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ABSTRACT 

 Previous research has identified several coping strategies that people may use to restore 

psychological equanimity after being exposed to the suffering of an innocent person, including 

victim blaming, victim derogation, and helping / prosocial behavior. In this investigation, I 

proposed an alternative strategy for coping with just-world threats, the offsetting rationalization, 

in which people reinforce their belief that the world is just by selectively viewing undeserved 

good and bad events as balancing each other out in the lives of others. In three experiments, I 

sought to assess (1) whether people would consciously engage in offsetting rationalizations, and 

(2) whether engaging in offsetting rationalizations would reduce people’s need to use other 

strategies for coping with just-world threats. I found that participants were indeed willing to 

explicitly construe positive events experienced by victims as offsetting their misfortunes, with 

undeserved positive events possessing the greatest offsetting capacity (Experiment 1). However, 

contrary to predictions, participants’ use of other threat reduction strategies was not influenced 

by their ability to engage in an offsetting rationalization, with participants showing victims the 

same level of kindness (Experiment 2) and blaming victims to the same extent (Experiment 3) 

regardless of the type of event that preceded their misfortune. Although the current investigation 

provides insight into people’s reactions to co-occurring good and bad events in the lives of other 

people, the results of the three experiments reported here must be considered in the context of 

several important methodological limitations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

People have a need to believe that the world is a just place and are motivated to ensure 

that this belief remains in tact (Lerner, 1980). Psychologists have devoted considerable effort to 

understanding how beliefs about justice influence individuals’ interpretations of social 

phenomena and how people respond when their beliefs about justice are violated or disrupted 

(see Hafer & Bègue, 2005, for a review). One of the most common ways that people’s beliefs 

about justice are violated is through exposure to the suffering of innocent victims. Indeed, merely 

being exposed to another person’s misfortune may arouse concerns about justice and motivate 

people to seek to re-establish a sense that the world is just (Hafer, 2000a). Previous research has 

documented numerous ways that people respond to threats to the belief in a just world, with 

victim blaming (e.g., van den Bos & Maas, 2009), victim derogation (e.g., Aderman, Brehm, & 

Katz, 1974), and victim compensation (e.g., Haynes & Olson, 2006) receiving the greatest 

attention. By engaging in these behaviors, people are able to reduce the threat posed to them by 

the suffering of an innocent person and can maintain their belief that “people get what they 

deserve or, conversely, deserve what they get” (Lerner & Simmons, 1966, p. 204). 

An often-overlooked aspect of the characteristic responses to just-world threats is that 

they all represent more active attempts to restore psychological equanimity, either by alleviating 

(i.e., helping) or explaining (i.e., blaming, derogation) the suffering of other people. If people 

truly believe that the world is a just place in which good people are rewarded and bad people are 

punished, then there may be other, more passive avenues through which concerns about justice
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can be addressed. One possibility is that undeserved positive events may negate concerns about 

justice aroused by undeserved negative events (i.e., misfortunes), and vice versa. Recent research 

has partially addressed this possibility by demonstrating that people may satisfy concerns about 

justice by perceiving random good and bad events as balancing each other out (Gaucher, Hafer, 

Kay, & Davidenko, 2010); however, this research has focused on the relations between events 

experienced by participants themselves, not those experienced by others. Because beliefs about 

justice for the self appear to operate differently than beliefs about justice for others (Bègue & 

Bastounis, 2003; Lipkus, Dalbert, & Siegler, 1996), it is unclear whether observers will view 

positive and negative events as offsetting each other in the lives of other people, as well. 

Despite having received little empirical attention, the rationalization of complementary 

events likely plays an important role in our interactions with other people across a variety of 

settings. There are obvious consequences of these processes in interpersonal interactions: if an 

individual has knowledge of an acquaintance’s windfall, they may be less sympathetic toward a 

subsequent misfortune experienced by that person. However, viewing undeserved positive and 

negative events as offsetting each other may have more pernicious effects in other, more formal 

settings. For example, in legal cases, evidence regarding an undeserved benefit received by a 

plaintiff may bias jury perceptions, thus leading to an unfair or inaccurate verdict and sentencing. 

Although it is easy to imagine how this psychological phenomenon might influence people’s 

thoughts and behaviors, without concrete experimental evidence, these effects remain purely 

speculative. In the current investigation, I tested the possibility that observers will perceive good 

and bad events in the lives of other people as offsetting each other, thus reducing the need to 

restore justice through more active strategies for mitigating just-world threat.  
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Just-World Theory and Classic Strategies for Coping with Threats 

 Although just-world beliefs arise out of ostensibly self-related processes (Hafer & Bègue, 

2005; Lerner, 1977), their maintenance depends to a large extent on the fortunes of others. In a 

world governed by justice, an individual should be able to engage in long-term, goal-oriented 

behaviors and expect to eventually have those behaviors rewarded (e.g., success, security, 

happiness). However, when an individual encounters another person who has experienced a 

misfortune for which they were not responsible (i.e., that is undeserved), this creates the 

impression that the world is unpredictable and, thus, poses a threat to the individual’s pursuit of 

his or her long-term goals (Callan, Harvey, Dawtry, & Sutton, 2013; Hafer, 2000b; Hafer, 

Bègue, Choma, & Dempsey, 2005; Lerner, 1977). Because people need to believe that their 

world is predictable and that they have some control over their fate, such discrepancies between 

what is deserved and what actually occurs in our social environments may activate a justice 

motive, or the desire to restore a sense that world is a just place (e.g., Miller, 1977b). This motive 

seems to underlie people’s responses to victims and may compel people to engage in one or more 

strategies to reduce threats to beliefs about justice (Lerner, 1980). Several strategies for coping 

with just-world threats have been suggested since Lerner and Simmons’ (1966) seminal work; 

however, helping, victim blaming, and victim derogation have received the greatest empirical 

attention and support (Hafer & Bègue, 2005). In this section, I will briefly discuss these three 

threat reduction strategies and describe the mechanisms by which they reduce just-world threats. 

 One common and rational way that people seek to reduce threat to just-world beliefs is by 

compensating or providing help to victims. When an observer engages in compensation or 

helping, he or she directly alleviates the suffering experienced by the victim and, as a result, 

restores his or her sense of justice in the world (Lerner, 1980). The relationship between just-
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world beliefs and prosocial behavior has been demonstrated in a variety of experimental settings 

(Dalbert & Umlauft, 2009; DePalma, Madey, Tillman, & Wheeler, 1999; Drout & Gaertner, 

1994; Strelan, 2007; cf. Murphy-Berman & Berman, 1990) as well as in actual donation 

situations (Bègue, 2014). Despite being the most rational means of coping with just-world 

threats, helping those who have experienced misfortune may not always be the most practical, or 

most desirable, course of action. Experimental evidence suggests that if an individual believes 

that their pursuit of their own just outcomes will be impeded by helping or compensating a 

victim, then prosocial behavior is less likely to occur (Miller, 1977b), suggesting that people will 

choose to resolve just-world threats in ways that are more convenient or efficient. 

When prosocial behavior is not possible because of situational or personal factors (e.g., 

capacity to help; Miller, 1977a), people may resort to other, less rational means of coping with 

threats to beliefs about justice that are aroused by outcomes experienced by others. According to 

Lerner (1980), the two dimensions on which a victim’s deservingness may be judged are their 

behavior and their attributes. Observers may therefore attempt to cope with just-world threats by 

blaming the victim directly for their misfortune (e.g., Montada, 1998; van den Bos & Maas, 

2009; van Prooijen & van den Bos, 2009) or by impugning the victim’s character (e.g., Aderman, 

Brehm, & Katz, 1974; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). These methods could be considered 

“nonrational” because they require the observer to either distort their perceptions of a victim’s 

behavior so as to make the victim seem more deserving of their fate (i.e., blaming) or draw 

illogical causal links between a victim’s personality or moral character and the misfortune that 

they experienced (i.e., derogation; Lerner, 1980). Previous research suggests that these routes to 

reducing just-world threat are not separate and distinct, but rather may be used in tandem to 

restore psychological equanimity. For example, Haynes and Olson (2006) found that whereas 
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participants tended to blame likeable victims who were highly responsible for a specific 

misfortune, participants tended to derogate unlikeable victims with low responsibility. 

Importantly, when the victim was both unlikeable and possessed high responsibility for their 

misfortune, Haynes and Olson found evidence that both strategies were used to reduce just-world 

threat. These results demonstrate the flexibility of people’s tactics for coping with just-world 

threats and suggest that whatever characteristics of the victim are most salient will form the basis 

of observers’ threat reduction strategies. 

Although these three methods of maintaining just-world beliefs have dominated just-

world theory research over the past fifty years, they are not the only strategies that can be utilized 

to mitigate just-world threats. As Lerner (1980) suggested, there may be numerous ways that 

people maintain their belief that the world is just outside of helping, blaming, and derogation. In 

the following section, I will discuss the role of deservingness in justice-related processes and 

describe some of the ways that concerns about deservingness might motivate people to adopt 

previously unexamined methods of resolving just-world threats. 

Deservingness and Alternative Strategies for Coping with Just-World Threats 

It is important to emphasize the role that concerns about deservingness play in both 

rational and nonrational strategies for coping with just-world threats. Indeed, in many 

publications on the topic of just-world theory, a “just world” is described as a one in which 

people “get what they deserve” or “deserve what they get” (e.g., Hafer & Bègue, 2005; Kogut, 

2011; Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978). Some models of deservingness assume that when 

people are confronted with good or bad outcomes experienced by others, they make more or less 

rational decisions about whether the others’ outcomes are deserved based a variety of factors, 

including the others’ responsibility for their outcomes, ingroup/outgroup identification, and 
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interpersonal liking, among others (Feather, 1999; see also Weiner, 1993). This type of rational 

thinking about the fortunes of others can be seen most clearly in research addressing the impact 

of deservingness concerns on prosocial behaviors. For example, previous research suggests that 

people carefully consider their own sense of deservingness before deciding whether to behave 

prosocially toward a needy other (Long & Lerner, 1974; Miller, 1977b). Similarly, Braband and 

Lerner (1974) found that participants were most willing to help a person in need when the needy 

person was not responsible for their situation (i.e., deserving of help) and when participants felt 

that they themselves had just received an undeserved benefit. These studies provide support for 

the notion that people rationally consider matters of deservingness when deciding how to 

respond to victims. However, as noted by Lerner (1980), many of the mechanisms that people 

engage to cope with just-world threats do not rely on logic or reason.  

The extent to which the maintenance of just-world beliefs functions through concerns 

about deservingness is perhaps best exemplified by immanent justice reasoning, which is a type 

of reasoning in which a misfortune is viewed as having been caused by past bad deeds that are 

not materially related to the misfortune (Piaget, 1932/1997). Although this type of reasoning was 

initially assumed to be unique to children, more recent experimental evidence suggests that 

adults also engage in immanent justice reasoning to make sense of both positive and negative 

outcomes that are ostensibly undeserved (e.g., Raman & Winer, 2004). For example, in a series 

of experiments, Callan and colleagues (Callan, Ellard, & Nicol, 2006; Callan, Sutton, & Dovale, 

2010) found that participants rated a target’s past immoral behavior (i.e., adultery) as causing a 

subsequent misfortune to a greater extent than past moral behavior (i.e., volunteering). Callan 

and colleagues observed similar effects for random positive events, as well, with participants 

rating moral behaviors (e.g., tipping well, working hard) as having played a greater causal role in 
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a target’s winning the lottery than immoral behaviors (e.g., tipping poorly, poor work ethic). 

Together, these studies indicate that not only do people make causal connections between 

objectively unrelated behaviors and outcomes, but also that they expect these relationships to 

operate based on deservingness: good and bad behavior should beget good and bad outcomes, 

respectively. 

As a form of causal reasoning, immanent justice reasoning is unique in that there is often 

no clear link between a person’s behaviors and the outcomes that they are perceived to have 

caused. However, Callan et al. (2006) suggest that a strong causal link between behavior and 

outcome may not be necessary for immanent justice reasoning to occur. Instead, they suggest 

that people tend to view good or bad behavior as establishing a “deservingness precondition” on 

which just-world-motivated causal inferences can be made. In other words, in service of 

maintaining their belief in a just world, an individual may anticipate that another person will get 

what they deserve based on knowledge of that person’s good or bad behavior. This anticipation 

may in turn motivate the individual to construe subsequent undeserved positive or negative 

outcomes experienced by the other person as being well-deserved, or as “just deserts” for, the 

aforementioned good or bad behaviors. This type of rationalization may explain why people feel 

more vulnerable to misfortune after refusing a donation request (Kogut & Ritov, 2011) and why 

people actively engage in prosocial behavior in an attempt to increase their chances of attaining a 

desired outcome over which they have no control (Converse, Risen, & Carter, 2012; Zuckerman, 

1975). Importantly, people tend to exhibit immanent justice reasoning to a greater extent under 

conditions of high just-world threat (i.e., when they are especially motivated; Callan et al., 2006) 

and high cognitive load (Callan et al., 2010), suggesting that this type of rationalization may be 
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an efficient, almost heuristic means of coping with just-world threats that reduces the degree of 

mental effort people must expend to restore psychological equanimity. 

The foregoing discussion suggests that people expect good and bad behaviors to produce 

corresponding outcomes (i.e., good behaviors produce good outcomes), even if the precipitating 

behavior is not directly related to the outcome. However, this perspective only addresses how 

deservingness judgments function when a victim has performed an intentional action that 

impacts their perceived level of deservingness. As recent research by Gaucher et al. (2010) 

suggests, it may be the case that judgments about deservingness and justice function differently 

when the deservingness precondition is based on an undeserved windfall or misfortune that 

cannot be foreseen or prevented. From their perspective, the impact of “deeds” (i.e., intentional 

behaviors or actions) on judgments of deservingness and attempts to restore justice should be 

fundamentally different from that of “breaks” (i.e., events that occur outside of one’s 

intentionality or agency). They found support for this proposition in three experiments. 

For example, in one experiment, Gaucher et al. (2010) asked students to recall either 

several deeds or several breaks that they performed or experienced, respectively, within the past 

month, and then assessed students’ reactions to a recent and personally relevant policy change at 

their university. When students recalled past deeds, their reaction to the policy change reflected 

the valence of the deeds they had performed: a student who had committed bad deeds perceived 

the policy as affecting them negatively. However, when students recalled breaks, their 

perceptions of the new policy frequently complemented or offset the valence of the breaks they 

had experienced: if a student recalled several undeserved and uncontrollable bad breaks, they 

were more likely to perceive the policy as benefiting them. Thus, it seems that when an 

intentional act is committed, people expect the valence of their outcomes to match the valence of 
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the act. In contrast, when people are undeservedly subjected to a positive or negative experience, 

they expect that their outcomes should balance out or make up for the previous undeserved 

experience. In both cases, the outcome that people expect to experience is also the one that they 

think they deserve, suggesting that the rules of deservingness apply equally to both deeds and 

breaks. However, it is clear from this research that what people think they deserve following a 

good or bad deed is different from what they think is deserved following a good or bad break.  

The evidence provided by Gaucher et al. (2010) indicates that people use the same sort of 

subtle cognitive distortions observed in immanent justice reasoning experiments to rationalize 

the everyday occurrence of random positive and negative events in their own lives, with 

undeserved events (both good and bad) being balanced out by complementary events. Gaucher et 

al. have termed these distortions “compensatory rationalizations.” From their perspective, the 

belief in a just world is maintained in part by seeing undeserved positive events (e.g., finding 

$20) as making up for undeserved negative events (e.g., having a waiter spill coffee on you), and 

vice versa. As with immanent justice reasoning, the subtle cognitive distortions observed by 

Gaucher et al. may allow people to more quickly and effectively mitigate just-world threats and 

maintain their view of the world as just. This research provides an interesting perspective on how 

the need for justice and judgments of deservingness influence individuals’ perceptions of events 

in their own lives; however, it does not offer any insight into whether people make similar 

rationalizations about unrelated positive and negative events that are experienced by others.  

Although there are no studies directly addressing the question of whether observers 

perceive undeserved good and bad events as balancing each other out in the lives of other people, 

previous research on system-justifying beliefs suggests that this might be the case. System 

justification, which has been implicated in the maintenance of just-world beliefs (Hafer & 



 

 10 

Bègue, 2005), is a process by which people use stereotypic beliefs to legitimize unjust or unfair 

societal arrangements (Jost & Banaji, 1994). For example, Kay and Jost (2003) demonstrated 

that people were more supportive of unjust social systems if the victims and beneficiaries of 

these systems were described with traits that offset their undeserved social statuses (e.g., “poor 

but happy”, “rich but miserable”). In the same vein, other researchers have found that observers 

may distort their evaluations of victims and their experiences so as to reflect greater 

complementarity, such as by forecasting a happier and more meaningful future for victims 

(Anderson, Kay, & Fitzsimons, 2010) or by positively evaluating disadvantaged others on traits 

unrelated to their misfortune (Kay, Jost, & Young, 2005). These processes serve to reduce the 

need to restore justice by finding good in ostensibly bad situations: if someone has experienced a 

misfortune, but they are better off because of it or have a fulfilling life despite it, then there is no 

need to seek justice through direct action. However, the biases exhibited by participants in these 

studies are based not on the relations between undeserved good and bad events experienced by 

others, but rather on the affective reactions of undeservedly disadvantaged or advantaged others 

to their respective lots in life. Unlike windfalls and misfortunes, which are often unforeseeable 

and uncontrollable, people have some degree of control over their affective reactions to their 

circumstances (e.g., “fake it until you make it”); thus, the research on system-justifying beliefs 

does not provide an adequate answer to the question of whether undeserved good events can be 

viewed as offsetting undeserved bad events, and vice versa. 

The research reviewed thus far indicates that in service of maintaining their belief in a 

just world, people will find causal explanations for their own undeserved outcomes in unrelated 

random events from their recent past (Gaucher et al., 2010) and will attempt to justify the 

undeserved experiences of other people by construing their lives as happier or more meaningful 
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(Anderson et al., 2010; Kay & Jost, 2003). Based on this evidence, I suggest that people may 

also attempt to resolve their concerns about justice and deservingness by construing undeserved 

good and bad events as balancing each other out in the lives of other people. The threat-reducing 

mechanisms underlying this proposed coping strategy are fairly straightforward: when an 

observer’s sense that the world is just is upset by the undeserved experiences of another person 

(either good or bad), the observer can reduce the threat they experience, or avoid it entirely, by 

selectively viewing a separate undeserved event from that person’s life as offsetting or canceling 

out the event that initiated the threat. This type of rationalization would require minimal 

cognitive effort on the part of the observer and would likely serve as a powerful source of 

support for their beliefs about justice.  

Although there is evidence that both good and bad events threaten just-world beliefs 

(Callan et al., 2006; Ellard & Bates, 1990; Gaucher et al., 2010), for this investigation, I chose to 

focus on the potential offsetting effects of undeserved positive events on undeserved negative 

events (i.e., misfortunes). As an example, consider a scenario in which an individual learns that 

an acquaintance has been severely injured in a car accident. The individual may consider the 

accident to be more or less just, and thus feel more or less threatened, depending on whether the 

acquaintance has previously experienced a windfall (e.g., winning a large sum of money in the 

lottery) or suffered a misfortune (e.g., losing their job in an economic downturn). Because the 

individual can construe the windfall as being evidence of the world’s doling out both positive 

and negative events in equal measure, only the windfall should be viewed as just and therefore 

be eligible to offset the misfortune. In situations such as this one, the windfall would serve as a 

deservingness precondition on which the individual could base judgments about the acquaintance 

and their misfortune. By attributing the co-occurring good and bad events to the justness of the 
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world, the individual is able to reduce the degree of threat they experience in response to the 

acquaintance’s suffering, and this strengthens their belief in a just world.  

One potential consequence of using this type of rationalization to mitigate just-world 

threats is that people may not need to rely as heavily on other coping strategies to restore their 

sense that the world is just. Previous research indicates that there is not one singular method for 

reducing just-world threat, but that multiple strategies can be used to restore a state of 

psychological equanimity, with different situational factors promoting the use of some strategies 

over others (e.g., Haynes & Olson, 2006; Kay et al., 2005). In the context of the current 

investigation, I expected that if an individual could successfully restore psychological 

equanimity and reinforce their belief in a just world by viewing another person’s good and bad 

experiences as balancing each other out, then they would likely not need to seek further justice 

restoration by helping, blaming, or derogating the other person. This raises the possibility that 

the offsetting rationalizations that I have proposed may be observed both directly, in terms of 

people’s explicit rationalizations regarding the experiences of others, and indirectly, in the form 

of decreased reliance on other strategies for coping with just-world threats. Therefore, in the 

current investigation, I looked for both direct and indirect evidence of offsetting rationalizations. 

In looking for indirect evidence of offsetting rationalizations, I also hoped to overcome a 

methodological issue that is of great concern in just-world research, namely, that asking 

observers to directly consider the details of another person’s misfortune might impact how they 

react to that person and their negative life event. Lerner (1998) has stated that the cognitive 

distortions that people often use to mitigate just-world threats function on a preconscious level, 

just outside of a person’s awareness, which allows the person to maintain the illusion that their 

responses are objective and rational. This suggests that in order for irrational responses like 
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victim blaming and victim derogation to have their threat-reducing effects, an individual must 

not be aware they have drawn illogical conclusions or feel that their behavior toward a victim is 

non-normative. With regard to the current investigation, I was concerned that asking participants 

to explicitly engage in offsetting rationalizations would elicit a response that does not reflect how 

people actually react to the contrasting good and bad fortunes of others in their day-to-day lives. 

By including indirect methods of assessing offsetting rationalizations alongside more direct 

assessments, I hoped to account for the influence of experimenter demand characteristics and 

avoid socially desirable responding.  

Moderating Effects of Just-World Belief and Justice Salience 

Previous research addressing how beliefs about justice influence reactions to victims has 

often relied on self-report measures of just-world belief to test the predictions of just-world 

theory. Although there is reason to believe that the need to believe in a just world (i.e., the justice 

motive) is phenomenologically different from the belief in a just world, these concepts are 

integrally linked and are frequently examined together to better understand the reasons for 

various responses to victims (Hafer & Bègue, 2005). Individual difference measures of belief in 

a just world assume that rather than being a fundamental and fixed component of human 

psychology, the belief in a just world may differ in degree from person to person as a result of 

dispositional characteristics or past experiences (Lerner, 1980). There is considerable evidence 

that individuals do vary in their endorsement of just-world beliefs and that these differences are 

related to differential reactions to victims of misfortune; in particular, individuals who have a 

strong belief that the world is just seem to engage in just-world threat reduction strategies to a 

greater extent than individuals who have a weaker belief in a just world (for reviews, see 

Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Bègue, 2005). Because of the well-established and influential role that 
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just-world beliefs play in reactions to victims, in the current investigation, I examined the impact 

of just-world beliefs on people’s willingness to engage in offsetting rationalizations and tested 

for possible interactions between just-world beliefs and type of positive event. 

In addition to trait measures of just-world belief, just-world researchers have identified a 

variety of factors that may influence the degree to which observers desire to see justice restored 

when confronted with a victim’s suffering. One factor that appears to affect observers’ responses 

to victims is the extent to which concerns about justice and justice-related concepts are made 

salient. Although researchers have used a variety of techniques to prime just-world beliefs (e.g., 

Anderson et al., 2010; Callan et al., 2006; Kogut, 2011; Kogut & Ritov, 2011; Laurin, 

Fitzsimons, & Kay, 2011, study 4; McCoy & Major, 2007; Wilkins, Wellman, & Kaiser, 2013), 

in the current investigation, I sought to activate thoughts about justice by asking participants to 

write about justice-related experiences. Previous research indicates that this type of manipulation 

has a meaningful impact on reactions to victims, with participants generally reacting more 

harshly to victims following a just-world prime. For example, Kogut (2011) observed that 

individuals’ ratings of a target’s blameworthiness and responsibility for a misfortune were 

higher, and donations were lower, after they had written about the just (vs. unjust) experiences of 

another person. Using a similar manipulation, Lucas, Rudolph, Zhdanova, Barhkho, and Weidner 

(2014) found that participants expressed harsher attitudes toward immigrant populations after 

being primed to think about the world as being just. For this research, I expected that just-world 

primes would promote greater use of offsetting rationalizations, and thus less reliance on other 

strategies for coping with just-world threats, but only when co-occurring good and bad events 

were both undeserved.  

 



 

 15 

Overview of Experiments and General Experimental Hypotheses 

 The current investigation consisted of three experiments intended to (1) test whether 

observers view undeserved positive events as offsetting other people’s misfortunes, (2) examine 

how these rationalizations influence observers’ responses to victims and their misfortunes, and 

(3) determine whether these rationalizations depend on trait-levels of just-world belief or the 

extent to which justice concerns are salient. All of the experiments in the current investigation 

were conducted online. In Experiment 1, I looked for direct evidence of the offsetting judgments 

that I have described in previous sections of this paper. I expected that participants would be 

more inclined to engage in explicit offsetting rationalizations when a victim’s misfortune was 

preceded by an undeserved positive event compared to when it was preceded by a deserved 

positive event or no positive event. Additionally, I expected that just-world beliefs would be 

positively correlated with explicit offsetting rationalizations, but again, only when the victim had 

previously experienced an undeserved positive event. 

In Experiments 2 and 3, I looked primarily for indirect evidence of the proposed 

offsetting judgments by assessing whether undeserved positive events were associated with 

decreased use of the characteristic strategies for coping with just-world threats. I expected that 

people would be less inclined to use just-world coping strategies when a victim had previously 

experienced an undeserved positive event (vs. a deserved positive event or no positive event). 

Furthermore, because just-world beliefs should be positively correlated with the tendency to 

view events as balancing each other out, I expected that stronger just-world beliefs would be 

associated with a greater reduction in the use of just-world coping strategies when a victim had 

previously experienced an undeserved positive event. In contrast, in the absence of an 
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undeserved positive event, I expected that stronger just-world beliefs would be associated with 

greater use of just-world coping strategies.  

Together, I hoped that these experiments would offer some insight into the 

rationalizations that people employ to make sense of co-occurring positive and negative events 

experienced by others. 
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EXPERIMENT 1 

Experiment 1 was intended to address whether people consciously rationalize the co-

occurrence of random positive and negative events in the lives of others as a means of coping 

with just-world threats. Although nonrational threat-reduction techniques such as victim blaming 

and victim derogation appear to function best when they occur outside of our conscious 

awareness (Lerner, 1998), it is possible that the tendency to construe the good and bad 

experiences of others as balancing each other out is an explicit process, one that people are able 

and willing to discuss openly. To test this possibility, I presented participants with the case of a 

victim who experienced one of three types of offsetting events prior to experiencing a 

misfortune: (1) receipt of an undeserved monetary benefit, (2) receipt of a deserved monetary 

benefit, and (3) no offsetting event. I then asked them to provide explicit ratings of the extent to 

which they believed the victim’s misfortune was offset by a given positive event. Because 

undeserved positive events themselves challenge people’s belief in a just world (Ellard & Bates, 

1990; Gaucher et al., 2010), I expected that the victim’s receipt of an undeserved monetary 

benefit would possess the greatest capacity to offset the victim’s misfortune. In contrast, I 

expected that receiving a deserved reward (e.g., an earned bonus at work) or experiencing no 

positive event should not be as threatening to people’s belief in a just world and, thus, should not 

promote offsetting rationalizations to the same extent as an undeserved monetary benefit. 

Experiment 1 was also intended to assess whether belief in a just world moderates the 

way people respond to others’ experiencing undeserved positive events and unrelated 

misfortunes. Because high just-world believers should be more motivated to view the
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world as being just, I expected that they would rate a given positive event as offsetting the 

victim’s misfortune to a greater extent than low just-world believers, but only when the positive 

event was described as being undeserved. When a positive event experienced by another person 

was described as being deserved or when no positive event had occurred, I expected that high 

and low just-world believers would not differ significantly in the extent to which they viewed 

prior events as offsetting the victim’s misfortune. Thus, whereas I anticipated that low just-world 

believers would respond similarly regardless of the type of positive event experienced by the 

victim, I expected that high just-world believers would view positive and negative events as 

offsetting each other to a greater extent when the positive event was undeserved compared to 

when it was deserved or absent.  

Method 

 Participants and design. Participants were recruited online via Amazon’s Mechanical 

Turk (MTurk) system and were paid $0.25 for their participation. Participation in this study was 

open to all individuals age 18 or older. Three hundred and ninety-one MTurk users provided 

complete records for this experiment. Of this initial sample, 98 individuals were removed for 

failing to correctly answer manipulation check questions and one individual requested to be 

removed from the experiment following debriefing, leaving 292 individuals who provided usable 

data. The final sample was 73.6% female and mostly White (75.3%; see Table 1 for a more 

complete description of the demographics of this sample). The mean age was 39.18 years old 

(SD = 13.23). For this experiment, type of positive event (undeserved vs. deserved vs. no event) 

was manipulated between participants and belief in a just world was considered as a continuous 

moderator.  
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Materials. 

 Misfortune vignette. The vignette used in this experiment was created for the purposes of 

this research (Appendix A). The vignette describes two days in the life of a target person, an 

amateur artist named Sarah, in which she first experiences a positive life event followed by a 

random negative life event. In the vignette, the target is described as having worked the morning 

shift at a local art festival before running errands and heading home. After arriving at home, the 

target receives a phone call from a coworker at the art festival who delivers some news to the 

target. In the undeserved condition, the target is told that she won $500 in one of the festival’s 

raffles. In the deserved condition, the target is told that one of her paintings sold for $500 at the 

festival. In the no event condition, the target is told that a number of festival patrons expressed 

great admiration for one of her paintings. In all conditions, the target, excited by the good news, 

calls a friend to go get brunch on the following morning before attending the final day of the art 

festival. While at brunch, the target receives what appear to be second-degree burns after a 

waitress is bumped by another customer and spills hot coffee all over the target.  

 Measures. 

Just-world beliefs. Although Rubin and Peplau’s (1975) Just World Scale (JWS) is one 

of the most frequently used measures of individual differences in just-world belief, this scale has 

received widespread criticism over the past 30 years for having been shown to possess a 

multidimensional factor structure (e.g., Ambrosio & Sheehan, 1990; Loo, 2002; O’Quin & 

Vogler, 1990; Whatley, 1993) and for having frequently exhibited low internal consistency 

(alpha reliabilities ranging from 0.38 to 0.70; Haynes & Olson, 2006; Loo, 2002; O’Quin & 

Vogler, 1990). Given these issues, I chose instead to measure just-world beliefs using Lipkus’ 

(1991) Global Belief in a Just World Scale (GBJWS), which is a shorter instrument that has been 
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found to have higher internal consistency reliability than the JWS (α = 0.80 – 0.83; Lipkus, 1991; 

O’Connor, Morrison, & Morrison, 1996). The GBJWS consists of 7 statements intended to 

measure individual differences in belief in a just world (e.g., “I believe that rewards and 

punishments are fairly given”). Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with each 

statement on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). The GBJWS had “good” 

internal consistency reliability in this experiment (α = 0.88).  

Five-factor model traits. I included the 50-item version of Goldberg’s IPIP-NEO in the 

personality assessment to measure the basic five-factor model traits: agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience (Goldberg, 1992; Gow, 

Whiteman, Pattie, & Dreary, 2005). Participants indicated their level of agreement with 50 self-

descriptive statements on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). This 

measure was given alongside the GBJWS as a distractor task and was not used in any statistical 

analyses. 

Offsetting judgments. The primary dependent measures in this experiment were four 

items that addressed the extent to which the positive event that the target experienced offset her 

subsequent misfortune: (1) “How surprised were you that Sarah had coffee spilled on her?”; (2) 

“In your opinion, how fairly has life treated Sarah over the course of the events described in the 

story?”, (3) “To what extent do you think that events have generally balanced out for Sarah?”, 

and (4) “To what degree do you view Sarah’s having coffee spilled on her as being offset by her 

[having won $500, having been paid $500, having received compliments]?” Ratings for these 

items were made on a 10-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 10 = extremely). These items were 

presented on separate pages in the order that they are listed above so that the less direct questions 
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would not be influenced by the more direct questions. See Table 2 for descriptive statistics for 

these measures. 

Procedure. Experiment 1 was completed online. Participants signed up for the study via 

the MTurk system. Once they signed up to participate, participants navigated to the study 

website where they were first given a brief overview of the study. Participants were told that the 

study concerned how personality variables predict memory for and interpretations of different 

types of written content, including stories and articles. After reading the overview and cover 

story, participants encountered the following pages: consent form, instructions, and personality 

questionnaire (including GBJWS). Participants then read the misfortune vignette, which they 

were told was selected at random from a pool of personal stories and news articles that were 

recorded in a previous study or taken from online media sources, respectively. 

After reading the vignette, participants responded to the four offsetting judgment 

questions on separate pages. These questions appeared in the order that they are listed above. 

Participants were then asked three open-ended questions intended to assess their suspicions about 

the true purpose of the study. Next, participants completed a series of manipulation check 

measures consisting of true/false questions pertaining to the details of the vignette, an item 

requiring participants to recall the specific amount of money acquired by the target over the 

course of the story, and a question assessing how impactful that amount of money would be if 

the participant were themselves to receive that sum. Participants were then fully debriefed as to 

the purpose of this investigation. All participants were given the opportunity to delete their data 

after being debriefed. 
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Data Analysis Plan 

 I used hierarchical linear regression analyses to test my hypotheses in Experiment 1. 

Following the recommendations of Aiken and West (1991), to assess the main effect of type of 

positive event, I created two dummy-coded vectors (represented by D1 and D2 in the equation 

below) in which the undeserved positive event group served as the uncoded (or comparison) 

group. To assess the interaction of type of positive event with just-world beliefs, I created 

interaction vectors by multiplying each dummy-coded variable by participants’ GBJWS scores. 

For each analysis, the main effects for type of positive event and just-world beliefs were entered 

and evaluated on the first step and the interaction terms were entered and evaluated on the 

second step. Thus, the following equation was used in step 2 of the regression analysis:  

[1] 𝑌 = β0 + β1D1 + β2D2 + β3GBJWS + β4(D1*GBJWS) + β5(D2*GBJWS) + e 

GBJWS scores were mean-centered prior to these analyses. The effects for the overall models 

were judged against a Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .01 (experiment-wise), and the group 

contrasts and interaction terms within each model were judged against a Bonferroni-corrected α-

level of .025 (family-wise). All analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics for 

Macintosh (Version 22.0; IBM Corp, 2013).  
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Preliminary Analyses 

Prior to testing my main hypotheses, I conducted separate principal components analyses 

with varimax rotation to determine the factor structure of the GBJWS items and the four 

offsetting judgment items (see Table 3 for Pearson correlation coefficients [r] among these 

variables). For the GBJWS, the factor analysis suggested a 1-factor solution comprised of all of 

the GBJWS items. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Lipkus, 1991; Lipkus et al., 1996), I 

summed the seven GBJWS items to produce a single just-world belief score. GBJWS scores 

were mean-centered prior to being used in the primary analyses.  

The factor analysis of the offsetting judgment items also suggested a 1-factor solution. 

The offsetting judgment factor was comprised of three of the four dependent measures: (1) the 

item concerning events balancing each other out, (2) the item concerning how fairly life had 

treated the target, and (3) the item concerning the extent to which the target’s misfortune had 

been offset by the positive event that she experienced. I used the regression method to create a 

factor score for each participant based on this analysis. The fourth offsetting judgment item, 

which concerned participants’ surprise at hearing about the target’s misfortune, was not included 

in the final solution of the factor analysis and thus was analyzed separately.  

 In addition to conducting factor analyses, I also tested whether GBJWS scores and 

experimental condition were related to or interacted with age and sex. Age was not significantly 

correlated with GBJWS scores, and belief in a just world did not differ between males and
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females. Age did not interact with belief in a just world or experimental condition to predict 

offsetting judgments, and thus will not be mentioned for remainder of this section. Although sex

did not interact with condition to predict offsetting judgments, there was a significant interaction 

between sex and GBJWS. However, this interaction was only marginally significant (p = .08) 

when it was included in the final model. Because the interaction between sex and GBJWS was 

neither significant nor central to my hypotheses, I chose not to explore the interaction further and 

left any terms related to sex out of the final model. 

Primary Analyses  

In separate analyses, I regressed each of the two dependent measures on participants’ 

GBJWS scores, two dummy-coded variables representing the three experimental conditions, and 

two interactions terms representing the interaction of experimental condition and belief in a just 

world. The full results of these analyses are displayed in Table 4. For the offsetting judgment 

factor, the overall model for the first step of the analysis was significant, R2 = .07, F(3, 288) = 

7.23, p < .001. For the effects of type of positive event, the contrast between the undeserved and 

no event conditions was significant, β = -.18, t(288) = -2.59, p = .01, indicating that participants 

generally rated the target’s winning money in a raffle as offsetting her misfortune to a greater 

extent than her having received compliments. Similarly, participants rated the raffle win as 

offsetting the target’s misfortune to a greater extent than her having sold a painting, though this 

effect was not significant, β = -.11, t(288) = -1.69, p = .09. The main effect of just-world beliefs 

was also significant, β = .20, t(288) = 3.53, p < .001, suggesting that participants with stronger 

just-world beliefs were more likely to view events as offsetting each other. Lastly, adding the 

interaction terms in the second step did not produce a significant increase in explained variance, 
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ΔR2 = .006, ΔF(2, 286) = .96, p = .38, with neither of the interaction terms significantly 

predicting offsetting judgments (ps > .23) 

Together, the main effect results for type of positive event provide partial support for the 

hypothesis that people view undeserved positive events as offsetting misfortunes to a greater 

extent than other types of events. The unique offsetting capacity of undeserved positive events 

can clearly be seen in the contrast between the undeserved and no event conditions, and the 

contrast between the undeserved and deserved event conditions, though not significant, suggests 

that participants did take into account the extent to which a given positive event was deserved.  

Contrary to my predictions, the relationship between just-world beliefs and offsetting 

judgments did not differ between the three type of positive event conditions. Instead, it appears 

that regardless of the nature of positive event that preceded the target’s misfortune, participants 

with higher just-world beliefs were more likely to engage in an explicit offsetting rationalization. 

Although the main effect for just-world beliefs is generally consistent with the notion that people 

with strong just-world beliefs need to view their social world as being more consistent and 

predictable (Lerner, 1980), the nonsignificant interaction raises important questions about the 

meaning of the main effect of type of positive event. In particular, if not driven by a significant 

interaction, it is unclear whether the observed differences between the experimental groups were 

motivated by a greater sense of threat aroused by the undeserved positive event, as just-world 

theory would predict, or whether viewing random events as offsetting each other is simply a 

normative cultural response. 

To more fully understand the effects of type of positive event and belief in a just world 

on reactions to the target’s misfortune, I conducted separate regression analyses using the three 

offsetting judgment items as dependent variables. The overall model for step 1 of the analysis 



 

 26 

regarding the fairness of events was significant, R2 = .04, F(3, 288) = 3.94, p = .009, with just-

world beliefs significantly predicting judgments of fairness, β = .14, t(286) = 2.44, p = .02. 

Additionally, participants generally viewed life as treating the target fairly to a greater extent in 

the undeserved positive event group compared to the other type of event groups, though neither 

contrast was significant after family-wise Bonferroni correction (p > .045). The addition of the 

interaction effects in step 2 did not significantly increase the amount of variance explained in 

judgments about how fairly life had treated the target, ΔR2 = .008, ΔF(2, 286) = 1.15, p = .32. 

The overall model for the first step of the analysis concerning the extent to which events 

balanced out was significant, R2 = .06, F(3, 288) = 5.88, p = .001. As in previous models, the 

contrast between the undeserved and no event conditions was significant, β = -.17, t(288) = -

2.46, p = .02, indicating that participants in the undeserved positive event condition felt that 

events had balanced out to a greater extent than did participants in the no event condition. There 

was also a significant main effect of just-world beliefs, β = .18, t(288) = 3.12 p = .002, indicating 

that participants were more likely to view events as balancing each other out at higher levels of 

just-world beliefs. Adding the interaction terms in the second step of the model did not 

significantly increase the variance explained in balancing out judgments, ΔR2 = .01, ΔF(2, 286) 

= 2.09, p = .13.  

The overall models for both steps of the regression analysis concerning the extent to 

which events had offset each other were both nonsignificant after experiment-wise Bonferroni 

correction (ps > .04).  

Lastly, the overall models concerning participants’ surprise at the target’s misfortune 

were not significant at step 1, R2 = .01, F(3, 288) = 1.13, p = .34, or at step 2, R2 = .02, F(5, 286) 

= .89, p = .49, indicating that responses on the surprise measure were not affected by the study’s 
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manipulations, participants’ just-world beliefs, or their interaction. These null effects are likely 

due to a ceiling effect for the surprise variable, for which roughly half of participants reported an 

8 out of 10 or higher, regardless of condition. Participants’ high degree of surprise may provide 

some insight into how offsetting rationalizations unfold over time. In particular, these results 

could suggest that positive events (undeserved or otherwise) did not induce an anticipatory state 

in which participants were looking for some type of misfortune to balance things out, but rather 

that participants only considered the offsetting effects of positive events after they learned about 

the target’s misfortune. This interpretation is somewhat problematic, however, in that there is no 

way to determine whether the observed differences between groups on the offsetting judgment 

variable were due to the need to see justice and order in the world or whether they were the result 

of experimenter demand characteristics (i.e., our asking participants to consider the offsetting 

effects of positive events).  

In summary, Experiment 1 revealed that people are indeed willing to explicitly construe 

positive and negative events as balancing each other out in the lives of others, and that the 

tendency to make such a judgment is positively associated with just-world beliefs. Importantly, 

as predicted, participants rated undeserved positive events as offsetting the target’s misfortune to 

a greater extent than other types of events. However, after taking into consideration the 

nonsignificant interaction and participants’ high levels of surprise, it is unclear whether the main 

effect for type of positive event represents a just-world process, a normative response, or simply 

an experimenter demand effect.  
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EXPERIMENT 2 

Whereas Experiment 1 concerned people’s conscious processing of undeserved good and 

bad events in the lives of others, the goal of Experiment 2 was to obtain indirect evidence of 

offsetting rationalizations. By examining offsetting rationalizations through indirect means, I 

hoped to reduce normative pressures to respond favorably to victims and to eliminate any 

potential experimenter demand effects, thereby allowing for a more natural assessment of 

observers’ reactions to contrasting good and bad events as experienced by another person.  

In Experiment 2, I asked participants from a college sample to read about a fellow student 

who experienced either an undeserved positive event or no positive event before subsequently 

experiencing a misfortune. After reading about the misfortune experienced by one of their peers, 

participants were given an opportunity to be kind to their fellow student, representing a 

prosocial-type response. I expected that because participants would tend to view random positive 

and negative events as offsetting each other, they would experience less just-world threat when 

the positive event experienced by the other student was undeserved, which would reduce their 

need to restore justice by acting kindly toward the other student. In contrast, when no positive 

event had occurred, I expected that participants would be more motivated to be kind to the other 

student in order to feel that justice was served. 

This experiment also provided an opportunity to evaluate whether type of positive event 

and participants’ self-reported just-world beliefs interacted to predict the degree of kindness 

shown to the other student. I expected that in the undeserved positive event condition, high just-

world believers would be more motivated than low just-world believers to mitigate threat by



 

 29 

viewing the undeserved positive event as offsetting the other student’s misfortune, which would 

reduce their need to restore psychological equanimity by acting kindly toward the student. As a 

result, I expected that high just-world believers in the undeserved positive event condition would 

be less inclined to be kind to the other student relative to low just-world believers. In the no 

event condition, I anticipated that in the absence of an offsetting positive event, high just-world 

believers would need to reduce the threat they experienced more actively and would therefore be 

more willing to be kind to the other student relative to low just-world believers. Stated 

differently, I expected that kindness toward the other student would vary based on type of 

positive event to a greater extent at high levels of just-world belief, with only minimal 

differences occurring based on type of positive events at low levels of just-world belief. 

Method 

Participants and design. The sample for this experiment consisted of 218 participants 

who were recruited from the undergraduate population of a large university in the southern 

United States. Participants were given partial course credit for their participation. Three 

participants requested that their records be deleted at the conclusion of the experiment, resulting 

in a final sample of 215 undergraduate students (81.9% female).1 The experiment was conducted 

in two parts, both of which were completed online. In the first part, participants completed a 

battery of personality and individual difference measures, including the GBJWS. In the second 

part, participants read about their fellow student’s misfortune and indicated how they would 

respond to the student’s need. Type of positive event (undeserved vs. no event) was manipulated 

between conditions, and belief in a just world was measured as a continuous moderator.  
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Materials. Participants were asked to read about a case of academic conflict that a target 

person, a fellow student, experienced within the past year. The details of the case were created 

for the purposes of this experiment. Participants learned that the target’s laptop and several other 

items of value were stolen while the target was out of town. Participants were told that the 

target’s laptop contained an important term paper that the target had been working on for months 

and that was due the week of the target’s return. The target had asked for an extension on the 

paper deadline and participants were tasked with deciding how many days should be given.  

The case was presented to participants in three parts on the same page. First, participants 

read an overview of the target’s request (i.e., to get an extension). Second, they were provided 

with an overview of the case, including a description of why the student needed the extension. 

Third, participants were shown an official transcript of the conversation that the target had with 

campus police upon finding that their belongings had been stolen. Type of positive event 

(undeserved vs. no event) was manipulated via the details of the target’s case. In the undeserved 

condition, the target was described as having been out of town on a cruise that they won in an 

online sweepstakes. In the no event condition, the target was described as having returned to 

their hometown for a weekend to attend the wedding of an older cousin with whom they were 

not familiar. The manipulation was delivered jointly by the case overview and the police 

transcript, both of which mentioned the reason for the target’s being away from home. 

Measures. In this experiment, the primary dependent measure was the number of extra 

days (up to roughly three months, or 100 days) that participants thought should have been 

allotted to the target to complete the assignment. Descriptive statistics for this and other variables 

in Experiment 2 can be found in Table 5, and the Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among 

these variables are displayed in Table 6. 
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Just-world beliefs. As in Experiment 1, I used Lipkus’ (1991) GBJWS to assess just-

world beliefs (Cronbach’s α = .77). Participants completed this measure at an earlier date as part 

of an online battery of pre-test questionnaires.  

Additional ratings. In addition to the primary dependent variable (i.e., number of days), 

participants were asked two questions regarding their interpretation of the event. First, 

participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they believed the target deserved to 

receive help in the form of an extension: “To what extent do you think the student deserved to 

receive extra days to make up the paper?” (1 = not at all, 10 = very much). Participants were also 

asked to rate the extent to which the reason for the target’s being away from home influenced 

their decision: “In what way did the student’s reason for traveling influence your decision in this 

case?” (-5 = less favorable to the student, 0 = no influence, 5 = more favorable to the student). 

The latter question was exploratory in nature and was therefore not central to the hypotheses 

being tested in this experiment. These items were intended to provide more nuanced information 

about participants’ decisions in the target’s case and, because of their more direct nature, to serve 

as a replication of Experiment 1.  

Procedure. Before participating in the current experiment, participants were asked to 

complete a pre-test survey consisting of a series of online questionnaires, including the GBJWS. 

Participants generally participated in the current experiment within days of completing the pre-

test survey. Once they completed the pre-test survey, participants were invited to participate in 

the current experiment. After signing up for the experiment, participants navigated to the study 

website where they first encountered a brief overview of the study followed by an information 

statement and a more detailed description of the ostensible purpose of the study.  
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Participants were told that the current study was intended to serve as a test of a new 

system at their university entitled the “Student Judiciary Feedback” program. According to the 

cover story, much like the student judiciary committee helps to resolve legal disputes at the 

undergraduate level, this new program was designed to incorporate anonymous student opinions 

and feedback in the deliberations about academic conflicts affecting their peers. Participants 

learned that they would be making judgments about actual cases that had come before the 

student judiciary committee, and that University officials would compare participants’ judgments 

about the cases to their actual outcomes to ensure that the decisions being made by the Student 

Judiciary Feedback system were roughly the same as those that were made by the traditional 

judiciary council. Participants were told that the program is still in the development stages and 

that the University had teamed up with the Department of Psychology to assess the effectiveness 

of the new feedback program in helping to resolve specific cases of academic conflict. 

After reading and listening to the description of the study, participants were asked to 

examine the details of the case described above in which a target person’s laptop was stolen 

while they were out of town. Once participants reviewed the details of the case, they indicated 

the number of days they thought would constitute an appropriate extension. Then, on a separate 

page, participants completed the additional ratings pertaining to the target’s deservingness and 

the impact of the reason for the target’s travel on participants’ decision about the extension. 

Next, participants completed a series of manipulation check measures similar to those used in 

Experiment 1, including several true/false questions and three open-ended questions assessing 

participants’ suspicions. Participants then received a full debriefing, which included a description 

of the true purpose of the study and revealed the fictional nature of the case that they read about. 

All participants were given the opportunity to delete their data after being debriefed. 
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Data Analysis Plan 

 I used hierarchical linear regression analyses to test my hypotheses in Experiment 2. To 

assess the main effect of type of positive event, I created a dummy-coded vector (represented by 

D in the equation below) in which the undeserved positive event group served as the coded group 

(i.e., was assigned a value of “1”). To assess the interaction of type of positive event with 

GBJWS, I created an interaction vector by multiplying the dummy-coded variable by 

participants’ GBJWS scores. For each analysis, the main effects for type of positive event and 

GBJWS scores were entered and evaluated on the first step and the interaction term was entered 

and evaluated on the second step. Thus, the following equation was used in step 2 of the 

regression analysis:  

[2] 𝑌 = β0 + β1D + β2GBJWS + β3(D*GBJWS) + e 

GBJWS scores were mean-centered prior to these analyses. The effects for the overall models 

were judged against a Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .02 (experiment-wise). All analyses were 

performed using IBM SPSS Statistics for Macintosh (Version 22.0; IBM Corp, 2013). 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Prior to testing my main hypotheses, I conducted a principal components analysis with 

varimax rotation to determine the factor structure of the GBJWS items. The factor analysis 

suggested a 2-factor solution, with GBJWS items 1, 2, and 3 loading onto one factor, and the 

remaining GBJWS items loading onto a second factor. For the following reasons, I chose to 

ignore this result and proceed using a 1-factor solution: (a) in the unrotated component matrix, 

all items loaded above 0.55 on the first factor; (b) the initial eigenvalues produced by the 

principal components analysis suggested that the first factor explained 42.93% of the variance in 

GBJWS scores, whereas the second factor only explained an additional 15.75% of the variance; 

(c) the seven-item GBJWS exhibited acceptable internal consistency in the current experiment 

(Cronbach’s α = .77); (d) at face value, items 1, 2, and 3 of the GBJWS are not substantially 

different from the remaining GBJWS items in terms of phrasing or content; and (e) summing the 

scale items is the normative approach to using the GBJWS in research on just-world beliefs, with 

several studies suggesting that the GBJWS possesses a unidimensional factor structure (Lipkus, 

1991; Reich & Wang, 2015). Thus, in keeping with the norms of the field, I summed the GBJWS 

items to arrive at a single just-world belief score for each participant. 

In addition to these tests, I assessed whether sex interacted with either GBJWS scores or 

type of positive event to predict participants’ responses and found that none of the interactions 

involving sex were significant. As a result, sex was not included as a predictor or moderator in 

the final model.
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Primary Analyses 

 In separate analyses, I regressed each of the three dependent variables on participants’ 

GBJWS scores, a dummy-coded variable representing the two experimental conditions, and an 

interaction term representing the interaction of GBJWS and condition. The full results of these 

analyses are displayed in Table 7. The overall model for step 1 of the analysis predicting the 

length of the extension offered to the target was not significant, R2 = .01, F(2, 212) = 1.04, p = 

.34, indicating that extension length was not influenced by type of positive even or, participants’ 

just-world beliefs. Adding the interaction term in step 2 did not significantly improve the model, 

ΔR2 = .00, ΔF(1, 211) = .05, p = .83.2 Upon further inspection, I found that there was limited 

variability in participants’ responses to this measure, which may have contributed to the 

observed null result in this case. More specifically, participants offered the student an average 

paper extension of 7.79 days, with approximately 90% of the sample offering the target person 

14 days or less to make up the paper. One potential explanation for the lack of variability in 

participants’ responses is that one to two weeks is a normative amount of time for undergraduate 

students to spend on assignments like term papers and that participants’ responses in this 

experiment are simply reflective of those norms. This explanation is purely speculative, 

however. 

The overall model for step 1 of the analysis predicting participants’ perceptions of the 

target’s deservingness was nonsignificant, R2 = .003, F(2, 212) = 0.33, p = .72, and including the 

interaction terms in step 2 did not increase the variance explained in deservingness judgments, 

ΔR2 = .001, ΔF(1, 211) = .16, p = .69. A closer inspection of the data revealed that the majority 

of participants reported that the target was highly deserving of an extension (the median was an 8 

out of 10). It is not surprising that ratings of the target’s deservingness did not vary across 
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conditions given that the target was a victim of theft, an outcome over which they had very little 

control. If the target had been described as possessing greater responsibility for their misfortune, 

participants may have been more inclined to report that the target was not deserving of an 

extension.  

In addition to these measures, Experiment 2 included an exploratory measure that 

concerned the impact of the target’s reason for traveling on participants’ decisions in the case. 

The overall model for step 1 was significant, R2 = .22, F(2, 212) = 30.07, p < .001. The 

regression analysis revealed a significant effect for type of positive event, β = -.44, t(211) = -

7.27, p < .001, indicating that participants generally responded more favorably to the target when 

they were out of town for a cousin’s wedding than when they had been out of town on a cruise. 

The analysis also revealed that GBJWS scores were significantly correlated with participants’ 

favorability ratings, β = .14, t(212) = 2.32, p = .02. However, due to the unique wording of the 

question, it is difficult to interpret how GBJWS scores related to participants’ responses on this 

measure. Specifically, it is unclear whether participants with stronger just-world beliefs were 

more likely to take the target’s reason for traveling into account and to have then responded more 

favorably to the target, or whether participants with stronger just-world beliefs simply felt that 

they responded more favorably to the target overall. Lastly, adding the interaction term in step 2 

did not contribute significantly to the model, ΔR2 = .001, ΔF(1, 211) = .23, p = .63. 

In Experiment 2, I expected to observe that when conditions were appropriate for an 

offsetting rationalization, participants would not engage in traditional just-restoring behaviors to 

the same extent. Further, I anticipated that the need to engage in justice-restoring behaviors 

would decrease linearly with participants’ just-world beliefs, but only when a misfortune was 

preceded by an undeserved positive event. The results of Experiment 2 did not support these 
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predictions. I found that participants generally did not offer longer than one to two weeks for the 

target to make up the paper. The lack of variability in this measure suggests that the type of 

positive event experienced by the target did not influence participants’ responses. Deservingness 

was similarly not affected by type of positive event. Lastly, although type of positive event and 

just-world beliefs significantly impacted participants’ favorability toward the target, the 

interpretation of the results for this exploratory measure is difficult due to the measure’s unique 

wording. 
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EXPERIMENT 3: PILOT STUDIES 

Prior to Experiment 3, I conducted a series of pilot studies to test the effectiveness of the 

proposed priming manipulation. The manipulation that I initially planned to include in 

Experiment 3 was based on a procedure that Kogut and colleagues (Kogut, 2011; Kogut & Ritov, 

2011) used to successfully prime thoughts about justice. In their experiments, they asked 

participants to write about a time when they witnessed another person experience an event that 

caused them to feel that the world was either just or unjust. Kogut and colleagues found that 

participants were less willing to offer monetary assistance to victims after writing about the just 

(vs. unjust) experience of another person, and were more likely to view victims as being 

blameworthy or responsible for their misfortunes.  

To ensure that the priming manipulation had the desired effect in the current 

investigation, and to find the most suitable control condition, I compared the effects of a “just 

world” writing prompt to the effects of several other prompts, including prompts concerning (1) 

the unjust experiences of another person, (2) the interpersonal and emotional aspects of another 

person’s just treatment, and (3) a time when participants were impressed by another person. 

Based on the outcomes of existing research using similar primes (Kogut, 2011; Kogut & Ritov, 

2011; Lucas et al., 2014), I expected that participants would attribute greater causal influence to 

targets and judge them more harshly after they had written about the just experiences of another 

person compared to when they had completed any of the other writing prompts. I did not have 

any specific predictions as to which of the remaining writing tasks would be most effective as a 

control task.
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Pilot Studies 1a and 1b 

 In two preliminary pilot studies, I assessed the impact of the priming manipulation on 

participants’ reactions to the misfortune scenario that I described in my preliminary defense 

meeting. In both pilot studies, I asked MTurk participants to complete the writing task described 

above. The exact phrasing of the instructions for the writing task differed between studies (see 

Appendix B for examples). In the pilot study 1b, after completing the writing task, participants 

were asked to respond to a single question regarding how “just” or “fair” they felt the world was 

following the event they described (1 = not at all “just”, 10 = very “just”). Participants then read 

the misfortune vignette, which contained slight differences between pilot studies (see Appendix 

C), and completed a series of dependent measures related to victim blaming (the same as those 

used in the second pilot study and Experiment 3). 

 Neither pilot study 1a (N = 15) nor pilot study 1b (N = 43) produced results that were 

consistent with my predictions, nor did the pilot studies replicate the effects reported by Kogut 

and colleagues (Kogut, 2011; Kogut & Ritov, 2011). In pilot study 1a, I observed no significant 

differences based on condition (ps > .12). In pilot study 1b, I found two significant effects. First, 

there was a significant effect for the manipulation check variable, F(3, 38) = 7.88, p < .001, 

which suggested that participants in the unjust condition felt that the world was significantly less 

just after the event they described compared to participants in the other three conditions. Second, 

I found that attributions of responsibility differed significantly between conditions, F(3, 39) = 

3.52, p = .02, with participants in the “impressed” writing task condition (M = 3.67, SD = 1.89) 

attributing greater responsibility to the target than participants in the “just” writing task condition 

(M = 1.22, SD = 0.67), which was the opposite of the intended effect of the prime.  
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In addition to the mostly null results, in both pilot studies I found floor effects (or ceiling 

effects for reverse-coded items) for all of the dependent measures, with approximately 50% or 

more of the sample selecting the most extreme response option for nearly every variable (e.g., 1 

out of 10). Thus, it appeared that in addition to the manipulation failing to produce different 

responses between conditions, participants generally were unable or unwilling to blame the 

target for their misfortune. This signaled that some aspect of the misfortune vignette was 

restricting participants’ reactions to the target or promoting a certain type of response.  

 The results of these pilot studies suggested that there were major flaws in the basic study 

design of Experiment 3, namely, with regard to the priming manipulation and possibly the 

misfortune vignette. Before proceeding to Experiment 3, I decided to conduct a second pilot 

study to attempt to understand why the first pilot studies had failed. The second pilot study 

incorporated both new priming manipulations and a new misfortune vignette.  

Pilot Study 2 

Method. 

 Participants and design. One hundred and twenty-one MTurk users completed pilot 

study 2. Nine participants did not spend a sufficient amount of time reading the misfortune 

vignette (less than 20 seconds) and were removed from the study, resulting in a final sample of 

112 participants. Participants received $1.00 for completing the study. Participants from 

Experiment 1 and the initial pilot studies were prevented from participating in pilot study 2. The 

final pilot study consisted of three arms that were differentiated by the priming manipulation that 

they tested. The specific elements of each arm are described in more detail below.  
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Materials and Procedure. When participants signed up for the pilot study on the MTurk 

system, they were given a link that would take them to the study website. Once there, 

participants were given a brief set of general instructions before being randomized into one of 

the three study arms. In all arms, participants first read a general description of the study 

(including the cover story) before being told about their rights and protections as research 

participants. Participants then encountered further instructions before completing the priming 

manipulation. Both the cover story and the priming manipulation differed between study arms.  

 Arm 1 of the second pilot study (n = 38) was essentially identical to the first pilot studies 

aside from the inclusion of the updated vignette (see below). Participants were told that the study 

concerned how a person’s past experiences impact how they react to the experiences of other 

people. Participants were asked to write a story about either an event that happened to another 

person that made them feel that the world was just, an event that happened to another person that 

made them feel that the world was unjust, or a time when another person did something that 

impressed them.  

Arm 2 (n = 31) was identical to Arm 1 in every respect except for the instructions that 

were given to participants regarding the writing task. As in Arm 1, participants in Arm 2 were 

asked to write a story about an event that happened to another person. However, instead of 

responding to a specific prompt, participants in Arm 2 were provided with a list of 18 words 

related to either justice, injustice, or being impressed and were asked to use as many of the words 

in their story as possible. This priming method has been used in past research to influence how 

participants process social information (e.g., self- vs. other-focused orientation; Fenigstein & 

Levine, 1984). 
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Arm 3 (n = 43) tested a priming manipulation that was adapted from previous research 

conducted by Callan et al. (2013). In their investigation, Callan et al. asked participants to 

describe either their long-term or short-term goals before responding to another person’s 

misfortune. In two experiments, they found that participants who completed the long-term focus 

task were more likely to engage in immanent justice reasoning than participants who completed 

the short-term focus task. This manipulation was based on the notion that just-world beliefs arise 

out of the need to exist in a predictable world that rewards long-term goal pursuit (e.g., building 

a career; Lerner, 1977). Callan et al. reasoned that by asking participants to think about their 

long-term goals, they temporarily increased participants’ need to believe in a just world, 

resulting in greater victim blaming.  

Participants in Arm 3 were told that the study they were participating in was intended to 

further two different lines of research, one that concerned how people make plans and organize 

their time and another that concerned how people make sense of and find meaning in the things 

that happen to other people. After reading the study overview and agreeing to participate in the 

research, participants were asked to complete a goal focus priming manipulation in which they 

described either their short-term or long-term plans. In the short-term condition, participants 

were asked to list up to four activities they would engage in over the next 60 minutes, 1 to 12 

hours, and 12 to 24 hours. In the long-term condition, participants were asked to list up to four 

goals that they planned to accomplish over the next 1 to 5 years, 5 to 10 years, and 10 to 15 

years. Participants were required to list at least two goals (activities) within each time frame. 

 After completing one of the priming tasks, all participants then read a vignette about 

another person experiencing a misfortune. The vignette was written for the purposes of this 

experiment. The vignette described a target person named Jeanette who goes out to get dinner 
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and drinks with a few friends after learning that her friend’s roommate from college is in town 

unexpectedly. Jeanette and three of her friends (including the college roommate) grab dinner 

downtown and then go to a nearby bar where they have a round of celebratory shots. The group 

continues to have drinks at the bar until around 10:30 pm, at which point they decide to head 

home because they all have to work in the morning. When Jeanette exits the bar and steps into 

the street to head back to their car, her foot lands in a pothole that was hidden from view by the 

curb. When that happens, Jeanette feels her leg twist, hears a loud pop, and feels excruciating 

pain. Her friends rush her to an ER where a doctor tells her that she has sustained a spiral 

fracture in her tibia and that the injury will likely take months to heal. Jeanette’s friends drop her 

off at her apartment around 1:30 am before heading home. The full vignette can be found in 

Appendix D. 

After reading the vignette and answering two reading comprehension questions, 

participants completed a series of dependent measures that addressed their reaction to the target 

person’s experiences. Participants were first asked to indicate the extent they agreed with the 

following statements that were used by van Prooijen and van den Bos (2009) to assess 

attributions of responsibility: (1) “I believe that Jeanette has been very careless”, and (2) “I 

believe that Jeanette behaved foolishly” (for both questions: 1 = strongly disagree, 10 = strongly 

agree). Next, on a separate page, participants indicated the extent to which they felt that bad 

luck, low intelligence, and bad judgment played a role in the target’s misfortune, after which 

they indicated how responsible they felt the target was for her misfortune, the extent to which 

they felt she caused her misfortune, and the extent to which they thought the misfortune was 

completely random. Ratings for these eight items were made on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all, 
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10 = extremely). Participants then completed a series of manipulation check measures before 

being debriefed. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were used to test to the effectiveness of 

the three priming manipulations. Tukey’s HSD post hoc test was used to determine differences 

between groups. 

 In Arm 1, a MANOVA revealed that participants’ responses on the set of dependent 

variables did not differ between writing task conditions, Wilks’ Λ = .65, F(16, 56) = .84, p = .64, 

again indicating that the writing task failed to activate thoughts about justice. The results of Arm 

2 were similar: the MANOVA revealed that the three writing task conditions did not differ 

significantly when slightly different instructions were used, Wilks’ Λ = .48, F(16, 42) = 1.16, p = 

.33. As in pilot studies 1a and 1b, the writing task priming manipulations failed to replicate the 

findings of previous research (i.e., Kogut, 2011; Kogut & Ritov, 2011; Lucas et al., 2014).  

 In Arm 3, a MANOVA revealed that participants’ willingness to blame the target did not 

differ between goal focus prime conditions, Wilks’ Λ = .80, F(8, 34) = 1.04, p = .43, 

representing a failure to replicate the findings of Callan et al. (2013).  

 Pilot study 2 revealed that none of the priming manipulations that I considered 

significantly impacted participants’ reactions to the target described in the misfortune vignette. 

At this point, I had to decide what priming manipulation to use in Experiment 3, if any. Because 

I had ample evidence suggesting that the writing task manipulations were ineffective, I opted to 

include the goal focus manipulation in Experiment 3 to see whether the null results would 

replicate. On the one hand, if the manipulation was successful and participants who described 

their long-term goals were more inclined to blame victims, then perhaps the priming
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manipulation would be useful in understanding offsetting rationalizations. If, on the other hand, 

the goal focus manipulation again failed to influence victim blaming, then I would have 

replicated the null effects from pilot study 2 with a larger sample and could attempt to publish 

the results of the two failed studies in a methodological report. 
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EXPERIMENT 3 

Although none of the priming manipulations that I tested in the pilot studies effectively 

activated concerns about justice, I decided to proceed with Experiment 3 to explore the 

possibility that people might not blame victims to the same extent after being given the 

opportunity to engage in an offsetting rationalization. In this experiment, I asked participants to 

read about a person who experienced a misfortune while they were out celebrating with friends. 

Depending on the condition they were assigned to, the victim was described as celebrating either 

(a) their having won a portion of the state lottery, (b) their having received sizable monetary 

bonus from their employer in recognition of their hard work, or (c) the fact that their friend’s 

college roommate was in town. After reading about the victim’s misfortune, participants 

responded to several questions regarding the victim’s responsibility for and causal role in the 

misfortune that they experienced. I expected that when the victim’s misfortune was offset by an 

undeserved positive event, participants would view the positive event as making up for the 

victim’s misfortune and would therefore not need to hold the victim responsible in an attempt to 

reduce just-world threat. Conversely, I expected that when the victim had experienced a deserved 

positive event or no positive event, the threat aroused by the victim’s suffering would be 

unresolved, which would lead participants to blame the victim for their misfortune in an attempt 

to restore psychological equanimity. 

In addition, as previously discussed, I attempted to activate concerns about justice in 

Experiment 3 using the goal focus priming manipulation from pilot study 2. My goals in 

including this manipulation were twofold. First, I wanted to determine whether the null results
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from pilot study 2 would replicate. I anticipated that if the results of Experiment 3 reflected those 

of the second pilot study, there would be no differences in victim blaming between the two goal 

focus conditions among participants in the no event (control) condition. However, if the 

manipulation functioned as it had in previous research (i.e., Callan et al., 2013), then participants 

who wrote about their long-term goals (vs. short-term goals) would be more inclined to blame 

victims for their misfortunes.  

Second, I wanted to assess whether the goal focus manipulation would interact with the 

type of positive event manipulation to predict victim blaming. Assuming that the goal focus 

manipulation was successful in activating justice concerns, I expected that participants who 

described their long-term goals would be more motivated to resolve just-world threats by 

blaming victims than participants who described their short-term goals, but only when the 

victim’s misfortune was preceded by a deserved positive or no positive event. In contrast, I 

expected that when participants read about a victim who previously experienced an undeserved 

positive event, the long-term goal focus manipulation would motivate participants to resolve the 

threat they experienced by viewing the victim’s good and bad events as balancing each other out, 

thus relieving them of the need to blame the target.  

In addition to conducting a second test of the long-term goal focus priming manipulation, 

I also assessed whether participants’ just-world beliefs would interact with type of positive event. 

Consistent with past research (Bègue & Bastounis, 2003; Maes, 1994; Montada, 1998), I 

expected that stronger just-world beliefs would be associated with greater victim blaming, but 

only when the victim had previously experienced a deserved positive event or no positive event. 

When the target was described as having previously experienced a undeserved positive event, I 

expected that high just-world believers would mitigate threat by viewing the victim’s good and 
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bad events as offsetting each other and would therefore not need to blame the victim to the same 

extent. Thus, I expected that in the undeserved positive event condition, stronger just-world 

beliefs would be associated with decreased victim blaming.  

Method 

Participants and design. Participants were recruited online via MTurk and were paid 

$0.50 for their participation. Participation in this experiment was open to all individuals age 18 

or older. Participants from Experiment 1 and the pilot studies were not allowed to enroll in 

Experiment 3. Two hundred and eighty-five individuals participated in this experiment. Of that 

initial sample, 5 individuals were removed for not completing the manipulations, 15 were 

removed for not spending enough time reading the vignette (less than 15 seconds), 7 were 

removed for failing to correctly respond to basic reading comprehension questions, and 2 

individuals asked to have their records deleted after being debriefed, leaving 256 participants 

who provided usable data. The final sample was 60.9% female and mostly White (75.8%; see 

Table 8 for a more complete description of the demographics of this sample). The mean age was 

39.79 years old (SD = 12.86). For this experiment, goal focus (long-term vs. short-term) and type 

of positive event (undeserved vs. deserved vs. no event) were manipulated between participants, 

and belief in a just world was considered as a continuous moderator.  

Materials. 

Misfortune vignette. The vignette that I used in Experiment 3 was very similar to the 

vignette used in the second pilot study, following the same basic story: a young woman goes out 

with friends, has several drinks, and then sustains a spiral fracture in her tibia. In the undeserved 

event condition, the target was described as having gone out to celebrate her winning a portion of 

the state lottery (about $5,000). In the deserved event condition, the target was described as 
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having gone out to celebrate her receiving a sizable bonus from her employer (about $5,000). In 

the no event condition, the target was described as having gone out to celebrate the fact that their 

friend’s college roommate was in town. In preparing the vignettes for Experiment 3, I attempted 

to cut irrelevant information from the stories, resulting in shorter vignettes in general. I also 

made several changes to the vignette to make the target seem more blameworthy: (1) the target 

was described as having taken “a few” shots rather than having just had one shot; (2) the target 

and her friends were no longer described as trying “not to indulge too much;” and (3) the pothole 

was no longer described as being “hidden from view.” The three final vignettes can be found in 

Appendix E. 

Measures. Table 9 contains the descriptive statistics for the measures that were included 

in Experiment 3, and the Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among these variables are displayed 

in Table 10.  

Attributional measures. The attributional measures consisted of three stand-alone 

questions asking participants to indicate the degree to which bad luck, bad judgment, and low 

intelligence played a role in the misfortune (1 = not at all, 10 = extremely).  

Responsibility judgments. Participants answered a series of questions concerning the 

target’s responsibility for and causal role in their misfortune. The following three questions were 

used to assess the extent to which participants believed the target was responsible for and played 

a causal role in the misfortune: (1) “To what extent do you think that Jeanette was responsible 

for her misfortune”, (2) “To what extent do you think that Jeanette caused her misfortune”, and 

(3) “To what extent do you think that her experience was completely random?” (for all 

questions: 1 = not at all, 10 = extremely). In addition, participants indicated the extent to which 

they agreed with the following two statements that were used by van Prooijen and van den Bos 
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(2009) to assess attributions of responsibility: (1) “I believe that Jeanette has been very careless”, 

and (2) “I believe that Jeanette behaved foolishly” (for both questions: 1 = strongly disagree, 10 

= strongly agree). 

Just-world beliefs. As in Experiments 1 and 2, I used Lipkus’ (1991) GBJWS to assess 

participants’ just-world beliefs (Cronbach’s α = .91). 

Procedure. Experiment 3 took place online. Participants signed up for the study via the 

MTurk system. After signing up to participate, participants navigated to the study website where 

they were first given a brief overview of the study. Participants were told that this study 

consisted of two segments, each of which related to a different research interest. Participants 

were told that they would be writing about their long-term goals (short-term activities) in the first 

segment, and that in the second segment they would be reading about the experiences of another 

person and indicating how they reacted to that person’s story. Participants then read a consent 

form describing their rights as research participants.  

After agreeing to participate, participants completed the goal focus priming manipulation 

(described in pilot study 2). After listing their goals (activities), participants read a brief 

overview of the second segment of the study. Participants then read one of the three misfortune 

vignettes, which was presented as a story that was selected at random from a pool of personal 

stories and news articles that were recorded in a previous study or taken from online media 

sources, respectively. After reading the vignette, participants: (1) responded to two reading 

comprehension questions, (2) responded to the questions regarding the target’s carelessness and 

foolishness, and (3) completed the attributional measures and responsibility judgments. 

Participants then completed a series of manipulation check measures, filled out a demographic 
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questionnaire, and completed the GBJWS before being debriefed. All participants were given the 

opportunity to delete their data after being debriefed. 

Data Analysis Plan 

I used a MANOVA to test the effects of the goal focus prime, type of positive, and their 

interaction on the set of victim blaming variables. I used Tukey’s HSD to assess differences 

between the three type of positive event groups. As in Experiments 1 and 2, I used a series of 

hierarchical linear regression analyses to test my hypotheses regarding the impact of type of 

positive event and just-world beliefs on victim blaming. To assess the main effect of type of 

positive event, I created two dummy-coded vectors (represented by D1 and D2 in the equation 

below) in which the undeserved positive event group served as the uncoded (or comparison) 

group. To assess the interaction of type of positive event with just-world beliefs, I created 

interaction vectors by multiplying each dummy-coded variable by participants’ GBJWS scores. 

For each analysis, the main effects for type of positive event and just-world beliefs were entered 

and evaluated on the first step and the interaction terms were entered and evaluated on the 

second step. Thus, the following equation was used in step 2 of the regression analysis:  

[3] 𝑌 = β0 + β1D1 + β2D2 + β3GBJWS + β4(D1*GBJWS) + β5(D2*GBJWS) + e 

GBJWS scores were mean-centered prior to these analyses. The effects for the overall models 

were judged against a Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .006 (experiment-wise), and the group 

contrasts and interaction terms within each model were judged against a Bonferroni-corrected α-

level of .025 (family-wise). All analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics for 

Macintosh (Version 22.0; IBM Corp, 2013).   
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Prior to testing my main hypotheses, I conducted a principal components analysis with a 

varimax rotation to determine the factor structure of the GBJWS items. The factor analysis 

suggested a 1-factor solution comprised of all of the GBJWS items. Therefore, as in previous 

experiments, I summed the GBJWS to produce a single just-world belief score for each 

participant. GBJWS scores were mean-centered before being used in the primary analyses. 

GBJWS scores did not vary in response to the type of positive event manipulation, F(2, 250) = 

.06, p = .95, the goal focus priming manipulation, F(1, 250) = 1.29, p = .26, or their interaction, 

F(2, 250) = 1.66, p = .19. 

 In addition to this analysis, I also tested whether type of positive event, goal focus prime, 

and just-world beliefs were related to or interacted with age and sex. Age did not differ based on 

type of positive event or goal focus prime, nor was it correlated with GBJWS scores. Age also 

did not interact with type of positive event, goal focus condition, or GBJWS scores to predict 

victim blaming. Chi-square analyses suggested that the distribution of males and females was 

similar across type of positive event and goal focus prime conditions, and GBJWS scores did not 

differ significantly between males and females. Although there were several mean-level 

differences between males and females for certain victim blaming variables, sex did not interact 

with any of the study’s main predictors, nor were any three-way interactions significant. Because 

sex did not significantly interact with type of positive event, goal focus prime, or GBJWS scores, 

I will not discuss any effects related to sex further.
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Primary Analyses 

 To assess whether the goal focus priming manipulation was successful in activating 

concerns about justice in Experiment 3, I conducted a MANOVA to test whether participants in 

the short-term and long-term focus conditions differed on the following set of DVs: ratings of the 

target’s carelessness, foolishness, bad judgment, low intelligence, responsibility, and causal 

influence. The two reverse-coded items regarding the target’s bad luck and the randomness of 

the misfortune were also included as dependent measures in this analysis. Only participants in 

the no event condition (n = 88) were used in this analysis. The MANOVA revealed a 

nonsignificant effect for the goal focus manipulation, Wilks’ Λ = .91, F(8, 79) = .95, p = .48, 

indicating that the manipulation again failed to promote victim blaming. I conducted a similar 

test using participants from both the deserved and no event conditions to improve power, 

however, the effect of the goal focus manipulation remained nonsignificant, Wilks’ Λ = .97, F(8, 

161) = .72, p = .67. 

To test my main hypotheses, I conducted a 2 (goal focus prime) X 3 (type of positive 

event) MANOVA using the same set of dependent variables. The MANOVA indicated that 

neither type of positive event, Wilks’ Λ = .91, F(16, 486) = 1.45, p = .12, nor the goal focus 

prime, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(8, 243) = .58, p = .80, nor their interaction, Wilks’ Λ = .93, F(16, 486) 

= 1.21, p = .26, significantly predicted scores on the group of DVs. Contrary to my predictions, 

these results suggest that the tendency to blame the target for their misfortune did not vary as a 

function of the type of positive event that the target experienced. Additionally, these results 

contradict my interaction hypotheses, with the goal focus priming manipulation functioning 

similarly regardless of the type of positive event experienced by the target.  
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 To test my hypotheses using GBJWS scores as a potential moderator, I regressed each of 

the dependent measures on participants’ GBJWS scores, two dummy-coded variables 

representing the three experimental conditions, and two interaction terms representing the 

interaction of experimental condition and belief in a just world.3 The full results of these analyses 

are displayed in Table 11. Although type of positive event did not generally predict victim 

blaming, two of the regression analyses revealed significant contrasts between the undeserved 

and deserved positive event conditions. In particular, I found that participants in the undeserved 

positive event condition were more likely to attribute the target’s misfortune to bad judgment, β 

= -.16, t(252) = -2.31, p = .02, and were less likely to attribute the target’s misfortune to bad 

luck, β = .18, t(252) = 2.52, p = .01, though the main effects model for the latter effect was not 

significant overall after Bonferroni correction (p = .03).  

These results indicate that undeserved positive events indeed raised the target’s perceived 

level of deservingness, but rather than leading to a reduction in victim blaming as predicted, this 

increased level of deservingness led participants to attribute greater responsibility to the target. 

These results contrast sharply with my expectations regarding people’s rationalization of co-

occurring good and bad events in the lives of others. It is important to note, however, that the 

partial correlations for these two predictors were higher than their zero-order correlations, which 

suggests that these contrasts may be significant due to suppression effects that resulted from the 

inclusion of the GBJWS scores in the model. For this reason, and because of the nonsignificant 

MANOVA results reported above, I am hesitant to label these effects as strong evidence against 

offsetting rationalizations.  

In addition to these effects, I found that higher GBJWS scores predicted greater victim 

blaming in several regression analyses, including analyses concerning the target’s foolishness, β 
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= .23, t(252) = 3.79, p < .001, bad judgment, β = .24, t(252) = 3.95, p < .001, low intelligence, β 

= .26, t(252) = 4,24, p < .001, responsibility, β = .26, t(252) = 4.35, p < .001, and causal role in 

the misfortune, β = .32, t(252) = 5.29, p < .001. GBJWS scores also predicted ratings of the 

target’s carelessness, β = .20, t(252) = 3.24, p = .001, though the main effects model containing 

this effect was not significant after the Bonferroni correction (p = .007).  

Lastly, across all analyses, I found no evidence of the predicted interaction between just-

world belief and type of positive event, with the addition of the interaction terms in step 2 failing 

to explain additional variance in any the victim blaming variables (Fs for change in R2 < 1.42, ps 

> .24). 

 Overall, the results of Experiment 3 did not support my hypotheses regarding offsetting 

rationalizations. I found that participants were generally no less likely to blame the target when 

the target had experienced an undeserved benefit than when they had previously experienced 

another type of event. Given that the means for each of these dependent measures were below 

the midpoint of the 10-point scale, it seems plausible that participants were not sufficiently 

threatened by either the target’s good or bad fortune and thus did not need to blame the target in 

order to restore psychological equanimity. If participants had been more threatened by the 

target’s experiences, then perhaps they would have been more motivated to blame the target in 

the deserved and no event conditions and to view the target’s good and bad experiences as 

balancing each other out in the undeserved positive event condition, resulting in the predicted 

reduction in blaming.  

 Experiment 3 also replicated the null effects for the goal focus priming manipulation that 

were observed in pilot study 2. The reason for the failure of this manipulation is as of yet 

unclear. One explanation for the null effects is that the priming manipulation was not 
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implemented correctly in the current experiment or the earlier pilot study. However, as described 

by Callan et al. (2013), the manipulation is fairly straightforward and easy to create in online 

survey platforms (e.g., Qualtrics), so it seems unlikely that the null results are due to failed 

implementation. It also tempting to attribute the manipulation’s failure to the fact that 

Experiment 3 took place online; however, Callan et al. found evidence of the manipulation’s 

effectiveness in both MTurk and in-person samples, which rules out any medium-related effects 

as possible explanations. Without additional evidence on which to draw a more concrete 

conclusion, the cause of the manipulation’s failure will remain a matter of speculation. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 Previous research has demonstrated that people will use a variety of nonrational strategies 

to cope with and make sense of the undue suffering of another person, including blaming the 

victim (e.g., van Prooijen & van den Bos, 2009), derogating the victim’s character (e.g., Haynes 

& Olson, 2006), or drawing causal connections between the victim’s misfortune and unrelated 

behavior from their past (e.g., Callan et al, 2006). In the current investigation, I sought to extend 

this research by assessing whether people might attempt to resolve concerns about justice by 

selectively viewing a victim’s misfortune as being balanced out by an undeserved benefit that 

they received prior to their misfortune. Additionally, I was curious as to whether this type of 

offsetting rationalization would depend on the strength of a person’s belief in a just world or the 

extent to which concerns about justice are salient. Over the course of three experiments, I looked 

for both direct and indirect evidence of offsetting rationalizations. Whereas Experiment 1 

provided partial support for the notion that people will explicitly rationalize the co-occurrence of 

good and bad events, I found no indirect evidence of offsetting rationalizations in Experiments 2 

and 3.  

Experiment 1 was intended to provide evidence that people directly and consciously 

consider the offsetting effects of good and bad events in the lives of others. Participants were 

explicitly asked to consider whether a target person’s misfortune was offset or balanced out by a 

positive event that they had experienced. Consistent with my predictions, participants regarded 

an undeserved monetary benefit received by the target as offsetting the target’s misfortune to a
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greater extent than other types of events. Importantly, there was some evidence that the offsetting 

capacity of a given positive event depended on whether or not it was deserved.  

Despite ostensibly supporting my hypotheses, Experiment 1 did not provide any evidence 

of the predicted interaction. Initially, I conceptualized offsetting rationalizations as a type of 

cognitive distortion that people would engage in when they felt especially threatened by the 

undeserved suffering of another person. Much like an observer who construes an innocent 

victim’s behavior as causing their misfortune, I thought that people might construe events as 

offsetting each other in an attempt to find a causal explanation for a negative life event that befell 

an apparently innocent person. However, I predicted that this type of distortion would primarily 

be performed by high just-world believers when positive events were undeserved and thus 

posing a threat to just-world beliefs themselves. These predictions were not supported: type of 

positive event did not interact with just-world beliefs to predict offsetting rationalizations.  

Because the main effect of type of positive event was independent of just-world beliefs, it 

seems likely that the observed differences in offsetting judgments between the type of positive 

event groups in Experiment 1 do not represent just-world processes. Instead, participants’ 

attributing greater offsetting effects to undeserved positive events (vs. other types of events) may 

reflect a societal norm regarding responses to victims wherein people expect random good things 

and bad things to eventually balance out for people. Previous research by Raman and Winer 

(2004) provides partial support for this notion. In two studies, they found that people were more 

inclined to engage in immanent justice reasoning when they were first exposed to the maxim, 

“What goes around comes around.” Raman and Winer suggest that people use maxims such as 

these to bypass more elaborative thinking when drawing conclusions about why certain events 

occur. In line with Raman and Winer’s reasoning, other research has shown that people will try 
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to influence outcomes that are out of their control by doing good deeds (i.e., “investing in 

karma;” Converse et al., 2012) and refuse to tempt fate for fear that doing so increases the 

likelihood that negative outcomes will occur (i.e., “tempting fate;” Risen & Gilovich, 2008). It 

may be the case that people entertain similar axiomatic ideas about co-occurring random good 

and bad events and that those ideas influenced participants’ responses in Experiment 1. 

Although type of positive event did not interact with just-world beliefs as predicted, 

Experiment 1 revealed that just-world beliefs were significantly related to offsetting judgments, 

with participants reporting that events had offset each other to a greater extent at higher levels of 

just-world belief. On the one hand, it may be the case that high just-world believers in 

Experiment 1 were more threatened by the target’s misfortune and engaged in an explicit 

offsetting rationalization as a means of coping with their elevated sense of threat. On the other 

hand, it is possible that high just-world believers did not experience a greater degree of threat in 

response to the target’s misfortune, but were simply more willing to consider the offsetting 

nature of the target’s good and bad experiences due to their stronger need to view the world as 

being stable and predictable. Whatever the case may be, the main effect of just-world beliefs in 

Experiment 1 is generally consistent with previous research indicating that people with stronger 

just-world beliefs tend to expect that things will eventually balance out in their own lives 

(Gaucher et al., 2010, study 3) and will forecast more meaningful lives for others who have 

experienced prolonged suffering (Anderson et al., 2010, study 2). Importantly, this result 

suggests that selectively viewing random good and bad events as balancing each other out in the 

lives of others may indeed be implicated in the maintenance of just-world beliefs. 

Experiment 1 also revealed that the majority of participants were highly surprised by the 

target’s misfortune regardless of the experimental condition to which they were assigned. If we 
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assume that my initial hypothesis is correct and that offsetting rationalizations are indeed 

implicated in the maintenance of just-world beliefs, then this finding suggests that most 

participants made offsetting rationalizations retrospectively, after they learned about the target’s 

misfortune, and that they did not anticipate a misfortune to occur after learning about the target’s 

good fortune. Further, this finding would indicate that participants were not threatened by the 

undeserved positive event experienced by the target and that the event that initiated the just-

world threat was the target’s misfortune. Although this interpretation fits nicely within the 

framework that I outlined in the introduction, a more likely explanation is that the events 

described in the vignette did not activate just-world processes in the way that I expected and that 

participants only considered the offsetting nature of positive life events after they were asked to 

do so. Ultimately, it is unclear whether participants in Experiment 1 were motivated to view 

events as offsetting each other out a sense of threat or whether they simply made offsetting 

rationalizations in response to prompting from the study protocols.  

 In contrast to Experiment 1, Experiments 2 and 3 were intended to collect indirect 

evidence of offsetting rationalizations. Specifically, I sought to explore whether people would 

use the classic threat reduction strategies to the same extent when conditions were appropriate 

for them to engage in an offsetting rationalization, with each experiment addressing a different 

threat reduction strategy. In Experiment 2, undergraduate student participants were given the 

opportunity to show kindness to a target person, a fellow student, who had experienced a class-

related misfortune while traveling and needed an extension to complete their schoolwork. I found 

that regardless of the reason for the target’s traveling, participants generally offered the target 

between 7 and 14 days to make up the assignment that had been affected by the misfortune. 
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Furthermore, I found that neither just-world beliefs nor their interaction with type of positive 

event significantly predicted the length of the target’s extension.  

 While it certainly appears that Experiment 2 failed to evoke a just-world response among 

participants, I believe that the best explanation for the null results for the extension variable is 

that the misfortune vignette failed to account for undergraduate norms regarding coursework. In 

particular, because the majority of participants offered the target 14 days or less to make up the 

assignment, I expect that students generally spend a similar amount of time on their own essays 

and used that as a basis for their response to the target’s case. In addition to anecdotal evidence 

in support of this notion, educational research suggests that undergraduate students generally 

devote roughly 15 hours to their coursework each week (McCormick, 2011) and that students 

tend to spend between 9 and 15 hours writing major papers (i.e., 1500-word essays; Torrance, 

Thomas, & Robinson, 2000). Had the vignette described a different type of academic misfortune, 

for example, a situation in which a target student’s elaborate art project was destroyed during a 

home break-in, I expect that there would have been greater variability in the extensions offered 

to the target and thus possibly some evidence of offsetting rationalizations.  

 Experiment 2 also included two ancillary measures intended to provide more nuanced 

insight into participants’ responses to the target’s case. However, these measures ultimately did 

not prove to be very informative. In retrospect, it is not surprising that the target would seem 

highly deserving of an extension on their paper given that their property had been stolen and that 

they were evidently not responsible for their misfortune. Additionally, the direct question 

regarding the impact of the target’s reason for traveling on participants’ responses in the case 

was difficult to interpret due to its peculiar wording.  
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The results of Experiment 3 generally did not support the notion that the co-occurrence of 

undeserved good and bad events in the lives of victims would relieve people of the need to 

engage in defensive just-world coping strategies like victim blaming. Across several measures, 

participants’ reactions to the target consistently did not vary in response to the type of positive 

event manipulation. Moreover, I found evidence that participants were more inclined to blame 

the target person after they had experienced an undeserved positive event, which runs contrary to 

my predictions. Although there is reason to doubt the reliability of these effects (see Results and 

Discussion for Experiment 3), it is interesting to speculate as to why these effects might have 

occurred.  

One explanation is that rather than mitigating participants’ sense of threat, the occurrence 

of an undeserved positive event increased the target’s perceived level of deservingness for their 

misfortune and that participants looked for confirming evidence of that deservingness in the 

target’s behavior. An alternative explanation is that participants in the undeserved positive event 

condition experienced schadenfreude, or pleasure derived from another’s misfortune, after 

learning about the target’s misfortune and that that emotional experience influenced their 

reactions to the target. In support of this notion, previous research has found that people 

experience greater schadenfreude toward high-achieving others who experience misfortune if 

they are undeserving (vs. deserving) of their achievements (Van Dijk, Ouwerkerk, & Goslinga, 

2009). Future research should attempt to replicate these findings with the inclusion of additional 

measures (e.g., schadenfreude items) that might help rule out alternative explanations.  

 Experiment 3 also provides an interesting contrast to Experiment 2 with regard to the 

effects of just-world beliefs. Whereas just-world beliefs were not related to the extension offered 

to the target in Experiment 2, I found that just-world beliefs were highly correlated with 
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participants’ use of threat-mitigation tactics in Experiment 3, with high just-world believers 

exhibiting greater willingness to hold the target responsible for their misfortune across several 

dependent measures. This difference may be due in part to the relative novelty of the extension 

variable compared to the blaming measures. However, it may also be the case that just-world 

beliefs are more strongly related to victim blaming than to helping/prosocial behavior in general: 

whereas previous research has consistently found a relationship between just-world beliefs and 

victim blaming (e.g., Bègue & Bastounis, 2003; Hafer & Bègue, 2005; Lerner, 1980; Maes, 

1994; Montada, 1998), research on the relationship between just-world beliefs and 

helping/prosocial behaviors is more mixed, with some studies finding that stronger just-world 

beliefs predict greater helping/prosocial behavior (e.g., Bègue, 2014; Bierhoff, Klein, & Kramp, 

1991; Miller, 1977a, 1977b) and others finding the opposite (e.g., Bègue, Charmoillaux, Cochet, 

Cury, & De Suremain, 2008; Kogut, 2011, study 2; Montada, 1998; Murphy-Berman & Berman, 

1990).  

The results of the current investigation represent a departure from previous research 

demonstrating that people draw connections between seemingly random events (e.g., Gaucher et 

al., 2010) and attribute misfortunes to unrelated behaviors or experiences (e.g., Callan et al., 

2006). What might explain this discrepancy? One possible explanation is that people are only 

motivated to engage in these types of cognitive distortions when good and bad events are more 

personally relevant. For example, whereas an individual might be able to easily dismiss or ignore 

the suffering of other people in their social environment (especially people whom they only read 

about), they are likely to be more emotionally aroused by and feel more threat in response to 

even minor misfortunes that they themselves experience (e.g., a wake-up alarm malfunctioning; 

Gaucher et al., 2010). The greater motivational impact of self-relevant events might explain other 
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irrational behaviors, as well, such as making “karmic investments” (Converse et al., 2012) or 

derogating others when chance has favored you over them (Ellard & Bates, 1990; Rubin & 

Peplau, 1973). Thus, participants in the current investigation may have been too emotionally 

disconnected from the target’s experiences to engage in the proposed offsetting rationalizations. 

It may also be the case that random good and bad events are too loosely connected to 

motivate the types of cognitive distortions observed in research on immanent justice reasoning 

and that a person’s behavior more strongly affects their perceived level of deservingness for the 

outcomes they experience, even when the outcomes are not the direct result of their behavior. 

Indeed, there is ample evidence that people are willing to attribute another person’s current 

misfortune to their having previously committed unrelated bad deeds. Some examples include 

theft, adultery, bullying, and disparaging the poor, among others (Baumard & Chevallier, 2012; 

Callan et al., 2006; Murayama & Miura, 2016; Piaget, 1932/1997; Raman & Winer, 2004). 

Participants in the current investigation may simply have been lacking sufficient justification for 

drawing causal connections between the good and bad events that were described in the 

vignettes. 

Limitations 

 There are several limitations in the current investigation that merit discussion. First, 

although Experiment 1 offered interesting insight into how people think about and respond to 

individuals who experience contrasting good and bad events, the study design did not provide 

any way to rule out the possibility that the observed effects were the result of experimenter 

demand characteristics. Of the four variables that were intended to assess offsetting 

rationalizations, three touched on themes related to justice, with one question explicitly asking 

participants whether they felt the target’s benefit was offset by their misfortune. Although only 
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one of these questions could be construed as explicitly revealing my hypotheses, it is possible 

that the wording of the dependent measures may have clued certain participants into the goals of 

the experiment. However, aside from the fact that the more indirect surprise measure was 

uncorrelated with the other measures, there is no way to confirm or disconfirm this possibility.  

A second potential limitation in the current investigation is that all of the experiments 

utilized online methodologies that incorporated misfortune vignettes. The use of vignettes in 

social psychological experiments has been common practice for many years, and many of the 

more influential studies that have shaped just-world research, including the current research, 

were conducted using vignettes (e.g., Anderson et al., 2010; Callan et al. 2006; Kay et al., 2005). 

Despite the success of these studies, it is possible that the vignettes used in the current 

experiments did not arouse participants’ concerns about justice or cause them to engage in just-

world processes, and that the low impact of the misfortune vignettes contributed to the general 

lack of effects that I observed.  

An additional limitation in the current investigation is that some of the experiments may 

not have had sufficient power to detect the predicted effects. This is especially true for 

Experiments 2 and 3, both of which had final sample sizes that were near or below the minimum 

sample size recommended by the power analyses. However, for the analyses producing null 

effects in these experiments, participants’ responses were roughly equivalent across the type of 

positive event conditions and the data did not reveal any trends that could be construed as being 

supportive of either my main effect or interaction hypotheses, suggesting that perhaps the 

primary issues were related to either concept or design.   

A final limitation concerns the use of MTurk participants in the current investigation. The 

use of MTurk in social science research has increased dramatically in recent years because it 
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allows researchers to collect data rapidly and inexpensively and because MTurk samples are 

generally more demographically diverse than traditional samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & 

Gosling, 2011). However, there is growing evidence that the benefits provided by MTurk may 

come at an unexpected cost. In particular, recent research has found that compared to traditional 

samples and samples drawn from other crowdsourcing platforms, MTurk participants were more 

familiar with several experimental tasks and questionnaires that are often used in psychological 

research (Peer, Brandimarte, Samat, & Acquisti, 2017). Such non-naivety has been shown to 

contribute to lower effect sizes (Chandler, Paolacci, Peer, Mueller, & Ratliff, 2015). Although I 

attempted to account for the influence of suspicious responders in the current investigation, it is 

possible that some of the participants in this investigation had been exposed to aspects of the 

experimental protocols in previous studies (e.g., the GBJWS) and that their greater familiarity 

with psychological research in general contributed to the null effects that I observed.  

Conclusion 

 In recent years, there has been a push among just-world researchers to consider 

alternative mechanisms by which people might defend and maintain their just-world beliefs (i.e., 

Hafer & Bègue, 2005). In the current investigation, I sought to provide initial evidence of a 

previously unstudied strategy for coping with just-world threats, the offsetting rationalization, in 

which people seek to restore psychological equanimity by viewing undeserved good and bad 

events as balancing each other out in the lives of misfortunate others. Over the course of three 

experiments, I found some evidence that people engage in these types of rationalizations, at least 

in a conscious and deliberate way, and that the tendency to make such judgments is related to the 

belief in a just world. However, the evidence that does exist regarding these psychological 

processes is either questionable due to potential experimental design limitations or contradictory 
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to my initial hypotheses. Although the current investigation generally did not provide support for 

offsetting rationalizations as I have described them, I would encourage other researchers to 

examine this psychological phenomenon further using a variety of methodologies, including 

higher impact studies with more behavioral evidence.  
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ENDNOTES 

1 In preparing to analyze these data, I made rigorous attempts to exclude participants based on 

their either (a) being suspicious of the study’s true purpose, or (b) having failed the study’s 

manipulation checks. However, the results of the analyses did not differ between the full sample 

and the samples in which I had excluded participants for these reasons. Therefore, I chose to use 

the full sample in my final analyses.  

2 The distribution of responses for the extension variable was highly positively skewed due to the 

presence of several outliers. To account for this issue, I also conducted a regression analysis 

using a log-transformed length of extension variable. The overall models for step 1, R2 = .003, 

F(2, 209) = .32, p = .73, and step 2, R2 = .003, F(3, 208) = .22, p = .89, of this this analysis were 

nonsignificant, again suggesting that the length of the extension offered to the student was not 

influenced by type of positive event, just-world beliefs, or their interaction.  

3 To ensure that goal focus prime did not impact the results of the analyses with just-world belief 

as a predictor, I conducted a series of analyses that included goal focus prime group as a 

covariate. The results of these analyses did not significantly differ from those reported in the 

results and discussion section for Experiment 3. Additionally, I tested whether GBJWS scores 

differed between priming groups or whether they interacted with prime group to predict victim 

blaming. Those analyses were also nonsignificant.  
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APPENDIX A 

Undeserved Positive Event Condition 
 
 Sarah is an amateur artist who often volunteers at art festivals in her hometown. She 
enjoys the festivals not only because she appreciates the exposure to other artists’ work, but also 
because she occasionally sells some of her own work to the festival patrons. There is currently a 
festival in town at which Sarah is serving as a volunteer. On the first day of the festival, Sarah 
works the morning shift, after which she runs a few errands and does a bit of shopping before 
heading home. After arriving at home and relaxing on the couch for a bit, Sarah receives a call 
from a coworker at the festival who tells Sarah that she has won $500 in one of the festival's 
raffles. Sarah had participated in the raffle in previous years, but never expected that she would 
actually win anything. Excited by this unexpected news, Sarah calls a friend to see if he would 
like to get brunch with her in the morning before heading over to the festival. Her friend agrees 
and they decide on a place and time. The next morning, Sarah is out at brunch with her friend. As 
she and her friend are eating, a woman at the table next to them stands up to leave. When the 
woman pushes her chair away from the table, she unintentionally bumps a passing waitress who 
is carrying a tray of food in one hand and a coffee pot in the other. The waitress stumbles a bit 
and looks as if she might fall. As the waitress tries to regain her balance, the lid of the coffee pot 
catches on Sarah’s chair and spills hot coffee all over Sarah. Sarah screams and immediately 
leaps up from the table in shock and pain. Sarah’s friend rushes over to help Sarah as the 
waitress regains her footing. Once the commotion settles, Sarah notices that her arm and 
shoulder have turned a dark red color and are beginning to blister. She and her friend quickly 
settle the bill and leave to seek medical attention for Sarah. 
 
Deserved Positive Event Condition 
 
 Sarah is an amateur artist who often volunteers at art festivals in her hometown. She 
enjoys the festivals not only because she appreciates the exposure to other artists’ work, but also 
because she occasionally sells some of her own work to the festival patrons. There is currently a 
festival in town at which Sarah is serving as a volunteer. On the first day of the festival, Sarah 
works the morning shift, after which she runs a few errands and does a bit of shopping before 
heading home. After arriving at home and relaxing on the couch for a bit, Sarah receives a call 
from a coworker at the festival who tells Sarah that someone had purchased one of her paintings 
for $500. Sarah had worked very hard on the painting and was pleased to discover that someone 
else appreciated it. Excited by this unexpected news, Sarah calls a friend to see if he would like 
to get brunch with her in the morning before heading over to the festival. Her friend agrees and 
they decide on a place and time. The next morning, Sarah is out at brunch with her friend. As she 
and her friend are eating, a woman at the table next to them stands up to leave. When the woman 
pushes her chair away from the table, she unintentionally bumps a passing waitress who is 
carrying a tray of food in one hand and a coffee pot in the other. The waitress stumbles a bit and
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looks as if she might fall. As the waitress tries to regain her balance, the lid of the coffee pot 
catches on Sarah’s chair and spills hot coffee all over Sarah. Sarah screams and immediately 
leaps up from the table in shock and pain. Sarah’s friend rushes over to help Sarah as the 
waitress regains her footing. Once the commotion settles, Sarah notices that her arm and 
shoulder have turned a dark red color and are beginning to blister. She and her friend quickly 
settle the bill and leave to seek medical attention for Sarah. 
 
No Positive Event Condition 
 
 Sarah is an amateur artist who often volunteers at art festivals in her hometown. She 
enjoys the festivals not only because she appreciates the exposure to other artists’ work, but also 
because she occasionally sells some of her own work to the festival patrons. There is currently a 
festival in town at which Sarah is serving as a volunteer. On the first day of the festival, Sarah 
works the morning shift, after which she runs a few errands and does a bit of shopping before 
heading home. After arriving at home and relaxing on the couch for a bit, Sarah receives a call 
from a coworker at the festival who tells Sarah that several festival patrons said that they really 
admired one of her paintings. Sarah had worked very hard on the painting and was pleased to 
discover that other people appreciated it. Excited by this unexpected news, Sarah calls a friend to 
see if he would like to get brunch with her in the morning before heading over to the festival. Her 
friend agrees and they decide on a place and time. The next morning, Sarah is out at brunch with 
her friend. As she and her friend are eating, a woman at the table next to them stands up to leave. 
When the woman pushes her chair away from the table, she unintentionally bumps a passing 
waitress who is carrying a tray of food in one hand and a coffee pot in the other. The waitress 
stumbles a bit and looks as if she might fall. As the waitress tries to regain her balance, the lid of 
the coffee pot catches on Sarah’s chair and spills hot coffee all over Sarah. Sarah screams and 
immediately leaps up from the table in shock and pain. Sarah’s friend rushes over to help Sarah 
as the waitress regains her footing. Once the commotion settles, Sarah notices that her arm and 
shoulder have turned a dark red color and are beginning to blister. She and her friend quickly 
settle the bill and leave to seek medical attention for Sarah. 
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APPENDIX B 

Pilot Study 1a 
 
 In the space provided below, please write about an event from your past when you 
witnessed another person receive “just” treatment or experience a “just” outcome. Please do not 
write about an event that happened to you or a close family member. As you write about the 
other person's experience, focus on whether the event was “fair” or “deserved” and how that 
influenced your perception of the other person's experience as being “just.” 
 
Pilot Study 1b 
 
 We would like for you to think back on an event that happened to another person (or 
persons) that made you feel that the world is fair and just. Please do not think about an event that 
happened to you personally, or one that happened to a close family member. In the space 
provided below, write about that event, what happened to the person (or persons), and the 
interpersonal and emotional aspects of the event that they experienced. Make sure to discuss 
what you think it might have felt like to be in their place and to have that type of experience. 
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APPENDIX C 

Pilot Study 1a 
 

At the end of her workday, Jeanette invites several of her friends to go out for dinner and 
drinks. After a night out on the town, Jeanette is waiting for the night bus at 2 a.m. Her friends 
had offered to drive her home because it looked like it might storm, but Jeanette's house was out 
of their way and she did not think it was necessary for them to drive her all the way back given 
that she frequently takes the night bus home. The bus arrives and all the people who were 
waiting step into the bus. Jeanette takes her wallet out of her handbag to show her ticket to the 
bus driver and then finds a place to sit. She puts her wallet back into her handbag, checks 
whether she still has her keys, and takes out her cell phone to text her friends. When the bus 
reaches her stop, Jeanette gets off the bus and walks the last few blocks home. Right before 
arriving at her front door, a strong gust of wind blows a large branch off of a nearby tree and it 
falls toward Jeanette. Although it does not hit her directly, the branch scratches her right eye as it 
falls past her, resulting in partial but permanent damage to her vision. 
 
Pilot Study 1b 
 

At the end of her workday, Jeanette invites several of her friends to go out for dinner and 
drinks. After a night out on the town, Jeanette is waiting for the night bus at 2 a.m. Her friends 
had offered to drive her home because it looked like it might storm, but Jeanette's house was out 
of their way and she did not think it was necessary for them to drive her all the way back given 
that she frequently takes the bus home after going out for drinks. When the bus arrives, Jeanette 
and a few other passengers step in. Jeanette takes her wallet out of her handbag to show her 
ticket to the bus driver and then finds a place to sit. She puts her wallet back into her handbag, 
checks whether she still has her keys, and takes out her cell phone to text her friends. As Jeanette 
waits for the bus to reach her neighborhood, the weather outside begins to get worse. By the time 
the bus arrives at Jeanette's stop, it is raining heavily and the wind is howling. The storm is in 
full force. When the bus comes to a stop, Jeanette gets off the bus and walks the last few blocks 
home through the rain. As she is walking up the sidewalk to her front door, a strong gust of wind 
blows a large branch off of a nearby tree and it falls toward Jeanette. Although it does not hit her 
directly, the branch scratches her right eye as it falls past her, resulting in partial but permanent 
damage to her vision. 
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APPENDIX D 

Jeanette is in her late twenties and works a busy desk job in a large office setting. One 
day, as she is getting ready to leave work and head home for the day, Jeanette gets a call from a 
close friend of hers who says that her college roommate is in town for a business trip. The friend 
mentions that she is trying to get a group of people together to go out for dinner and drinks and 
she invites Jeanette to come with them. Jeanette had met her friend’s college roommate before 
and was eager to hang out with the two of them. Jeanette’s friend suggests that she, Jeanette, the 
roommate, and another mutual friend meet at Jeanette’s apartment to come up with a more 
specific plan for the evening.  

Once everyone arrives at Jeanette’s place later that evening, they discuss their options for 
dinner and talk about where they should go to get drinks afterward. Jeanette mentions that a new 
bar had recently opened up downtown and that it was very popular among her coworkers. A 
couple of the others had also heard positive things about the new bar, so they decide to go there 
for drinks after they finish dinner. The group hangs out at Jeanette’s for a bit longer before 
leaving to go to a restaurant that is near where the new bar is located. They decide to carpool 
there and back because it is often difficult to find good parking in that part of town.  

Jeanette and her friends have a really nice time at dinner, and by the time the check 
comes, they are eager to go celebrate the fact that her friend’s roommate is in town with a few 
drinks. They head over to the bar and quickly grab a round of celebratory shots to get things 
started. Jeanette and her friends have a few more drinks over the next couple of hours, but try not 
to indulge too much because all four of them have to work in the morning. It gets to be 
around10:30 pm, and although Jeanette and her friends are having a lot of fun, they decide that 
they should head back to Jeanette’s soon. The four of them finish their drinks and then exit the 
bar.  

Once outside, the group starts to head back toward their car. As Jeanette steps off the 
sidewalk to cross the street, her foot lands in a pothole that was hidden from view by the curb. 
When this happens, she feels her leg twist, hears a loud pop, and feels excruciating pain. Jeanette 
yells out, and her friends rush over to help her. They quickly take her to one of the hospitals in 
the downtown area where an ER doctor tells her that she has sustained a spiral fracture in her 
tibia, or shin bone. The doctor tells Jeanette that the break is a bad one and that it will likely take 
several months for it to properly heal. By the time her friends get her back to her apartment, it is 
well after 1:00 am. Her friends get her squared away and then head home.  
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 APPENDIX E 

Undeserved Positive Event Condition 
 

Jeanette is in her late twenties and works a busy desk job in a large office setting. One 
day, she receives word that she has won a portion of the state lottery. Although she did not take 
home the big jackpot, Jeanette still won a sizable sum of money (about $5,000). Excited by this 
unexpected news, Jeanette texts three of her best friends to let them know what has happened 
and suggests that they all go out to get dinner and drinks to celebrate. Her friends agree and they 
all decide to meet at Jeanette’s apartment that evening. 

Once everyone arrives at Jeanette’s place, Jeanette mentions that a new bar had recently 
opened up downtown and that it was very popular among her coworkers. A couple of her friends 
had also heard positive things about the new bar, so they decide to go there for drinks after they 
finish dinner. 

Jeanette and her friends have a really nice time at dinner and then head over to the bar 
where they have a few celebratory shots. There is a good band playing at the bar, so Jeanette and 
her friends decide to hang out for a while and have a few more drinks. The band finishes a set 
around 10:30 pm, and since Jeanette and her friends have to work in the morning, they decide to 
call it a night.  

Once outside the bar, the group starts to head back toward their car. As Jeanette steps off 
the sidewalk to cross the street, her foot lands in a pothole that is located just off of the curb. 
When this happens, she feels her leg twist, hears a loud pop, and feels excruciating pain. Jeanette 
yells out, and her friends rush over to help her up. They quickly take her to one of the hospitals 
in the downtown area where an ER doctor tells her that she has sustained a spiral fracture in her 
tibia, or shin bone. The doctor tells Jeanette that the break is a bad one and that it will likely take 
several months for it to properly heal. By the time her friends get her back to her apartment, it is 
well after 1:00 am. Her friends get her settled in and then head home. 
 
Deserved Positive Event Condition 
 

Jeanette is in her late twenties and works a busy desk job in a large office setting. One 
day, Jeanette receives word that she is being recognized for five years of hard work and service 
to her employer. In addition to being publicly recognized for her hard work, Jeanette is told that 
she will also receive a sizable monetary bonus (about $5,000). Excited by this unexpected news, 
Jeanette texts three of her best friends to let them know what has happened and suggests that 
they all go out to get dinner and drinks to celebrate. Her friends agree and they all decide to meet 
at Jeanette’s apartment that evening. 
 Once everyone arrives at Jeanette’s place, Jeanette mentions that a new bar had recently 
opened up downtown and that it was very popular among her coworkers. A couple of her friends 
had also heard positive things about the new bar, so they decide to go there for drinks after they 
finish dinner. Jeanette and her friends have a really nice time at dinner and then head over to the
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bar where they have a few celebratory shots. There is a good band playing at the bar, so Jeanette 
and her friends decide to hang out for a while and have a few more drinks. The band finishes a 
set around 10:30 pm, and since Jeanette and her friends have to work in the morning, they decide 
to call it a night.  

Once outside the bar, the group starts to head back toward their car. As Jeanette steps off 
the sidewalk to cross the street, her foot lands in a pothole that is located just off of the curb. 
When this happens, she feels her leg twist, hears a loud pop, and feels excruciating pain. Jeanette 
yells out, and her friends rush over to help her up. They quickly take her to one of the hospitals 
in the downtown area where an ER doctor tells her that she has sustained a spiral fracture in her 
tibia, or shin bone. The doctor tells Jeanette that the break is a bad one and that it will likely take 
several months for it to properly heal. By the time her friends get her back to her apartment, it is 
well after 1:00 am. Her friends get her settled in and then head home. 
 
No Positive Event Condition 
 

Jeanette is in her late twenties and works a busy desk job in a large office setting. One 
day, she gets a call from a close friend of hers who says that her college roommate is in town for 
a business trip. Jeanette’s friend wants to get a group of people together to go out for dinner and 
drinks, and she invites Jeanette to come. Jeanette accepts her friend’s invitation, and they agree 
that everyone will meet at Jeanette’s apartment before going to dinner.  

Once everyone arrives at Jeanette’s place, Jeanette mentions that a new bar had recently 
opened up downtown and that it was very popular among her coworkers. A couple of the others 
had also heard positive things about the new bar, so they decide to go there for drinks after they 
finish dinner. 

Jeanette and her friends have a really nice time at dinner and then head over to the bar 
where they have a few celebratory shots. There is a good band playing at the bar, so Jeanette and 
her friends decide to hang out for a while and have a few more drinks. The band finishes a set 
around 10:30 pm, and since Jeanette and her friends have to work in the morning, they decide to 
call it a night.  
 Once outside the bar, the group starts to head back toward their car. As Jeanette steps off 
the sidewalk to cross the street, her foot lands in a pothole that is located just off of the curb. 
When this happens, she feels her leg twist, hears a loud pop, and feels excruciating pain. Jeanette 
yells out, and her friends rush over to help her up. They quickly take her to one of the hospitals 
in the downtown area where an ER doctor tells her that she has sustained a spiral fracture in her 
tibia, or shin bone. The doctor tells Jeanette that the break is a bad one and that it will likely take 
several months for it to properly heal. By the time her friends get her back to her apartment, it is 
well after 1:00 am. Her friends get her settled in and then head home. 
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APPENDIX F 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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Table 1 
 
Demographic information for Experiment 1 
Variable  Frequency % of sample 
Sex    
 Male	 77 26.4 
 Female	 215 73.6 
Race    
 African American	 28 9.6 
 Asian 15 5.1 
 Caucasian 220 75.3 
 Hispanic 15 5.1 
 Native American 6 2.1 
 Other 8 2.7 
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Table 2 
 
Descriptive statistics for variables in Experiment 1 
Variable M	 SD	 Median Min	 Max	 Skewness	 Kurtosis	
Age 39.18 132.23 36 18 81 0.61 -0.43 
GBJWS 22.45 7.04 22.50 6 42 0.05 -0.22 
Surprise 7.20 2.59 8.00 1 10 -0.82 -0.35 
Fairness 5.60 2.11 6.00 1 10 -0.17 -0.26 
Events balancing out 5.12 2.40 5.00 1 10 -0.04 -0.69 
Events offsetting each other 3.36 2.73 2.00 1 10 0.93 -0.34 
Offsetting factor score 0.00 1.00 -0.04 -2.06 2.87 0.16 -0.15 
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Table 3 
 
Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among variables in Experiment 1 
# Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 Age 1.00      
2 GBJWS .02 1.00     
3 Surprise .05 .08 1.00    
4 Fairness .15** .16** .04 1.00   
5 Events balancing out .13* .20** .01 .51** 1.00  
6 Events offsetting each other -.08 .13* .04 .15* .42** 1.00 
7 Offsetting factor score .10 .22** .09 .74** .88** .64** 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
 
 
 



 

 98 

Table 4 
 
Multiple hierarchical regression analyses of explicit offsetting judgment variables on type of 
positive event, just-world beliefs, and the interaction of type of positive event and just-world 
beliefs 
Outcome  Predictor β t ΔR2 R2 

Offsetting judgment       
factor score Step 1    .07*** .07*** 
  Contrast 1 -.11 -1.69   
  Contrast 2 -.18 -2.59*   
  GBJWS scores .20 3.53***   
 Step 2    .006 .08*** 
  Interaction term 1 .11 .23   
  Interaction term 2 .007 .93   
Fairness of events       
 Step 1    .04** .04** 
  Contrast 1 -.14 -2.02*   
  Contrast 2 -.11 -1.59   
  GBJWS scores .14 2.44*   
 Step 2    .008 .05* 
  Interaction term 1 .08 .89   
  Interaction term 2 -.04 -.53   
Extent to which       
events balanced out Step 1    .06** .06** 
  Contrast 1 -.09 -1.35   
  Contrast 2 -.17 -2.46*   
  GBJWS scores .18 3.12**   
 Step 2    .01 .07** 
  Interaction term 1 .18 2.01*   
  Interaction term 2 .07 .81   
Extent to which       
events offset each  Step 1    .03* .03* 
other   Contrast 1 -.04 -.50   
  Contrast 2 -.12 -1.76   
  GBJWS scores .13 2.15*   
 Step 2    .001 .03 
  Interaction term 1 -.04 -.40   
  Interaction term 2 -.01 -.14   
Surprise       
 Step 1    .01 .01 
  Contrast 1 .08 1.19   
  Contrast 2 .02 .25   
  GBJWS scores .08 1.43   
 Step 2    .004 .02 
  Interaction term 1 -.09 -.99   
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  Interaction term 2 -.07 -.81   
Note. All models were judged against an experiment-wise Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .01, 
and the between-group contrasts and interaction terms were judged against a family-wise 
Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .025. In all analyses, “Contrast 1” refers to the contrast between 
the undeserved and deserved event groups and “Contrast 2” refers to the contrast between the 
undeserved and no event groups. “Interaction term 1” compares the slopes for GBJWS scores in 
the undeserved and deserved event groups, and “Interaction term 2” compares the slopes for 
GBJWS scores in the undeserved and no event groups. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 5 
 
Descriptive statistics for variables in Experiment 2 
Variable N M SD Median Min	 Max	 Skewness	 Kurtosis	
Extension 215 7.79 8.16 7.00 0 90 5.64 49.38 
Deservingness 215 7.60 2.23 8.00 1 10 -0.89 0.32 
Influence of reason for 
travel 

215 6.47 2.06 6.00 1 11 -0.07 0.24 

GBJWS 215 25.08 5.33 26.00 10 42 -0.11 0.35 
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Table 6 
 
Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among variables in Experiment 2 
# Variable 1 2 3 
1 GBJWS 1.00   
2 Extension .04 1.00  
3 Deservingness .05 .31** 1.00 
4 Influence of reason for travel .16* .09 .28** 
*p < .05, **p < .001 
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Table 7 
 
Multiple hierarchical regression analyses of extension, target deservingness, and influence of 
reason for traveling on type of positive event, just-world beliefs, and the interaction of type of 
positive event and just-world beliefs 
Outcome  Predictor β t ΔR2 R2 

Extension       
 Step 1    .01 .01 
  Group contrast .09 1.35   
  GBJWS scores .04 .58   
 Step 2    .00 .01 
  Interaction term -.02 -.22   
Deservingness       
 Step 1    .003 .003 
  Group contrast .02 .29   
  GBJWS scores .05 .78   
 Step 2    .001 .004 
  Interaction term  -.04 -.40   
Influence of reason       
for traveling Step 1    .22*** .22*** 
  Group contrast -.44 -7.27***   
  GBJWS scores .14 2.32*   
 Step 2    .001 .22*** 
  Interaction term  -.04 -.48   
Note. All models were judged against an experiment-wise Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .02. In 
all analyses, “Group contrast” refers to the contrast between the undeserved positive event group 
(coded “1”) and the no positive event group (coded “0”). “Interaction term” compares the slopes 
for GBJWS scores in the undeserved and no positive event groups. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 8 
 
Demographic information for Experiment 3 
Variable  Frequency % of sample 
Sex    
 Male	 100 39.1 
 Female	 156 60.9 
Race    
 African American	 17 6.6 
 Asian 22 8.6 
 Caucasian 194 75.8 
 Hispanic 10 3.9 
 Native American 4 1.6 
 Other 9 3.5 
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Table 9 
 
Descriptive statistics for variables in Experiment 3 
Variable M	 SD	 Median Min	 Max	 Skewness	 Kurtosis	
GBJWS  23.13 7.03 23.00 7 41 -0.05 -0.42 
Age  39.79 12.86 36 19 72 0.63 -0.61 
Carelessness 3.31 2.24 3.00 1 10 0.89 0.09 
Foolishness 2.91 1.97 2.00 1 10 1.07 0.69 
Bad luck 7.75 2.42 8.00 1 10 -1.43 1.48 
Bad judgment 3.89 2.46 3.00 1 10 0.53 -0.84 
Low intelligence 1.86 1.47 1.00 1 8 2.10 4.27 
Responsibility 3.70 2.27 3.00 1 10 0.67 -0.41 
Causal role 3.39 2.25 3.00 1 10 0.90 0.11 
Randomness of event 7.38 2.41 8.00 1 10 -0.88 0.02 
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Table 10 
 
Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among variables in Experiment 3 

# Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 GBJWS 1.00         
2 Age -.04 1.00        
3 Carelessness .20** -.05 1.00       
4 Foolishness .23** -.05 .80** 1.00      
5 Bad luck -.11 -.04 -.20** -.23** 1.00     
6 Bad judgment .24** -.01 .69** .70** -.26** 1.00    
7 Low intelligence .26** -.14* .41** .55** -.22** .44** 1.00   
8 Responsibility .26** -.12 .69** .68** -.24** .71** .49** 1.00  
9 Causal role .32** -.06 .69** .71** -.26** .68** .48** .86** 1.00 
10 Randomness -.05 -.005 -.47** -.49** .36** -.55 -.32** -.54** -.60** 

*p < .05, **p < .01 
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Table 11 
 
Multiple hierarchical regression analyses of victim blaming variables on type of positive event, 
just-world beliefs, and the interaction of type of positive event and just-world beliefs 
Outcome  Predictor β t ΔR2 R2 

Carelessness       
 Step 1    .05** .05** 
  Contrast 1 -.09 -1.31   
  Contrast 2 -.08 -1.14   
  GBJWS scores .20 3.24**   
 Step 2    .00 .05* 
  Interaction term 1 -.02 -.20   
  Interaction term 2 -.03 -.27   
Foolishness       
 Step 1    .06** .06** 
  Contrast 1 -.12 -1.66   
  Contrast 2 -.05 -.64   
  GBJWS scores .23 3.79***   
 Step 2    .00 .06** 
  Interaction term 1 .009 .09   
  Interaction term 2 -.003 -.03   
Bad luck       
 Step 1    .04* .04* 
  Contrast 1 .18 2.52*   
  Contrast 2 .11 1.54   
  GBJWS scores -.11 -1.74   
 Step 2    .001 .097 
  Interaction term 1 .04 .370   
  Interaction term 2 .002 .02   
Bad judgment       
 Step 1    .08*** .08*** 
  Contrast 1 -.16 -2.33*   
  Contrast 2 -.10 -1.36   
  GBJWS scores .24 3.95***   
 Step 2    .001 .08** 
  Interaction term 1 .05 .54   
  Interaction term 2 .04 .46   
Low intelligence       
 Step 1    .07*** .07*** 
  Contrast 1 .003 .04   
  Contrast 2 .04 .60   
  GBJWS scores .26 4.24***   
 Step 2    .006 .07** 
  Interaction term 1 -.11 -1.14   
  Interaction term 2 -.02 -.26   
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Responsibility       
 Step 1    .07*** .07*** 
  Contrast 1 -.02 -.23   
  Contrast 2 -.003 -.04   
  GBJWS scores .26 4.35***   
 Step 2    .008 .08** 
  Interaction term 1 -.08 -.81   
  Interaction term 2 -.14 -1.48   
Causal influence       
 Step 1    .10*** .10*** 
  Contrast 1 -.02 -.31   
  Contrast 2 .03 .64   
  GBJWS scores .32 5.29***   
 Step 2    .005 .11*** 
  Interaction term 1 -.05 -.54   
  Interaction term 2 -.11 -1.17   
Randomness of the        
event Step 1    .03 .03 
  Contrast 1 .15 2.05*   
  Contrast 2 -.004 -.06   
  GBJWS scores -.05 -.86   
 Step 2    .01 .04 
  Interaction term 1 .009 .09   
  Interaction term 2 .13 1.41   
Note. All models were judged against an experiment-wise Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .006, 
and the between-group contrasts and interaction terms were judged against a family-wise 
Bonferroni-corrected α-level of .025. In all analyses, “Contrast 1” refers to the contrast between 
the undeserved and deserved event groups and “Contrast 2” refers to the contrast between the 
undeserved and no event groups. “Interaction term 1” compares the slopes for GBJWS scores in 
the undeserved and deserved event groups, and “Interaction term 2” compares the slopes for 
GBJWS scores in the undeserved and no event groups. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 


