoﬁ show a positive correlation between religirosity dand the

belief in a just world. No significant correlations were found four

"those above the median on tﬁé Setf and Defer scales, bul two of &
' |

possible fifteen correlattons were s;gnnf1cant]y positively Felated
for those »above the median on the Collaborative scale. This offers

some very limited support for the notion that those who tend to work

.
rl
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-at their probyems with. God will have a greatér belief that the world

( k‘ 1s- just as they become more<re11949us Those below the median on the
N - )
. D%fer and Col1dborat1ve scales showed no significany correlations

. I3

between religiosity and the belief “3 a Just world. For those below

the median on the Se]f - scale, however‘ four of the fifteen
| ten S ,
i | -+ relationships between re]\g1osity and the belief in a just world were

§51gn1f1cant}y positively correlated. Christian prthodoxy*correlated
with two Just world -measures ,and‘ approaphed sibnificance oﬁ the
o ' third. CO thus seems to clearly correlate positively with the betlief
- -~ __an a just world for those bélow the median on the‘measure of the

-tendency _to solve one's prob]énw without God. This&gbggests that

- those ~who.are below average in their tendency to solve problems on

B

their own tend to have a greater belief that the world is just as

their religrosity, particularly as measured by CO, increases. Those

who are particularly passive mighttbe said to have a greater bglief

that there 1is justige in the world as thLy become more re]jgioqsﬁ
Generally, the problem”‘§b1ving strategy measures offered only

k)

some hints of the relafionship between re]jgiosity and the belief in
a Just worild. TH%Bmeasures‘were only in one or two instances able to

. draw any relationship béetween religiosity and the belief in a

\ . i .

Justiworld.
Another ?efineﬁ measgfi of religiosity ‘which we used was the
‘S1st1nct10n of .religiosity and Géd as justice vs. care oriented. We
suggested that those who felt that religion and God were concerned

with caring for the suffering ‘would be less inclined towards - just

wor 1d bé?]efs and victim derogation as they became more re11g1ous

- , |
5
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Those, on the other hand. who saw God and religion as concerned with

meting out rewards and punishments would be inclined to have a

e

greater belief in a just world as they beéame more religious. On the
Justice sidé. oply one of a.possible' 30 just world - religiosity
relationshipskgwas significant. ‘That correlation was inlaccoqlanee
with our hypothesis, but grven that it was one correlation out of

thirty., it is likely that it is a chance -occurrence.
Those who saw religion and God as care oriented th not justite
oriented proved more interesting with regard to our 1nVestigat1én.
For median splits based on the religion as care (high) and re1;gion
as ju;tice klow) questions, fourv of & possible 15 Ee]ationsh1ps
between measures of - religiosity and the belief in just world were
significant and negative. . There were no significant positive

correlations. .This was in keep1ng.zaww our hypotheses. All of these

correlations involved the Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) just world

question, “to what extent do you believe in a just world?ﬁ Wtien the

L3

splits were based on absolute responses about the midpoint of the
;céle rather than on median . 5p11ﬁs.' however, there was just- one
significant positive correlation.

) Median splits gn the God as caﬂefqr1ented (high) and Gud as
jq;t1ce oriented (low) gquestions resulted in five put of fifteen
significant negative corrqiationsjg Though only a ;hird'of them were
significant, the fact t;;t they were negalive was as predicted.
Splits about the midpgint? rather than the median, of the God as care
(high) and God as jusiice (Tow) scales also yield;d five sign1f1cabt
negative correlations and no significant p051iive correlations

d /

.
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between measures of religiosity and the belief in%a just worid. “Four

v

of the five corre]aiions involved the Sorrentino and .Hardy just world
question. As will be-discussed shortly} it is believed that this
Pquestibn may offer an index of the‘e?tent to which people feel that
- one ‘shguld §tr1veﬁ_to make the world—just. Consequgnt]y, we can

‘g” conclude that if one tends to see Qoé as caré oriented, byt‘not

justice oriented, the more religious one is, the less one believes
* 4

that one should strive for justice in the world. :

It agpgargﬂ‘ then, that the group most  affected by the
cére/jh&iice distinctions are ‘thése who ge; }eligion, and e%pecia];y
God, ag c&@cerned wity caring for others, but nSE wilh giving rewards
to the "good" and punishmentsw to™ }he “bad". As Ppredicted, this
subsample demonstrated a tendency towards a negative corfé]atioa
between religiosity and the bélief in a just world,vbut on@y a
'spécific definition ,of the "just worlag." The high religftous pegble
in this group are less likely than the low reljgﬂpusvto believe that
they‘shouid strive to make the world a just é]ace. Perhaps this is
the case because God is beliéyed to be caring for the suffering.

The distinctions described above. between problem solving styles
. -’

and care/justice orientation, foi]owed fron ﬁhe finding that there
were aenom1hational differences with regard to the re]igfosity and
belief if~a_just wor® relationship (Zweigenhaft et al., 1986). This
study also found denominationai differences, though it is difficult
to cSmpare to the 2Zweigenhaft -et’ gl.' study because of varying.

&

- samples. While the correlations varied. mean belief in a just world

‘ did not vary by religious denomination.
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For most religious .groups., there was no significant re1étionsh1p

between religiosity and tte belief 1in a just world. This must be .

. ]
qualified, though, by noting that only four groups had over 20

adherents in outt samplé. Other relationships may exist, but we were’

unable_tb find them, possibly due to the -low-number of part1éipants

in our inveétigqtion. There was somé suggestion that memberé'%f khe
Gnited Church of Canada show an increased belief in a just world with
increased feligiosity. Nine of fi}teen‘possib1e relationships were
significantly positively correlated.~ Just wmr1d‘ scores correlated
with ~aH re]igio;fty measures except religious service attéh;;nce.
The\,dws correlated withx;féur of five religiosity measures. our
elaborated justice question correlated with three.ofafwve religilosity
measures (5]1 but service aftgndance and CO) and the Sorrentino and
Ha;dy question correlated with two ofd five religiosity measures. A

* [

grouping of “liberal protestants," over half-of whgm were United,
el SR Rbiha -

'similarly sbowéd pos-it tve re]ationshipﬁ‘ on ‘ten of the fifteen

N -

possible cprré4atf0ns. There was only very minimal support for
iheigenhaft et al.'s report of a ~positf0e correlation between
religiosity and just world beliefs for Roman Catholics. Two of the

fifteen correlations were significantly positively related. The only

"!ther .group showing consistent significant corcelatdcns.1nvoived

F

those who professed a “personal religion.” Two of the fifteen
relationships were significantly negatively correlated. There were

not enohgh Baptists or Quakers to compare to Zweigen@aff et al.'s

=

»

X." L) - . -
&fgnificant findings fogy those groups.

The 1ntérpretation of denominational differences offered by

‘ 2

§

»
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Zwergenhaft etnal. may be v?lid given our findings. fThey maintained
that the emphasis in the Catholic Church off the Church's providing.
mnswets qhd tﬁi emphés1s on indiyiduaﬁ tonscienge among Baptj&és and
Quakers %ee&ékw‘o at .least part1a1ﬁy acgount for their findings. In

their reséarchl- Catholjics shd&ed a posifﬁyef correlation and Quakers
. Ny

and Baptists showed negative correlations between measures of*
L ; :

religiosity and the be]ief in a just world. It seems reasonable to
LI « .

- believe that those with personal religious beliefs have‘a tendency to

N . ( stress 1ndividual conscience on religious matters. They‘apparent]}

. feel comfortable saying that their religion is - matter of persanal

o

S belief. Catholics again show a (Weak).positive relationship, perhaps

.

reflecting the trgéition of clerical interpretation of r;1igious

matters and a sense that the church will lgok after the affairs of,

?

the World. The findings with United Church members are more

v

. . .
b troublesome. The emphasis on structure and colltectivism as opposed

to individual conscience in their theology and tradition is not as
»clear. For the present, we simply note that differences seem to

exist 1n the religiosity - 1<st world relationship by religious

dehomination. > )
] <.

There, is some evidence, then,  that Brob1em éblving strategy.

care.vs. jJustice orientation and religious denomination all draw out

'S

some differences in the relationship of religiosiiy to the belief. 1n
a just world. Those less inclined to' solve problems by themselves
show a gﬁgag%? belief in a just world as they become more religious.

Those who believe that God cares for the suffering, but do not see

e

God as concerned with meting‘zut rewards and puniéhments, show less

. ( S
(t . . ’ *\\‘*

M
-
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of a tendency to strive fqr a Just world as they become mofe

religibusu There are also denominational differences that may result

from different emphases on the nature \df religybn  in  vartous

religious traditions. None of those influences, tthgh.’Qs as rbbust

as had been expected. While we. cgnnot reallily account for

¢ Mo

differences in the religiosity/just world relattonship, we do have a

number of exceptions to psevious findingﬁ, It seems clear that we
: ‘ . >

‘cannot  speak of & simple relatidnéhip between an overall

quantification of religiosity and a; overall quantification of the
belief that the world is just. H

A _number of"factors.~pay have muddied the waters ip this
correlational part  pf the investiget1on.v ” The measures of

6‘ ]
Jjustice/care may be weak, the evaluation task that preceded the

Ebmplztion df scalgs may have confounded the responses on the

[

subsequent scales, and our measures of the belief in a just yorﬁd may

be 1nadequate. ,
¢ -
LY

Four questioﬁ% that. were intended to measure the extent to which
individua]sl saw religion and God as concerned with caring fur thé
suffering as opposed to6 administering reward and punishment were
developed for this study. While there 1s some evidence that the

questions diffetentiated particapaﬁts asipred1ct(d. it 15 not known

—

whether they are valid and reliable measures. The~use of o medsure

such as Gorsuch's God Concept scale (1968. cited 1n Spilka, Hmﬁ‘and,

Gorsuch, 1985) or perhaps a ranking of the attributes of God and

¥

religion could prove a more effective and valid meanc of

distinguishing the care and justice orientations.

4



b

& L.

Rel1g1osf4y and the Just World - 94

L B ’ ’ " .
- Surprisingly, no overall correlation between religiosity and tha
-

_ . ybelief jn a Just world was found. Given that the correlations

"§°redorted”1ﬁ previous studies were rather weak, 1t could be simply a

»

ﬁr\ndom occurrence ,that -an this study’ tﬁey did not approach

éj&pificance. That seems diffi%ult to accept. though, considering

the \ number of meisures used to quantify each of the two variables.

%

One‘ldlfference between this study and previous ones is that the

comp?éﬁ}kn of "self-report” measures followed the evaluation of the

averagé *university "student and often (depending upon salience of

re]igioh‘éoﬁdition) of a specific vignette character.. This may have

jnterferéd .with subsequent responses, by 1in some instances making

L O
injustice §aﬂient. Reading about someone with cancer, for example,

may have MadF a person more pessimistic® than usuad wheh complet?ng_

the just woﬁldkscale. résulting in lowgr just qer]d scores. However,

.
,a one-way ANOVA did not reveal an effect of health condition on just
o

World scores.:- httention may also have wavered on the part of many of
vy

the participaﬁts because of the time at which the quest#onnaire was

administered. | It was distri&utedvin the last two weeks of classes in

March '1$88. Some participants may have been preoccupied with

] L]
|

upcoming exams and consequently did noﬁ respond to the survelys as
carefully as would“othérwise have been the case. ;

F1nélly, ghere s considerable concern about all- three of the
measures of the belief in E‘Sust world. Rubin and Pepiau's (1575)

just world scale (JWS) proved. as it did for Wagner and Hunsberger

(1984), “.to have very poor psychometric properties. bFurther. as

Wagner and Hunsberger (1984) and Hyland and‘Dann (1987) reported, it

“ﬂ
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was found.to yield a number of factors when factor analyzed. Th{s
indicates that, a}.best. the st‘dbes not tap one dimension but many.
Given that our factors @ere not the same as ihose reported by Hyland
and - DannJ (1987). the dimensions tapped do nét gven appear to be
consisgfnti While the factorg, may in some sSense be a group OQ
attitudes that relate to what we miight want to call "the belief in u
just world®, they are cert?1n1y not measuring the one-dimensiona]l
attitude thaly Lerner (1980) argues people have to greater and lesser
//é;feh 5.

We élso found evidence that our two other measures of thé belief
~in a just world were not interpreted asuask1ng the same quesfion.
Participants gave si&nificantly highéra rat1ngs'on a n1n?=po1nt scale
to the Sorrentino and Hardy question "73 what exf%nt do you believe
in a just world?" than to what“was intendedt to_ be a clearer
elaboration of the same quéstion: “To what extent do you believe that
Qpere is justice in th® world: ° that good thwngs happen to good
people while ebad things happen to bad people." The elaborated
question was develqped because 1t was be1ie{ea tQat the original
questiﬁﬁ was ambiguous. Thesevquest1ons were presented one after the

other and it could be that this caused many participants to ascume

- %hat they were asking different things. It seems possible that the
é I

’
original question was interpreted as meaning "To what extent do you

believe that we should try to create a just world?" This would

accpunt for the higher scores on the original questionas 1t Seems
. P

likely that people would generally be more 1n¢lined to desire Juszice

in the world than beli%ve that there is justice ¥n the worid.

»
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A final 1ssue about our operationalizations ofv the be]iéf ig a
Just world concerns our elaborated question. As one part1;ipant
. wrote, "is thafAJust1ce?"” A number of ‘participants may not have;felt
that rewarding the good and punishing the bad is just. IE represeﬁts

7

- a
an attitude of retributive justice that may be unpalatable to a

% [ ]

. Participant who beliéves that Justice i1nvolves rewards for all and g4
aid for those 1n difficulty. 1f one doesn't bel}eve there are "bad"-
people., the question cannot réad11y be answered. The whole notion .
that - Tewards and punishments are the bas&s of justice s in }act
questionable. Kohlberg (1971) has postulated a number qf stages of
moral deve]dbment. The present netiop of “justice" may conceive of
‘ uanEQSa] gghﬁca1 princip]eé that only have rewardsvand punishhents
as ‘their'Jﬁg:sequgnces. But Lerﬁer‘s vieQ' of justice 1is also
distre§s1ng1y clofe to the , most primitive of Kohlberg's moral
reasoning staées: that physical conéequengqs determine what is good
and bad. It also may reflect another rathgr Tow -level stage, in
which what s >1nstrumental Yto the 1ndivi&uaf is seen as good.
Lérnef's (1980.) conceptualization of a "just worl&" is very spe¢ific.
It refers to the belief that "the good are rewarded and the bad ére
punisngd. UIt is no doubt important to examine the¥ worrisbme
mplications of this belief. jput we must rea1ize,£hatv1t involves a
very specific notion af what a “just world" entails. It would be of
interest to see how other Eonceptualizations of jugtice related to
reLidiosity and yictim derogation. ' -

There are serious problems, ,then. with the measures of the
belief in a just world. They all intercorrelate significantly and -

) ‘

»
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may;‘to most people. ref]ect a common concept. The JWS. though, also

measures d number of other concepts and our nine-point questions may

be interpreted differenf]ylby d1fferént people. They are ambaquouy

N~

and may nqt reflect a common notion of "justice." )

In summary. the second,ggart of the- stddy did not‘find overall
corre1at%ons between religiosity and the belief 1n a jus® world. It
did, however, find suggesfions £hat both positive Jand negat1ve
correlations between the two variables can exist when Specitic
définitions of re@igiosity and the belief in a just world dre used.
Justice/Care orientation., problem solving Strategy, and°relirgious
denomination - all presented some nstances in which different
ré]ationships existed for oJr two main variables of interest. Thiy
subpoftsv Mtigenhaft et al.’s contention that the relationship
between réiigiosity and the belief in a just.world 1s much more
complicated than had previously been assumed.? Tﬁe precise n;ture of

¢

that relationship 1s far from clear.

Overall _Conclusions. This research did not find ¢ strong

overall relationship betwcen re11gios1ty—and the belief in a jJust
world. In part gne, our results varied cons1derabfy depending upun
~ sur definition of religiosity and aur choice of 4 dependent variable.
Our main results showed that the _salience of religion affected

_character evaluations differently for 1low and high re11g{ous people.

It was found that the highly religious de:ogated the 111 (1.e., hadhd‘

lower opinion of them than the healthy - character) when religion was

salient, but not yheﬁ salience was low. The low religious only

derogated when religion was not salient. Other results though, using.

-
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different operatienalizations, replicated the findingg of Wagner and

Hunsberger (1984) n which religiosity did not affect victim—

-
@

derogation. The definitionsg of religiosity and the dépendent
- W
variable seem crucial. This may -suggest that the influence of

% . .
religiosity gn the evalustion of victims 15, at best, weak.

In part two, we found no overall relationship between
self;repo“rted re“li!mty and self-reported belief 1n a just world.

The Pargament et al. (1988) problem solving scales did not generally
® ) " y © . -~
correlate with the belzef in a just woréd but there were some

Id

1nstdnce¥'in 'whicg\those scoring high or low on those scales showed

the prediCted correlations between religrosity artd’ the belief in @
- e e & ’
. just® world. The Care/Justice distinction proved effective in one

case. Those who saw God as care oriented, but not justice oriented,

il tended to show the predicted negative correlation between religiosity

and the belief 1n a just world. Finally. there“.were differences
.. b
between.religious denominations with regard to re[jgiosity/just wor 1d

. correldtions.

Taken toget%er. these results ﬂreéent éuggestions of a number of
possible moderators of the religiosity - belief in a just world

r re1§?d€nship. ;\hPart one. the experiment. has suggesTed that
religiosity does not affect victim derogation when we control for the
tendency of the religious to- like people more. It also demonstrated
that both the religiosity of the observer __and the salience of

- religion combine to 1influence the extent of victim derogation in
absolute terms. The second, corre1ationaa. part of the study seems

to suggest that specific circumstances must be met for there to be a

11 e
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relationship betwe;? religlosity and self-reported belief in o just

world: This finding amd® the mportance of the defanition &f

"religious” in part leare 1in keep1ngwﬁﬁ??°2we1genhaft et al.'s 119857

coritention that the reiﬁtjénsh1p b@tween rei1g1o§%ty ang the beiiet
AR . A P

in a Just world i1s much nmcte complicated than had previcusly been
@ E) N © % 4
I

.believed. - . <.
g

9

v

In numerous instances. 1t has become very.,apparent thut

differing operationalizations of variables have yielded 5tr1knﬂg1y
. A ]
different results. ~ In part oné, forl exanple. our three-way
. L] i
- ﬁ
interact#n of religiosity. health dand! the salience of religion
-

pcghrred only when religiosity was defiped as Christian 0rt@oduxy.

It also only appeared when the “raw" evaluation of the vignette

character wds the dependent variable. There wds no three-way

interaction when the "adjusted” evaluation of ihe chdracteLﬁWas the -

dependent variable. Similarly, religiosity was only a significunt

pfedittqr of the rating of the vignette character when 1t was defined
' W
as Chrastian Orthodoxy or religtous service attendance. Even an

those ceses. the effects disappedared when the "adjusted” ratings of

3

the character were used as the dependent variabe. In part two, the

three operationalizations of the belief an a  Just world seem very

prone to different interpretat tons.  &n improved tivtrument 15 much
& - >

7

/

The original suggestion (Lerner, 1980; Fubin & Pepiaul 1975
that religiosity and jjust Qor1d be11%§s both meet needs for o
structuring“ of one's lcognitive universe - and therefore should
corre]%te pasitively s very much® 1n doubt. We-have found that the

o -



differently.
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two variables can correlate

1)

other variables.

)
each other at all. On the
winvolve specifying exactly

' - . »
relationships between religiosity and the belief in-a just world. It

15 poss{ble that’
denominations and

variables, such as
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Most generally. it seems tha

the differencgs
lcare/justice

author1tar1an1sm.

) 100

negatively or pbé%;i}ely, depending wupon
t

hey do not relate to

future studies might
’ . 3
account for different

just world side,

what variables

0

presented here, between retigious

orientation may  reflect

influence world

that just

S?%%E:s. Their examination w11] allow us tg have a better notaon of
h

e]ieves the world is a

*

more inclined to derogate an

explanations &f

LY

hypothesis, are still

alternative
mood"
are rated less positively

because someone

withessing
upsetting may
qet what they deservel{bﬁt it

reaction ‘which bypasses

measure of the. belief in a just world is

n the area 1s to.con¢1nue‘
are atl questionable.

'On the psycho]ogy of
rel1gious can react in very

of religion sometimes

raise the

-

.necessary. It is

%
in victim derogation

cogn1t1ons‘

_religion‘side, we

different ways to the i11.
affects high
This couldeaffect the

issue of religion if one

just place and who may subsequent]y be
innocent vigtim.
victim derogation,
possible that people
fasks generally

suffering s upsett1ng

reflect a violation of the sense that peeple ought to

a]so m1ght s1mp1y reflect a more basic

about justice. An adequate
3

also necessary if research

in this study

&

[}
The three measures used

3

-

have evidence that the

The salience

and low
xtent to which one would want to
“intends to arouse compassion for

« 6

L)

'other_
In addition. tests of
h Y -

such as the "dark

That it is

religious participants

[l

v
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victims. For example.+if one were speaking to an orthodox Christaan

3,

audience, tﬁere. is some suggestion that 1if religion were made
salient. the audience would be all the more inclined to detrogat'e
victims. One mighE thus wish to avold references to re]qg§6n 1t one
wfshgs to arouse compassion for the plight of the suffering 1n our
wor 1d. Varioys dimgnsibns of re11giosyt¥ have .also become apparent .
We have found that those who defer to God fb solve their problems and
those in 2eftain religious denominations tend to have a greater
belief in a Just world as they become more religious. For such
peﬂb]e. religion may be a means of ordering the.unlverse‘ It offers
assurance that the world is as 1t should be. It 1s just. Such

people may be more inclined to derogate a victim if they«are highly
-2 8

religious. On‘the other ™ hand, those‘who seeykod as care oriented.
but not justice oriented., and pe;p]e who profess & personal religion
may tend to have less of a belief that the wdrld is a just place as
they become more religious. Their religion 1s presumably not as
related to the sense that the world 15 as it should be. Rather,
religion might be seen as a socialized nctination to do guod, to
better the world. Their religiousness would be related to &
decreased tendency to hold tﬁe i1l respon51b1e‘for their sicknesses.
Religiosity has Wany aspects to 1t. Attitudes towards the 111
may becope more pbsitive or more négat1ve with greater reliqgiousness.
What 15 important is the aspétﬁ of re11giosjty that 1s“emphasxzed by
a given individual. If re;;gion relates to victim derogation/dt alt,
that relationship is rather weak. »If one was,called upon to mdke o

’

kY
decision, one mightiie wise to conclude that, at 1&ast in the context
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of this study, religiosity and the belief 1n a just world are
unrelated. Most importdagt to future research on the belief in a just

world, generally, 15 the development pf an adequate measure of the

o

concept and the clear demonstration that victim derogation is in fact

the result of individuals attempting to maintain a belief in a just

\
wor td. .

o
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SURVEY NUMBER: '

QUESTIONNAIRE

{ .
]

|
This ﬁook]et requests your opinions on a variety of topics and

asks about aspects of your background. Your responses are entirely

anohymous. Please dg not put your name anywhere on the questionnaire.
- ) ) ; -

“Your individual responses will ié;;‘kept in the striftest

i1l be analyzed on a group

mefidence. The information obtaine

basis only, not on an individual basis.

b~

You are free to withdraw from this study at any time, in which

casé none of your responses will be included in the analysis. Should
Y

fyou wish further information” about the‘study, please contact one of

the people listed below.

Thank you very mugh for your cooperation!

-

James Lea (Researcher)
tel.: (519) 746-8336

- * Dr. Bruce Hunsberger (Supervisor)
Dept. of Psychology
Room 3-1¥3, CTB,
Wilfrid Laurier University,
* Waterloo. Ontario
(519) 884-1970, ext. 2219

JHHT ¢

\v
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PART 1 :

In this section,
using the 18

student

notice, each scale is anchored
the opposite of the other).

anchoring points
un1VerSJty student on this

two

average

dimension is

If you thought the average
the #2 or

average student was rather caim,
_#7 or #8.
information to rate the ave

place

a mark in

GENERAL PERSON PERCEPTION

"nervous-calm” the scale would be:

nervqus

Alt ough ‘you

do not leave any blank.

1.
2.

10.
11.
12.
13,
14.
15.
16.

7.

18.

intelligent
unlikeable

cooperative

bossy M

mature

unimaginative _

responsible
nervous
patient
unreasonable
flexible
rude
unselfish
cold
sincere
friendly
cruel

attractive

ad jective

student was
#3 position; however,

N

dimension.

¢

7

we would like you to.rat; the
scaless given

For

L -—

8 9

do not

below. -As you will
both ends by an adjective (one being
to mark somewhere between these
the place which you think best describes the
example, if the -

calm

slightly nervous, you would
if you thought the
you would place the mark in_position
that you
student on somé of the scales, please

have sufficient

unintqﬂ]1gent
likeable
uncooperat ive
easygoing .
}mmature

i {4
imaginat ive
irresponsible
calm
impdtient
reasonable
rigid
courtecgus

selfish

< wdarm .

insincere
unfriendly
kind

unattractive

I
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PART 2 : ATTITUDE SURVEY

Below are statements related to specific religious beliefs. You

.will probably find that you -agreggwith some of the statements and
disagree with others to varying Weats. Please mark your opinion on
the 1tine to the 1left of each sTatemglt, according to the amount of

your agreement or dlsagreement by using theé following sca1e

Wraite down d

Write duwn a

¢

-3 w')e gpace provided if you strongly giaagr‘ze with

¢ the statement.

-2 1n the space provided 1f you moderatelv “disagree with
the statement. : .

-1 in the space provided 1f you slightly disagree with
the statement. -

+1 1n the space provided if you slightly agree with
the statement.

+2 1n the space provided if you moderately agree with
the statement. . _

+3 dn the gpace prov1dedv1f you strongly agree with#

-~—the statement.

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an 1tem., write down a
in the space provided.

IIO 1]

10.

11.

God listens 10 all prayers.

God exists as: Father. Son., and Holy Spirit.

Man 1s pot a special creature made in the image of God,
he is stmply a fecent development in the process of
anjmal evolution.

Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God.

The Bible is the word bf God given to guide man to grace
and salvation.

Those who feel thaf God answers prayers are just deceiving
themselves.

It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could be
both human and divine.

Jesus was born of a vérgin.

The Bible may be an important book of moral teachings,
but it was no more inspired by God than were many other
such books in the history of Man.

The concépt of God is an cld superstition that is n;
Tonger needed to explain things in the modern era.

Lhrist will feturn to earth someday.

¥

X3
)
.
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12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.

25.

Most of the religions in fhe’WOrld have miracle stories

in their traditions: but there is -no reason to believe
any of them are true, incluq1ng those found in the Bible. -
God hears all our prayers.
Jesus Christ &ay have been a great ethical teacher, as
other men have been in histery. But he was not the
divine Son of God.

J

God made man of dust 1n His own 1maqge -and breathed
1ife into him, :

. LY —_—

Jhrough the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, God )

provided a way for the forgiveness of man's sins.

Despite what many people believe. there 1s no such thing
as a God who is aware of Man's actions.

Jesus was crucified, died. and was buried but on the
third day He arose from the dead.

In a1l likelihood there is no such thing a5 a God-given
immortal soul in Man which lives on' after death.

If there,ever was such a person as Jesus of Nazareth,
he 1s dead now and will never walk the earth agdin.

- G
Jesus miraculously changed real water into real wine.

There 15 a God who is concerned with everyone's actons.
Jesus' death on the cross, if it actually occured, did
nothing in and of 1tself to save Mankind.

There 1s really no reason to hold to the idea that
Jesus was born of a4 virgin. Jesus' life showed better
than anything else that he was exceptional. so why rely
on old myths that don't make sense>

The Resurrection pro&es beyond ¢ doubt that Jesus was
the Chraist or Méssiash of God.
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PERSONAL RELIGIOUS ATTITUDES

&
Please respond -to the following questions by circlihg: the
number that best représents your opinion or checking the appropriate
dace. - v ~

-
[

1. In which of the following religious groups we\P&_ynug,M?

. Protestant (Which denomination? ‘ e )
. Catholic . .
Some other religious group (Specify: : )

‘Na. Religion -

. 3 ) N
2. What is your ptesent religion?

Protestant (Which Denomination?
Catholic

Jewish !

Other (Please indicate:
“Personal Religion” <J

No religion, since I do not know if God exists

No religion, singe I do not believe in God

3. How often do you attend religious services?

% &’ )
! More than once per week v
. Once per week ’
—. 0Once every two weeks i
oo Once per month i 2
Once or twice-.per year -
e Never T .
. L]

4. To what extent do you consider yourself to be a religious person?

[

Verymuch 41 2 3 .4 5 6 7 8 9 - Notat all

A

2

& 4
5. How 1mportant is religion i1n your everyday life ?
Not at all e . ' Extremely °
impor tant 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9° important

6. How important is religious salvation to you?-

Not at all . ‘ - Extremely
important: 1 2«3 & & § 7 8 9 important -

|p A R \XM hd P



PART 3 : SPECIFIC PERSON PERCEPTION
< .

¥

. . \#’-
The following information was obtained from the standard

guestionnaire given to all students wishing to see the

health centre physician at a major Canadian university: !~
. e

- “' ’

Mark S. is a 19 year old Engl1sh major. -He is gne of
3 chi’hren from a mediup-s1zed town. He-{s an average
student, doing well in some of his courses "&d not so well
in others. He 1s uncertain about what he wants to do
after graduation. Lést summer , he worked at a camp as a.
counselor.* He e\goys swimming, reading mystery stories,

Ly
movies, TV, and dancing. He has 2 or 3 close friends A

and although he does. date. he has no steady girlfriend. . / \

Mark was at the health centre for a,requiréd annual

‘check-up and was found to be in good health.

2
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We would now like you to rate the person about whom you have just
read using the 18 adjective scales given below.- As you will notice,
each scale is anchored at both ends by an adjective (one heing the
opposite of the other). VYou are to mark somewhere between these two
anchoring points the place which you think best describes the

evaluated person on this dimension.  For example, if the dimension is
“nervous-calm” the scale would be: £
’
nervous  _ - calm

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
#f you thought the person was slightly nervous. you would place a mark
in the #2 *or #3 position; however, if_you thought the person was quite
calm, you would place the mark in position #7 or #8. Although you may
feel that you do not have sufficient information to_rate the person on
some of the scales, please do not leave any blank.

‘1. intelligent _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ unintelligent
—2.. unlikeable o _— __ _ _ _ Nikeable

3. cooperatave _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ uncooperat ive
4. Qbossy T easygoing

5. mature e e e - - - - “immature

6. unimaginative _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ imaginative

7. responsible - oo irresponsible
8. r;er:/o:s o g calm f(

9.) patient - - impatient‘ﬁ
10, unreaspnable oo reasonabfe

11. flexible e e e e e - rigid

12. rude - - o courteous

13. unselfish o o selfish

14. cold _— e e e e e - warm

15, sincere — - - - - - - - - - insincere 4
16. friendly . :'1' o _" o unfriendly

17.  cruel - - - kind Q

18. attractive ' k unattract ive



8
We would now like you to answer some further questions about
Mark. Please circle the number that indicates your opinion.
Again. even though you may not feel you have enough information
to‘*ave formed an adequate impression, do not leave any questions
unahiswered.
1. How much would you like to meet Mark?
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 718 9 Very much
2. How healthy or 111 1s Mark?
Very Healthy 1 2 3 4 5 6+7 8 39 Very I11
¢
3. How responsible do you think Mark is #br his good health?
Not Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very Responsible
4. How preventable is pneumonia 1f one takes reasonable precautions?
Completely Not at all
Preventable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Preventable
- /
5. How* preventable 1s cancer if one takes reasonable precautions?
Completely . Not at all
Preventable 1 2 3 4 & 6 7 8 9 Preventable
6. Did yoy find ‘the description you have just read upsetting?
Very much 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9 Not at all
7. Would you rather not have read the description?
. 3 .
Mo, I didn'tmnd 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Yes, 1 regret
reading it reading 1t
[ 4

8. How simi}ar do you fTeel that you are to Mark?

Not at all Similar 1 23 45 6 7 8 9 Very Similar

‘v

1‘\



PART 4 .

to

Below are statements related: to specific beliefs. You will
probably-find that you agree with some of the statements and*disagree
with others to varying extents. Please mark your opinion on the line
the 1left of each statement, according to the amount of your
agreement or disagreement, by using the following scale:

TMrite down ¢ -3 1n the®space provided if you strongly d1saqree with

the statement.

~2 in the space provided if you moderately disagree with
the statement.

-1 in the space provided if you stightly disagree with
the statement.

Write down a2 +1 1n the space provided if you sli?ﬁt]y agree with

10-

the statement. .

+2 in the space provided if you moderately agree with
the statement. -

+3 1n the space provided if you strongly agree with
the statement.

“e

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about the item, place
a "0" in the space beside the statement.

There 1s always some way that a problem can be resolved.

I've found that a person rarely deserves the reputation
he or she has: _

Basically, the world is a just place.

People who get "lucky breaks" have usually eérned their

‘good fortune.

Careful drivers are just as likely to get hurt in traffic
accidents as careless ones.

It is a common occurrence for a gu11ty pgrson to get off
free in Canadian courts.

Students almost always deserve the grades they receive in
school.

Men who keep in shape have little chance of suffering a
heart attack.

The political candidate who sticks up for his principles
rarely gets elected. - ] .

It is rare for an innocent man to be wrongfully sent to
jail.

t-



11.

12.
13-

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

14. \

26. 2‘i

27. To what extent do you believe in a just world?

Not at

In professional sports. many fouls and infractions never
get called by the referee.

By and large. people deserve whdt they get.

When parents punish their children. 1t is almost always
for® good reasons. .

Good deeds often go unnoticed and unrewarded.
b

Although Eyi] people may hold political power for a while,
in the general course of history, good wins out.

In almost any business or préfession. people who do their
job well rise to the top.

Canadian parents tend to overlook the things most to be

admired in their children. ‘h~~—\\“\\\\\

1t is often impossible for a person to receive a fair
triad in Canada.

- i} 5
People who meet with misfortune have often brought it on
themselves. .

Crime doesn't pay. ‘ .

Many people suffer through absolutely no fault of their own.

Mahy differenMyreligious views are perfectly reasonable.

God rewards good people and punishes bad people.

My.religion very much emphasizes that good people
are rewarded and bad people are punished.

\} s

God cares for and comforts those’who suffer.

My religion very much emphasizes that those who
suffer should be.cared for and comforted.

EY

|

all 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 Completely

28. To what extent do, you believe that there is justice in the world:
that good things happen to good people while bad things happen to
bad people?

Not at all 1.2 3 4 56’6 7 8 9 Completely
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PART §: RELIGION AND PROBLEM SOLVING

rd

Presented below are - several statements concerning the role of
religion 1n dealing with problems. Please: (a) read each statement
carefully: (b) think about how often the statement applies to you; (c)
decide whether each statement, 1s true “of you (1) never, (2)
occasionally, (3) fairly often) (4) very often, or (5) always. Draw a
circle around -one of the flive numbers to indicate how often the

statement applies to you. -
- Never
Occasionally
Fairly often
Very often
Always

O B W R -

LS L | N 1 S ¢

1

1. When it comes to decidinq how to solve a .
problem, God and I‘w?rk together as partners. 1 2 3 4 5

2. When faced with trouble, I deal with my
~ feelings without God's help. - 1 2 3 4 5.

3. I don't spend much time thinking about the
troubles I've had; God makes sense of them
for me. | _ 1 2 3 45

4l In carrying out solutions to my problems, I wait
for God to take control and know somehow he'11 .
work it out. 1 2 3 4 5

5. When I have a difficulty, I decide what it
means by myself without help from God. 1 2 3 45

6. Together, God and I put my plans into action. 1 2 3 4 5

7. When I have a problem., I talk to God about

it and together we decide what it means.’ 1 2 3 45
8. When a situation makes me anxious, I wait ‘

for God to take those feelings away. 1 2 3 4 5

9. After I've gone through a rough time, I try
to make sense of it without relying on God. 1 2 3 45

10. When considering a difficult situation, God ~
~and I work together to think of possible

solutions. ! 1 2 3 45
11. I do not think about different solutions to >
my problems because God provides them for me. 1 2 3 4 5

12. 1 act to solve my problems without God‘s help. 1 2 3 4 5.

-

&



13.

14,

15.

16.
17.

18.

When I feel nervous or anxious about a problem,
I work together with God to find a way to
relieve my worries.

When thinking about a difficulty. I try to come
up with possible solutions without God's help.

Rather than trying to come up with the right
solution £8-a problem myself. I tet God decide
how to deal with it. )
When a troublesome issue arises., I leave it
up to God to decide what it means for me.
When deciding on a solution, I mabkt a choice
independent of God's input.

After solving a problem, I work with God to
make sense of it.

¢

“

Background Information:

Age:

Sex:

M/F

Year in University:

Major:

THANKS VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION !!

[p*]

12
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Religiosity and the Just Worlid

APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY RELIGIOSITY AND JUST WORLD CORRELATIONS
BY RELIGI?US DENOMINATION

=
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Religiosity and the Just World

L]

Religiopsity and Just World Correlations:

Anglicans (N=19j

-
v :
JWS BJW . BJWSH
Christian
Orthodoxy _ -.03 -.15 .42 *
Rel. Service «
Attendance -.15 -.49 * -.08
3
Importance )
of Religion .13 .16 .30
Importance of .
Salvation .18 .13 .25
Se\f-Rated 3
Religiosity -.01 -.04 .28
L pe.05
I ¢
. JWS ----- Rubin & Peplau just world scale
BIW ----~ elaborated just world question
BIJWSH ----- Sorrentino & Hardy just world question

s

("]
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9511g1031ty and the Just World

L

- .
Religiosity and Just World Correlations:
. Agnostic (N = 30)
IWS BJW "BJWSH
- Christian
Orthodoxy -.18 -.16 -.19
Rel, Service °
Attendance .24 .18 .15
Importance
of Religiop -.02 -.02 -.14
Importance of - ,
Salvation -.20 -.17 -.23
Self-Rated
Religiosaty 09 -.07 -.22
A —eo-- p<.0b

Rubin & Peplau just world scale
elaborated just world question ;
Sorrentino & Hardy just world question

124
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APPENDIX C

o PART 1: SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES
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- Megan Ratings of Vignette Character
T With Balanced Experimental Cells
(Reti1giosity = CO)
High_Salience of Religion: J
Healthy Pneumonia Cancer
. ) | 1 ] Y
: | | | [
| | ! !
High Religiosity [ 121.0 ! 111.5 I 106.2 |
| I (I .
| | I |
R R e mmmm e I
| | | |
I | I I
Low Religiosity I 108.1 I 109.4 I 100.7 I
I [ - I I
, | : | S | I
I I : I/ L
s
Low, Salience of Religion:
Healthy Pneumonia Cancer
I l I I
. | | | |
-~ | I . - |
s High Religiosity I 117.2 I 120.8 [ 113.8 I
[ | I I
! | I I
g » R TR R e -
! I I !
| I I I
Low Religiosity : 116.8 | 99.2 I 105.4 |
I I I
| I | I
l___ I | I
&
" NOTES  -- There are 13 participants per cell

-- Higher scores indicate a more positive rating

~
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v

ANOVA Summary_Table LQL;RiianS '

with 13 Participants per Cell -
{(RELIGIQSITY = CO)
Source - daf Mean SQuare £
Salience o -
of* Religion_ (9] 1 293.6 1.tb
Religiosaty (R} 5 ey 2809.3 15.8%
Health Condition (H) b 11330 6.39
S 4 R 1 108.2 U.bl
S X H ¢ 144 .5 .8
R ¥ H Tl 110.3 0.6¢
S X R XH 2 836.3 A.iz
- \

Error ~ 144 177.3
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. .
Mean Adi'usted Rating of Vignette Character
— ’ With Balanced Experimental Cells
S oa (RELIGIOSITY = CO)
# - .
|
High Salience of Religiop:
Healthy Pneumonia - _ Canter &4 °
I | I |
I I ! |
! i [ !
High Religiosity i 15.15 : 4.54 : . 3.77 !
B} s | -
I i s | |
. [cmmmmmm e - R et e it e Rt |
I N ! ! I
o | I |
- Low Religiosity ] 13.46 : =+ 0.31 I 2.92 I
} N I L3 I l
z - n | |
* I | i I |
i »
- Low Salience of Religion: ~
Healthy } . Pneumonia Cancer
I f I |
I | | !
| I a N
High.Religrosity ! 8.08 I 6.15 I 2.85 |
. N b l 1 / l ' y<d I
I I | 1
[---v- B R R T |
) l ¥y l l !
R ] I ) | . | I
Low Religiosity * 9.08 l 3.54 | 0.38 |
I I | |
T , | | | ]
ERE B | | | !
= R ‘ ) )
LS NOTES -- There ‘are 13 participants per cell
- - -~ Higher scores indicate a more positive rating
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»

ANOVA Summary_Table for Adjusted Ratings
- With 13 Participants per Cell
(RELIGIOSITY = CO)

Source - : df Mean_ Square £
il
Sa;}énce
ot/Religion ($) 1 3.0 0.50
Religiosity  (R) 1 142.3 0.73
Héalth Condition (H) 2 1254.0 6.41 A+
ng R : 1 11.9 0.06
S X H 2 232.9 1.19
R X H 2 37.9 0.19
SXRXH 2 18.2 0.09
Error 144 195.6 ol
xx  _-I  p<.01 - B
TR
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‘Relrgiosity and the Just World - 130
) ) -Lg
—— h c" .
Mean Ratings of Vignette Character
(RELIGIOSITY = “IMPORTANCE OF RELIGLPN") .
- »
High_Salience of Religion:
Hea]th& Pnéumonia Cancer
f S I I
I I | I
I 116.1 | 112.0 I 103.8 I
High Religiosity [ | I - o |
I (24) I (13) I (25) I
I I I P
[ fodemmccce S |
. I I - I I
I 114.3 | 109.6 I 103.4 |
Low Religiosity I r | |
o I« (15} - 1 (27) I (17) ]
= I | !
I | I I
Low _Salience of:Religion:
Healthy {1eumonia Cancer,
) < N 1
| I s [ T
| ! I |
I 113.0 I 113.3 I 114.5 |
High Religiosity I I I . |
I (24) ! (23) I (20) |
I I - | I
R e P [-cmmmmm e e oo |
| ! I |
. - | 120.4 I 103.9 I\ 106.3 |
Low Religiosity | I | |
| (18) | (14) | (18) |
I I | |
I I I |

o

NOTES -- Number in cell ‘given in brackets

~- Greater numbers jqﬂ}cﬁte more positive rating
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] ANOVA Summary Table for -
¥ignette Character -Ratings ‘.
{RELIGIOSITY = IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION)

Sewrce df Mean_square 3 .
{

Sg;1§2$?g+on (!h 1 313.3 1.6¢

Re]igj051ty {(R) 1 183.5 0.95
“Health Condition (H) 2 1561.7 ’ .10 A+
S X R ’ ” 1 39.4 0.20

S X H 2 450.0 2.33

R X H 2 434.8 2.25
SXRXH 2 440.9 2.29
Error 226 . 192.8

*Ax ”;)» p<.001
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Mean Adijusted Ratings of Vignette Character:

Character -_Average Student Ratings Y
(REYPGIESITY = IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION) .
LY

v

High Salience of Religion:

~ i Hgalthy Pneumonia Cancer
I I I !
i l | | |
. ‘ ; | 10.04 I 4.69 | 4.79 I
High Religiosity I I | | .
. - (24) I (13) l te4) |
| I [ |
e R e e e T R it e I
I | I |
I 13.29 I 2.15 | - 1.12 |
[f/’” Low Religiosity I I | I
I (14) I (27) | (17) |
- | I | |
W I | I I
[ S—
Low Salience of Religion:
Healthy Pneumonia Cancer
I | | I
I I I I
~ ! 7.79 I 5.86 I 3.95 I
High, Religiosity | | I |
— [ (24) l (21) | (20) |
| l | I
R e e D R ittt B ettt I
| | I |
< | 8.72 | 5.07 I 1.28 |
Low Religiosity | | I |
T (18) | (14) | (18) |
| ’ | ! |
| | I I

«

NOTES -- Higher numbers indicate more positive ratings
-- number of participants per cell in brackets

s
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%

Source df ) Mean Square

ANOVA Summary TabJe for Adjusted Characier
Ratings: Character - Average Student
(RELIGIO%ITY =‘IMPORTA§CE 0F RELIGION)

-133

E

Salience ]

of Religion (9) 1 0.0 0.0
Religiosity (R) 1 183.7 0.88

Health Condition (H) 2 1034.5 4.97 »»

S XR 1 4.6 0.02

S X H Z 1563.9, 0.74 -
R X H S 196.6 0.94 ’
SXRXH " » 2 37.1 0.18
Error 222 208.3

A oo Q<:01
_ "
: \ T
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s

) - . t/) <

Hi. My name 1s Jim Lea. I'm a gréduate student here at
¢ ) ‘ 1
Laurier’ and I'm carrying out a study on attitudes and person

perception for my M.A. thesis project.

1'd greatly appreciate 1t 1f you could fill out one of the
questionnaires that is now being distributed. The study 1s

entirely anonymous$ and voluntarv and should tdke about half an

hour to complete.

=

“The questionnaire is fairiy self-explanatory., it asks for
your impressions of different peép]e and your opinions on a wide
variety of topics. 1I'd like to ask you to please complete all

of the sections in the order in which they are presented.

-

Does -everyone have a questionnaire?

[1f yesd]
Okay. I'd 1ike to read the cover page with you.
[read cov?r page]
Are there any questions?

Okay, could you pleage turn to the first pdge and complete
the survey 1n order. If you hawa any questions at all, please

raise your hand and I'11 try to answer them for you.

Also, we'll be posting the results in the Central Teaching
\
Building in June. If you would Tike to have the results‘md11ed

‘to you as well, please put your name and address on the sheet

-
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that i1s being passed around.

AV
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r

>

,Thanks ve;y much for compieting the questionnaire. I

?

- really appreciate it.

I'd T1ke to tell you a little b1t about,the study.

Essentially, we're 1nvestigating. reactions to people in
different situations. Each of you read a s}ory about a person
who was either healthy, had pneumonia. or had cancer: In all
'other wa;s. the person was identical. What some researchers

have found is that people will evaluate people who are i11 more

negatively than healthy people.

«

Why, you might ask. would anyone have a lower opinion of a
sick peF;on? Well, research has suggested that meny people have:
a need to believe 1n a just world. The idea is that peopie
generally like to think that good things happen to good people
and ~ bad things happen to bad people: Since something bad
happened to the sick person, people sometimes conclude that the
sick person 15§ a bad person. It gjves them a sense that tﬁey
have some control over whether good or bad things happen to

them.

%

As you Erobab]y noticed, there are a lot of questions about

your religious §eliefs in the questionnaire. That's because we
. ‘ -3
also want to look at hoy (pligiousness relates to the belief in

a Jjust world. Some research has suggested that thl more
L 'Y o
religious you are, the more likely it 1s that you will believe

that the wPrld is a just place (possibly because you believe God

-
B Y

” ®

\ o
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&

is . looking after things). If\you believe that the world 1s 4
just place, you>ﬁxght be more inclined to hage—a tower opinion
of N victims -eof 11lness. 6ther researchers, tﬁough. have
suggested that the religious will have a higher opinion of the
i1l than will less r%]1g1ous people. We hope to be able to find

out which 1s the case.

»*
If you're interested in the specific results of this study.
.they will be posted on the third floor bulletin buvard of the
Central Teaching Building by June 15. 1988, If vou asked for
I

the results to be mailed to you. they should be sent .to you at

about the same time. .

4 b

v
Are there any questions?

Okay., I'd like to thank you again for participating 1n the

study. It's Jery much apprec%ated.

>

‘o3
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