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Abstract ' r.ii

The purpose of this study was to investigate the emotion assumptions underlying just-world

theory. This theory proposes that people have a need to believe in a just world - a world where

people get what they deserve. The first emotion assumption is that people, therefore, find

injustices (i.e., undeserved outcomes) threatening and thus emotionally arousing. Second, it is

this arousal that is assumed to drive subsequent strategies for maintaining the belief in a just

world. One strategy an individual may use to maintain this belief is derogating victims of

injustice, or seeing their character in a more negative light. To test these two assumptions, 102

participants viewed a video depicting either a victim who presumably presented a high threat to

people's belief in a just world (she was innocent and, therefore, undeserving of her fate) or low

threat (she was not innocent and, therefore, more deserving of her fate) while their heart rate and

EDA was measured. Half of the participants were then given the opportunity to help the victim

whereas the other halfwere not given this opportunity. The manipulations were followed by

both explicit and indirect measures of evaluations of the victim as well as self-report measures of

affect experienced while watching the victim video, and an individual difference scale assessing

the strength of participants' just-world beliefs (as well as other measures that were part of a

larger study). Results indicated that participants did report feeling more threatened by the

innocent victim. Although there was some evidence of victim derogation on the implicit

measure of victim evaluation, there was no evidence that emotional arousal drove the negative

evaluations of the victim who could not be helped. Some interaction effects with individual

differences in just-world beliefs did occur, but these were not entirely consistent with the

rationale behind the individual difference scales. These results provide only weak support for

u





the first emotion assumption ofjust-world theory. Implications of these findings as well as

limitations of the study and future directions concerning just-world theory are discussed.
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Introduction

Bad situations and events often befall good, well-meaning people who do not deliberately

engage in compromising activities. Although relatively innocent of any wrong doing, however,

these victims are sometimes blamed or derogated for their misfortunes (Lemer & Miller, 1978).

One possible explanation regarding this phenomenon was proposed by Lemer (1965), who

suggested that individuals may react negatively toward an innocent victim to preserve the belief

that people get what they deserve. Lemer expanded this idea into just-world theory, which

suggests that individuals have a need to believe that the world is a just place, such that

individuals get what they deserve (Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer & Miller, 1978). When this

belief is threatened, individuals will engage in various strategies in order to maintain the belief

For instance, when threatened by an innocent victim, individuals may help the victim,

compensate the victim, or rationalize the victim's suffering, such as by blaming the victim or

derogating the victim's character. Any of these reactions can help restore individuals' belief that

the world is a just and orderly place (for reviews, see Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer, 1980; Lemer

& Miller, 1978).

Research investigating just-world theory has been consistent with a belief in a just world

interpretation of certain reactions to innocent suffering (Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer & Miller,

1978). One aspect ofjust-world theory that has received far less research attention, however, is

the assumption that individuals find events that contradict their sense ofjustice threatening, and

thus, emotionally arousing. Presumably, this threat/arousal prompts subsequent strategies for

maintaining a belief in a just world (Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer, 1980). The existence of an

emotional component to just-world theory has yet to be directly investigated, despite its

continuous reference in the belief in a just world literature (Hafer & Begue, 2005). The present
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study examined various indicators of the emotion experienced when individuals are exposed to

an innocent victim. These indicators were used to investigate the notion that the injustice

associated with innocent victims leads to emotional arousal that in turn drives subsequent

strategies to maintain individuals' belief in a just world.

The introduction to this thesis is organized as follows. I first give an introduction to

theory and research on the belief in a just world including the topics ofhow the belief in a just

world is developed, the beliefs function in daily life, and the relation between the belief in a just

world and reactions to victims of injustice (e.g., victim derogation and helping). This section is

followed by a discussion of the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory. The measures of

emotional arousal utilized in this study and their proposed relation to exposure to innocent

victims are then presented. This discussion is followed by a review of the literature on

individual differences in the belief in a just world including common measures and criticisms.

Finally, I summarize the purpose and hypotheses for the present study.

Beliefin a Just World

Development ofthe need to believe in ajust world. According to just-world theory, the

need to believe in a just world develops in childhood (e.g., Lemer, 1977; Lemer, Miller, &

Holmes, 1976). As the child begins to negotiate through life, he/she becomes aware of the

contingencies that often dictate the link between actions and outcomes. Children not only

become aware of, but also come to expect, specific outcomes that are associated with a specific

action. Through this progressive knowledge of expected outcomes, children learn to delay their

impulse for immediate gratification and invest in long-term, often superior, outcomes.

Partly as a consequence of this decision to delay gratification, the child develops a

personal contract with the worid (Lemer, 1977; Lemer et al., 1976). This implicit 'agreement'
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with the world implies that the individual will control his/her impulses and invest in long-term

goals with the expectation that the world will provide the appropriate outcome the individual is

entitled to or deserving ofas a result of the investment. As a result of this contract, a need to

believe in a just world is almost always developed (Lemer, 1977; Lemer et al., 1976). If the

world is not perceived as just, in that people do not reap the rewards they deserve, individuals

would be very unlikely to invest time, energy, and resources into tasks that are not immediately

rewarded (Hafer & Begue, 2005). Various experiments have offered some support for the

concept of a personal contract developing in children along with a need to believe in a just world

by showing an association between delay of gratification and sensitivity to issues of ' '

deservingness (Braband & Lemer, 1974; Long & Lemer, 1974). For example, in a study by .

Long and Lemer (1974), children participated in an activity for which they received a reward

that was considered to be just or unjust. Upon completion of the task, the children were given

the opportunity to share their reward with someone else who was less fortunate. Children who

were high in delay of gratification and perceived their reward to be unjust donated more to the

less fortunate individuals in comparison to other children.

Function ofthe beliefin ajust world. The belief in a just world (i.e., the belief that

people get what they deserve) appears to perform important adaptive functions. In line with my

discussion of the development of a need to believe in a just world above, Hafer (2000a) provided

evidence that one of the primary functions of a just-world belief is to provide individuals with

the confidence required to pursue long-term goals. In order to invest in long-term goals, i

individuals need the relafive assurance or confidence that their efforts will eventually be justly

rewarded. Hafer (2000a) investigated this function of a belief in a just worid through two

experiments. In the first experiment, focus on long-term goals was manipulated via an essay





writing task whereas, in the second experiment, focus on long-term goals was measured as a

stable individual difference. In both investigations participants watched a videotape of a victim

of a sexually transmitted disease, who posed either a strong threat (e.g., an innocent victim) or a

weak threat (e.g., a noninnocent victim) to just-world beliefs. After the video participants

answered questions assessing how much they blamed, derogated, and disassociated themselves

from the victim. Presumably, the innocent victim should pose a greater threat to the participant's

belief in a just world and, therefore, those who have a greater need to believe in a just world (i.e.,

those who focused on long-term goals) would be especially motivated to preserve their just-

world belief Results for these studies supported the original hypothesis such that participants

who had a greater focus on long-term goals showed more negative responses toward the strong

threat victim compared to participants with less long-term goal focus. In addition, Hafer (2002)

and Hafer, Begue, Choma, and Dempsey (2005) showed that attempts to preserve just-world

beliefs in the face of contradictory evidence is especially apparent when an individual not only

has a long-term investment but also is focused on pursuing the investment through just means

(e.g., is low on psychopathy). The findings from these studies support the notion that just-world

beliefs have an important adaptive ftinction by providing individuals with the confidence that is

integral to long-term goal investment - the confidence that they will eventually get what they

deserve.

Dalbert (1998, 2001, 2002) has suggested additional functions of a belief in a just world,

including a coping function. Dalbert (2001) suggests that just-world beliefs are directly related

to an individuals' overall psychological well-being. Evidence, primarily from correlational

investigations, supports the relation between belief in a just world and mental health (for reviews

see Dalbert, 1998; Fumham, 2003). In these investigations, researchers measure individual





differences in the strength with which individuals believe in a just world and show that scores on

these measures correlate positively with various aspects of psychological well-being such as

global life satisfaction and positive mood (Dalbert, 2000). Similar investigations have shown

that individual differences in the strength of people's just-world beliefs are also positively

associated with self-esteem (Dalbert, 1999, 2001; Feather, 1999), optimism (Dalbert, 2001), and

a sense of purpose in life (Begue & Bastounis, 2001). Moreover, just-world beliefs have been

found to be negatively associated with the following: self-defeating personality (Schill, Beyler,

& Morales, 1992); a sense of isolation, normlessness, meaninglessness, and powerlessness (Ma

& Smith, 1985); depression (Schmitt & Maes, 2000); and feelings of loneliness (Jones, Freemon,

&Goswick, 1981).

A few experimental studies have also examined the notion that a belief in a just world

helps to improve feelings of well-being. Dalbert (2002; Studies 2 & 3) examined just-world

beliefs as a buffer against the negative emotion people may experience in an unfair situation.

Participants were required to recall and describe a situation in which they felt angry, sad, or

happy depending on the condition. Dalbert (2002) assumed that having participants recall an

experience where they were angry would elicit primarily thoughts of unfairness. Following this

task, participants were requested to complete various questionnaires including measures of

individual differences in belief in a just world and a mood scale. Results suggested that a belief

in a just world does act as a buffer in anger-evoking and thus, presumably, unfair situations.

Specific to the anger-evoking condition, participants who scored high on the General Belief in a

Just Worid Scale (Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987) reported less anger (Study 2) and greater

self-esteem (Study 3) in comparison to participants who scored low on this scale.





In summary, research suggests that just-world behefs serve important adaptive functions.

The belief in a just world provides individuals with the necessary confidence to invest in long-

term goals and an overall sense of positive well-being, as well as acting as a buffer against

negative emotions in response to certain events.

Reactions to threats to the beliefin ajust world. Given that a belief in a just world

performs important functions, people should be strongly motivated to preserve the belief when it

is threatened. The belief in a just world is presumably threatened when individuals learn of

situations where an individual receives an undeserved or unjust fate (Lemer & Miller, 1978). In

order to maintain the belief under such conditions, individuals are motivated to restore their

sense ofjustice through one or more methods. For instance, an individual may help the victim of

injustice or compensate the victim for his or her suffering. However, when individuals are

unable to help or compensate the victim, they may engage in more defensive responses as a

means to rationalize the innocent suffering (Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer, 1980). For example,

an individual may derogate an innocent victim (i.e., label the victim as a relatively bad or

unworthy person) in order to make the situation seem more fair in his or her mind (Lemer &

Miller, 1978). By derogating the innocent victim the individual then perceives the victim as

acquiring a fate that matches his or her worth - a fate that is deserved and, therefore, just (see

Feather, 1999). r v : vc

Lemer and Simmons (1966) conducted the first experiment to explore the issue of

defensive responses to victims of an unjust fate. Participants observed a fellow student, the

victim (who was actually a taped confederate), participating in the first session of an experiment

that required the individual to complete a paired-associate leaming task. For each wrong

response, the victim received what appeared to be a painfixl electric shock. The victim did not





engage in any activities that would cause her to deserve the painful electric shocks, thus her

suffering would presumably be seen as innocent and unjust. Lemer and Simmons (1966)

presumed the unjust suffering of the innocent victim would pose a threat to the participants'

belief in a just world. The researchers manipulated the strength of this threat as well as the

likelihood that participants would restore theirjust-world belief through compensation or less

rational strategies, primarily derogating the victim's character. This manipulation was

accomplished by what researchers informed participants would happen to the victim in an

alleged subsequent session. Results indicated that when participants were led to believe they

would continue to view the victim suffer in a second session and were unable to compensate the

victim by changing her fate (i.e., she would continue to receive shocks), participants derogated

the victim more compared to a situation where the participants were able to compensate the

victim. Moreover, derogation was strongest when participants believed the victim agreed to

continue with a second session of shocks in order to provide the participants with full credit for

completing the experiment. As a result of this sacrifice, participants presumably viewed the

victim as particularly virtuous and, therefore, as even less deserving of a negative outcome. This

victim presumably posed an even greater threat to the participants' belief in a just world, and

thus elicited a greater defensive derogation response. In summary, the results of Lemer and

Simmons (1966) offered support for the idea that individuals have a need to believe in a just

world and may compensate (when possible) or derogate an innocent victim as a means to

maintain this belief , ^

Other studies have since been conducted investigating victim derogation as a means to

maintain a just-world belief; however, results regarding derogation are inconsistent (c.f , Correia

& Vala, 2003, Study 2; Hafer, 2000b, Study 2; Lea & Hunsberger, 1990). Many reasons exist
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for these mixed results, including design flaws (see Hafer & Begue, 2005). However, more

conceptual issues may also be implicated. First, there are many different ways to maintain a just-

world belief aside from derogation of the victim's character (Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lemer,

1980). In order to assess one particular strategy, researchers must be careful to control the

situation in such a way that the participants are forced to use the strategy of interest for

maintaining their just-world belief If the researcher is not successful in constraining the

situation, participants may engage in other strategies not being measured and thus the strategy of

interest may not yield significant effects (e.g., there may be no overall effect of the manipulation

on derogation). A second issue concerns the common method of assessing victim derogation

through the use of explicit self-report measures of observers' evaluation of the victim's

character. The use of explicit victim evaluation measures may be problematic due to the often

socially undesirable nature of victim derogation; that is, participants may shy away from

reporting relatively negative evaluations of innocent victims because they want to conform to

social norms. Participants may not even want to admit to themselves that they hold defensive

negative attitudes toward a victim of injustice; thus, such attitudes might be not only socially

undesirable, but also at times outside of awareness. If these attitudes are outside of awareness,

again participants are unlikely to report them on standard explicit measures. For these reasons, it

is important to use more subtle measures of negative evaluations of victims of injustice. The

present study will employ the Extrinsic Affective Simon Task (EAST; DeHouwer, 2003) to

subtly assess negative evaluations of the victim, as well as employ explicit self-report measures.

Indirect assessment ofvictim evaluation. De Houwer (2003) developed the EAST as an

indirect measure of attitudes based on his work with the Affective Simon Paradigm (De Houwer

«& Eelen, 1998), which is a variant of the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald, McGhee, &
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Schwartz, 1998). The EAST is a subtle way to assess attitudes toward a target, thus is useful as a

measure of attitudes that people may not want to admit to others or to themselves, or are unaware

of in the first place. Participants classify one set of stimuli based on their valence (i.e., positive

or negative), and another set (in the same task) based on some unvalenced feature (e.g., colour).

Presumably, participants will respond more quickly to stimuli from the latter set when the stimuli

require a response that has been associated with a valence (from the former set) that corresponds

to their attitude. Thus, if participants have a negative attitude toward a given stimulus from the

latter set, they should respond more quickly when the required response is associated with

negative stimuli from the former set compared to when the required response is associated with

positive stimuli from the former set. The opposite should be the case when participants have a

positive attitude toward a given stimulus.
'

,,!

-

DeHouwer (2003) showed evidence for the validity of the EAST as a subtle measure of

attitudes in two studies. In Study 1, participants were instructed to press the 'good' key (i.e., key

P) for white words with a positive meaning (e.g., healthy, friend) and to press the 'bad' key (i.e.,

key Q) for white words with a negative meaning (e.g., evil, cockroach). If the word was

presented in colour the participants were instructed to ignore the meaning of the word and

respond based on the colour of the presented word. Half of the participants were told to press the

'good' key when the word was presented in a bluish colour and to press the 'bad' key when the

word was presented in a greenish colour. The instructions were reversed for the other half of the

participants. Half of the coloured words were negative and halfwere positive. Results indicated

that participants were faster in responding to positive coloured words (e.g., "kind") while using

the key that was associated with positive white words (e.g., key P) than when using the key

associated with the negative white words (e.g., key Q). The reverse results were true for
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responses to negative coloured words (e.g., the word "insect"). Therefore, it appears that

individuals more readily respond to attitude targets using extrinsically valenced compatible

responses, where "extrinsic" refers to the fact that the response (in the case of DeHouwer's

study, the "P" or "Q" key) is only valenced by virtue of the task instructions and is not inherently

good or bad. In Study 2, DeHouwer (2003) found comparable results for coloured words that

should be positively valenced and are socially significant; that is, participants' own name.

Participants responded to the colour of their name more quickly when the required response was

extrinsically positive than when the required response was extrinsically negative.

Recently the EAST has been modified to present participants with pictorial stimuli rather

than verbal stimuli (Huijding & de Jong, 2005). The use of pictures rather than words is

beneficial for numerous reasons (Huijding & de Jong, 2005). For example, it is not possible to

capture all relevant mental representations or concepts with a single word. If the experimenter

wanted to assess a participant's attitude toward their own nuclear family, for instance, the word

"family" would not necessarily make the participant think of their own nuclear family; however,

a picture of the participant's own family would capture the desired concept. Initial studies

investigating the validity of the pictorial EAST provide evidence that this task is able to

differentiate between normatively valenced pictures, suggesting that the EAST is not restricted to

verbal stimuli. Thus, experimenters can use the EAST to examine attitudes toward concepts that

can be better captured by pictures than by a single word (Huijding & de Jong, 2005).

The EAST has recently been used in an as yet unpublished just-world investigation to

subtly assess victim derogation (Callan, 2005). Participants were exposed to a high threat victim

video (i.e., the perpetrators of the wrongdoing were not punished) or low threat victim video

(i.e., the perpetrators of the wrongdoing were punished) and then shown pictures of the victim in



d. u'Ji;



11

the EAST. Participants showed a greater tendency to respond more quickly on trials requiring

extrinsically negative versus extrinsically positive responses, when the victim presumably posed

a threat to the participants' just-world beliefs. The present study will similarly utilize the EAST

as an indirect measure of attitude toward the victim and, therefore, a subtle method for testing

victim derogation. As reasoned by Callan (2005), presumably participants who are engaging in

victim derogation should show a greater tendency to respond faster to pictures of the high threat

victim that require an extrinsically negative response compared to an extrinsically positive

response. r- ., .«>i -
,

,"-, ;. ,:,-.. ..-:/;'/

Summary. Overall, research suggests that a belief in a just world serves a significant

adaptive function and, as a result, individuals are extremely unwilling to give up this belief.

Therefore, individuals feel threatened when presented with evidence that is contradictory to the

belief that the world is a just place and, under certain conditions, may engage in defence

strategies such as victim blame and derogation as a means to maintain this fundamental belief

In the present study, threat to the belief in a just world was manipulated by varying the

innocence of the victim, such that the innocent victim was assumed to pose a high threat to just-

world beliefs and the noninnocent victim to pose a low threat. This manipulation has been used

successfully in other studies as a manipulation of threat to just-world beliefs (DePalma et al.,

1999; Hafer, 2000a, Study 2). The need to derogate the high threat victim to maintain just-world

beliefs was manipulated by varying the opportunity to help the victim, such that individuals who

were able to help the victim should have less need to derogate the victim than those who were

unable to help. Both explicit and indirect measures of evaluations of the victim were

administered in order to test for derogation. Based on the tenets of the just-world theory, I

predicted that individuals who were presented with an innocent victim and were not given the
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opportunity to help the victim would derogate the victim relative to individuals who were unable

to help. I predicted that this evidence of derogation would occur on the subtle measures of

victim evaluation, but not on the explicit measures.

Emotional Arousal and the Beliefin a Just World -

Although there are many studies examining derogation and victim blame in the just-

world literature, the emotion assumptions underlying just-world theory have not been directly

investigated. At the heart ofjust-world theory is not a belief in a just world per se (which may

be a "cold" cognitive structure), but rather a more fundamental need to believe in a just world.

This fundamental need presumably leads to some kind of belief in a just world that individuals

are motivated to maintain (Hafer & Begue, 2005). The constructs of need and motivation imply

emotion. Specifically, according to just-world theory, the need to believe in a just world means

that injustices may be perceived as threatening and, thus, emotionally arousing. This

threat/emotional arousal drives subsequent attempts (e.g., cognitive rationalizations) to maintain

the belief in a just world. Despite the integral nature of, and continuous references to, an

emotional component to just-world theory in the literature (e.g., Lemer, 1980; Lemer & Miller,

1978; Lemer & Simmons, 1966), few studies have directly investigated these two assumptions.

The present study will investigate the idea that injustice is threatening and thus emotionally

arousing, and that it is this threat that mediates responses presumed to be ways of maintaining

the belief in a just world.

Self-reports ofemotion in just-world research. Although no published past research has

directly investigated the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory, a few just-world studies have

included self-report measures of emotion in response to injustice (Hafer & Begue, 2005). For

example, experiments have included retrospective self-report measures of negative and/or
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positive affect after exposure to stimuli that presumably threaten just-world beliefs (e.g., Dalbert,

2002, Study 2; Koehler & Gershoff, 2003, Study 4; Murphy-Berman & Herman, 1990). Results

regarding retrospective self-report affect have been mixed and no study has specifically

examined self-report threat. In addition, self-report measures of emotion may not always be an

ideal measure of arousal in this context for various reasons. First, people may not always be

aware that arousal results from a threat to their just-world beliefs and, as a result, many

individuals may have difficulty labeling any physiological changes in their bodies in response to

the threat (Hafer & Begue, 2005). Second, the self-report measures used in past research are

retrospective reports of emotion. As a result, it is possible that the emotional arousal

experienced by the individual in response to justice-related threat may have been altered by the

use ofjust-world rationalizations prior to completing the self-report measures, which may

prevent individuals from accurately reporting the emotions they originally experienced (Hafer &

Begue, 2005). In order to overcome the potentially problematic nature of self-report measures as

an indicator of emotional arousal in response to threat to just-world beliefs, the present study will

employ physiological measures of arousal in addition to the more traditional self-report

measures.

Physiological measures ofarousal/emotion in socialjustice studies. Only one study

examining physiological arousal in the context of the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory

has been conducted. In his 1980 book, Lemer briefly reports an unpublished study (Lemer,

1973) investigating an autonomic physiological response to a presumed threat to individuals'

belief in a just world. Participants watched a video depicting an individual participating in a

learning experiment where the learner received electric shocks for incorrect responses.

Participants were either told that the learner was actually suffering or that the learner was
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pretending to be shocked. While observing the videotape, experimenters measured the

participants' physiological arousal via skin conductance. At the completion of the videotape,

participants reported their reactions to the victim. Results indicated that participants who were

aware that the victim in the videotape was acting and not receiving shocks were considerably

less aroused compared to participants who were not aware that the victim's suffering was

fictional. In addition, participants who were not aware that the suffering was fictional responded

more negatively to her compared to participants who were aware that the suffering was not real.

Lemer interpreted these results as evidence that individuals are more likely to respond negatively

to victims of injustice when they are aroused empathetically. These results are consistent with

the notion that unjust suffering is threatening to just-world beliefs and, as a way to alleviate the

threat, individuals may respond negatively toward an innocent victim.

A number of methodological issues are of concern regarding this experiment, however.

First, it is possible that perceived injustice of the shock to the victim may not have been what

caused the emotional arousal in the participants. Rather, participants may have experienced

emotional arousal in response to the real suffering of another individual, whether or not it was

perceived at some level as unjust. In addition, statistical analyses for the study were not

reported. The measures (non-physiological) of negative responses to the victim utilized in the

experiment were also not reported. As a result of these omissions, it is unclear if group

differences in skin conductance and responses to the victim were statistically significant.

Furthermore, there were no analyses reporting the relation between arousal and responses to the

victim. Thus, it is not clear if the emotional arousal mediated individuals' response to the victim.

Finally, Lemer (1973, cited in Lemer, 1980) used only one physiological measure as an indicator

of arousal, which makes firm conclusions problematic (see Blascovich et al., 1992). For
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example, other physiological measures, self-reports, other dependent variables, and the patterns

of all of these indicators between experimental conditions should be interpreted in light of one

another. Blascovich (2000) stresses that triangulation is very important when inferring specific

psychological constructs from physiological measures. Any given physiological indicator of

arousal should be interpreted in light of other sources of information in order to infer that

increases/decreases on the physiological indicators indicate changes in the theoretical construct

of interest.
••

Two other social psychological investigations ofjustice have incorporated physiological

measures of arousal. Markovsky (1988) conducted an investigation to examine the physiological

component of injustice distress, measuring both skin conductance as well as heart rate. Unlike

Lemer (1980), Markovsky was examining evidence for a negative affective response related to a

specific definition of injustice, as predicted by Adams' (1965) equity theory of distributive

justice, rather than investigating reactions to innocent suffering as a result of a need to believe in

a just world. According to equity theory, justice is defined as "equity" or equal proportions of

outcomes (e.g., rewards) to inputs (e.g., effort) by each individual in a relationship. The negative

affective response to mequity should motivate the individual to engage in some form of equity-

restoring action. All participants were placed in the role of Worker whose pay would be

determined by a Manager on the basis of the quality of their performance on a remedial task.

Regardless of performance, participants were randomly assigned to one of three pay conditions:

overpay, underpay, or just-pay (i.e., equitable). Throughout the performance task and while '

receiving payment information, physiological responses via skin conductance and heart rate were

recorded. Increased skin conductance, relative to baseline measures, occurred for both the

overpay and underpay conditions; however, this increase was not found in the just-pay condition.
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The heart rate measure did not vary from baseHne measures in any of the experimental

conditions. These results suggest that individuals who are treated inequitably may experience

physiological arousal (at least as indexed by skin conductance) , supporting Adam's (1965)

theory of distributive justice. * ,

Tomaka and Blascovich (1994) used several physiological measures to investigate the

relation between individual differences in the strength of people's belief in a just world and

stress and coping responses. Subjects performed serial subtraction mental arithmetic both orally

and silently in 30-second intervals for a total of four minutes. At the completion of the task

participants were required to provide cognitive appraisals of their performance. During the task,

participants' cardiac, vascular, and electrodermal responses were recorded. Overall, participants

with a strong belief in a just world outperformed the participants with weak just-world beliefs on

the mental arithmetic task. Participants high in belief in a just world reported more challenge-

related appraisals (and less threat-related appraisals) and less stress compared to weak just-world

believers. Strong just-world believers also exhibited greater cardiac activation, a greater decline

in peripheral vascular resistance and weaker skin conductance responses consistent with a more

autonomic, challenge-related reaction versus threat-related reaction (Tomaka, Blascovich,

Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993). The results of this study suggest that individuals with a strong belief

in a just world are more likely to appraise active stressors as challenges rather than threats

compared to weak just-world believers and, therefore, experience less stress and better

behavioural performance in such conditions. These results provide further evidence of the well-

being and stress buffering function of a belief in a just world as discussed earlier (see Dalbert,

2002). It should be noted, however, that even though Tomaka and Blascovich (1994) found that

a strong belief in a just world was associated with challenge rather than threat responses to an
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active stressor it is still possible that, as tested in the present thesis, an event that is specifically

an injustice will be experienced as a threat to people's belief in a just world, perhaps even more

so for individuals with a strong belief in a just world.

Summary. The aforementioned studies provide preliminary evidence of a link between

physiological arousal and justice concerns and beliefs. These studies, however, do not directly

examine the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory. One assumption is that individuals find

innocent suffering threatening and thus emotionally arousing. At present, there is only one study

showing evidence that individuals confi-onted with an injustice experience threat and therefore

physiological arousal (i.e., Markovsky, 1988). Furthermore, the Markovsky study focused on

one's own unjust treatment. Arousal and threat need to be investigated also within the context of

observing another person's unjust suffering, as such events are most commonly used as threats to

the belief in a just world in the social justice literature. The second assumption is that this threat

drives subsequent reactions that are presumed to be strategies for maintaining just-world beliefs.

This assumption has not been tested. The present study will attempt to examine these two

emotion assumptions underlying just-world theory using both self-report and physiological

measures of emotional arousal. The indicators of physiological arousal used for this thesis are

discussed in detail in the subsequent sections.

Physiological Measures ofArousal

Autonomic nervous system. Inherent in every human is a built-in emergency system, the

autonomic nervous system, which automatically prepares the body to address situations that

threaten well-being, whether the threat is physical or psychological in nature (see Raven &

Johnson, 2002 for a detailed description). The autonomic nervous system consists oftwo

divisions: the sympathetic and parasympathetic divisions, regulated by the hypothalamus. The
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sympathetic nervous system is responsible for the body's immediate reaction to threat in the

environment. When this system is activated, it prepares the body for fight-or-flight responses to

address the situation the individual is confronted with. Effects of sympathetic nervous system

activation include, increased heart rate, increased force of heart contractions, increased blood

pressure, increased perspiration, decreased blood flow to muscles and organs that are not

immediately necessary to respond to the threat, and increased blood flow to skeletal muscles. In

addition, the adrenal medulla glands are stimulated causing the glands to secrete epinephrine and

norepinephrine (which augment some of the direct effects). The parasympathetic nervous system

functions as an antagonist to the sympathetic nervous system. The main function of the

parasympathetic nervous system is to maintain homeostasis in order for the body to function

normally. As a result, after the sympathetic nervous system is activated, the parasympathetic

nervous system is activated in order to counteract effects of the sympathetic nervous system; for

example, by slowing the heart and increasing blood flow to the gastrointestinal system. The

actions of both the sympathetic and parasympathetic nervous system are unlearned and occur

involuntarily. It is this involuntary response to environmental threat that is of interest in the

present study. Two measures of sympathetic activity were used: electrodermal activity and

heart rate. If the presence of innocent suffering presents a psychological threat to an individuals'

belief in a just world, the body should respond to this threat automatically via the sympathetic

nervous system. As a result, changes in electrodermal activity and heart rate should be

detectable.

Electrodermal activity. Electrodermal activity (EDA) is defined as small changes in skin

resistance to electricity, which is related to sweat production. Two types of sweat glands are

present in the human body: the apocrine sweat glands, which are generally found in the armpits
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and genital areas, and the eccrine sweat glands, which are primarily concentrated on the palmar

surfaces of the hands and the plantar surfaces on the soles of the feet.

The sweat glands are normally empty during homeostasis or non-threatening conditions.

When confronted with a threatening situation, the sympathetic nervous system stimulates the

sweat glands to secrete sweat. As more sweat is produced (e.g., with emotional arousal) the

sweat in a sweat gland increases and rises up the sweat gland duct, eventually reaching the skin's

surface. The production of sweat is important for thermoregulation of the human body and also

in preparation for fight-or-flight activity. The sweat changes the skin's electrical conductivity,

resulting in less resistance. .

A common measure ofEDA is skin conductance. One method of measuring conductance

is by passing low electrical currents between two electrodes attached to two fingers. Increases in

the conductivity of the skin as the result of an increase in activity in the eccrine sweat glands

located on the palmar surface of the hand are measured. Skin conductivity is converted to an

electrical signal (i.e., volts) by a transducer and is amplified so very low levels of electrical

current can be detected. The amplitude of the electrodermal recording (e.g., as seen on a

computer screen) reflects these changes. A high amplitude is indicative of low resistance or high

conductivity, which is essenfially a surplus of sweat in the sweat gland. The duration of the

response indicates the continuance of sweat being produced and rising up within the sweat gland

duct. In order to compare EDA during homeostatic and emotionally arousing periods, a baseline

measure of the average moisture level of the skin's surface is taken. Measures will eventually

return to baseline as the sweat is reabsorbed into the skin or evaporates. Skin conductance is

often used as a physiological indicator of emotional arousal in psychological studies (e.g.,

Holmes & Houston, 1974; Tomaka et al., 1993). One of the most common measures ofEDA,
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and the one used in the present study, is the number of responses within a given period (e.g., per

minute), which is often defined as the number of times skin conductance rises by more than .05

microsiemans (e.g., Crowell et al., 2006; Demaree, Pu, Robinson, Schmeichel, & Everhart,

2006).

Heart rate. The heart is a muscle that is continually active. Each contraction and

subsequent relaxation of the muscle is considered a heartbeat. When the heart contracts (i.e.,

systole), the blood within the heart is forced from the muscle via two independent ventricles (two

of the four heart chambers). Blood is sent to the lungs to leave carbon dioxide and retrieve

oxygen via the right ventricle and pulmonary artery. Oxygenated blood, recovered from the

lungs, is pumped to all parts of the body by the left ventricle and aorta. As the heart relaxes (i.e.,

diastole), the veins return the deoxygenated blood from the rest of the body to the right atrium

heart chamber and the oxygenated blood from the lungs to the left atrium and from the atria to

the ventricles. The fiill cycle of exchange takes approximately one seventieth of a minute to

complete and occurs continuously. Thus, confracting and relaxing of the heart muscle occurs

approximately 70 times per minute in the average adult.

The heart is an intrinsically regulated muscle meaning that the heart beats on its own

without requiring stimulation from any other system. However, the autonomic nervous system is

primarily responsible for neural regulation of heart rate (how fast the heart is beating at a given

time). Heart rate is affected by nerve fibers associated with the sympathetic and parasympathetic

nervous system that reach various areas of the heart. By and large, when a person is threatened,

the nerve fibers of the sympathetic nervous system are activated, which in turn increases heart

rate. Conversely, heart rate slows when the parasympathetic nervous system nerve fibers are

activated. Like skin conductance, heart rate (e.g., beats per minute) is also a common measure of
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arousal in psychological investigations (e.g., Blascovich et al, 1992; Jennings, 1986; Schwartz,

1986; Tomaka et al., 1993) and was used in the present study. However, aside from relating to

sympathetic nervous system activity, heart rate may also be increased when parasympathetic

activation is withdrawn. Thus, on its own heart rate may be somewhat ambiguous as an indicator

of arousal (Papillo & Shapiro, 1990) and, therefore, should be investigated along with other

measures.

Summary. In summary, threat activates the sympathetic nervous system. Indicators of

sympathetic nervous system activation (i.e., arousal) include: an increase in skin conductance,

and an increase in heart rate. These measures were included in the present study, along with

self-reports of emotion, as indicators of an emotionally arousing reaction to stimuli that

presumably threaten just-world beliefs. '^-
,

I predicted that participants in the innocent victim condition, whose just-world beliefs are

presumably threatened, would experience greater emotional arousal than participants in the

noniimocent victim condition, as indicated by greater increases in EDA, increased heart rate, and

greater self-reports of threat and negative emotion. In addition, these indicators of emotional

arousal should predict strategies for maintaining a belief in a just world in the face of threat.

Thus, I also predicted that the measures of emotional arousal would be related to greater

derogation of the innocent victim; that is, emotional arousal should predict negative evaluations

of the innocent victim primarily when the innocent victim cannot be helped.

Individual Differences in the Beliefin a Just World <''
> .'ri ',.

Further evidence that the effects predicted for this study are indicative of an underlying

need to believe in a just world might be gathered by looking at individual differences in the
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strength ofjust-world beliefs. Literature and criticisms surrounding the use ofjust-world scales

are summarized next.

Rubin and Peplau (1973, 1975) proposed that the strength with which people believe in a

just world varies between individuals. Presumably, as the strength in just-world beliefs increases

so does the amount of threat felt in response to injustice (Hafer & Begue, 2005) as well as the

probability ofjustice-motivated responses to unfair situations, including attempts to restore

justice through cognitive rationalizations (Dalbert, 2002).

Rubin and Peplau 's (1973, 1975) Just World Scale was the first scale developed to assess

individual differences in just-world beliefs. The instrument is comprised of 20 statements

including general statements regarding justice (e.g., "Basically, the world is a just place" and

"By and large, people deserve what they get") as well as statements related to more specific

areas of life (e.g., "When parents punish their children, it is almost always for good reasons").

Moreover, approximately half of the statements refer to a just world (e.g., "Crime doesn't pay")

and the rest refer to an unjust world (e.g., "It is a common occurrence for a guilty person to get

off free in American courts"), the latter halfof the statements being reversed scored. Individuals

rate their level of agreement or disagreement to each statement on a 6-point Likert scale.

Numerous critiques have questioned various aspects of the scale, including several

psychometric characteristics (see Fumham, 1998; Fumham & Procter, 1989). First, the Just

World Scale (Rubin & Peplau, 1975) has demonstrated unacceptably low levels of internal

consistency across various investigations (Fumham, 1998; Fumham & Procter, 1989; Schmitt,

1998). For example, O'Quin and Vogler (1990) administered the Just World Scale and found the

intemal consistency of the scale to be intolerable (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.38). Second, the Just

World Scale was presented as a unidimensional measure; however, various factor analyses have
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determined the scale to be a multidimensional measure (e.g., Whatley, 1993) with a variable

factor structure (Fumham, 1998; Fumham & Procter, 1989; Schmitt, 1998).

Newer scales have been developed in an attempt to address the psychometric

shortcomings of the Just World Scale. For instance, Lipkus (1991) developed the Global Belief

in a Just World Scale (GBJWS), which consists of seven statements for which individuals are to

rate on a 6-point Likert scale how much they agree or disagree with the item. The statements

included in the scale presumably assess the general belief that people get what they deserve and

deserve what they get. In the construction of the scale, specific content areas ~ for example, the

family and the professional domain ~ were avoided.

Overall, the GBJWS shows an acceptable level of internal consistency (e.g., Cronbach's

alpha = .83, Lipkus, 1991). Moreover, unlike Rubin and Peplau's (1975) scale, it appears that

the GBJWS measures a single construct and has a similar factor structure across samples and

regardless of gender (Lipkus, 1991). Given these advantages, the GBJWS appears to be a

sounder self-report measure compared to the Just World Scale (for other scales created in

reaction to shortcomings of the Just World Scale see Dalbert, 1999; Fumham & Procter, 1989;

Maes «& Schmitt, 1999). .

Despite the psychometric advantages of some newer instruments over the Rubin and

Peplau scale, self-report measures assessing individual differences in just-world research have

recently been criticized on the basis of several broader conceptual issues (Hafer & Begue, 2005).

According to Lemer (1980), individuals are not always aware of their need to believe in a just

world or the belief in a just world that develops as a resuh; thus, explicit measures ofjust-world

beliefs may be problematic (Hafer & Begue, 2005). Moreover, Lemer (1998; see also Schmitt,

1998) proposes that individuals often do not explicitly endorse a belief in a just world; however,
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they still often respond to an injustice in a manner supportive of a just-world belief. This

contradiction again suggests an implicitly held belief in a just world that people are motivated to

maintain. These more conceptual issues may help account for why predicted interactions

between experimental manipulations and just-world individual difference measures do not

consistently occur (Hafer & Begue, 2005). ' .

Summary. The use of self-report measures ofjust-world beliefs as a reliable assessment

of individual differences in a belief in a just world, or in the need to believe in a just world,

remains controversial. In the present study, the GBJWS was administered for exploratory

purposes. To the extent that these scales assess an underlying need to believe in a just world, it

was expected that all the basic derogation effects that I predicted for the EAST task, and the

hypothesized effects of the threat to belief in a just world manipulation on measures of emotional

arousal would be greater for individuals who score high on the GBJWS compared to individuals

who score low.

The Current Study

The current study was designed to examine the emotion assumptions underlying just-

world theory. The need to believe in a just world suggests that injustices may be perceived as

threatening and thus emotionally arousing. This threat/emotional arousal should drive

subsequent attempts (e.g., cognitive rationalizations) to maintain the belief in a just world. In the

present study, physiological arousal was measured via EDA, heart rate, and self-reported

emotion. While fitted with finger electrodes and a cardiac earclip, participants first viewed a

control video consisting of two separate segments depicting scenes of neutral scenery in order to

obtain baseline measures of physiological arousal. Participants then viewed a second video

while still fitted with the aforementioned equipment. The second video portrayed the victim of a
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severe house fire. I manipulated victim innocence or the threat the victim posed to participant's

belief in a just world (i.e., innocent or high threat vs. noninnocent or low threat victim) by

varying the commentary regarding the victim depicted in the video. I also manipulated the

opportunity to help or the need to derogate the victim in order to restore just-world beliefs (i.e.,

opportunity to help or low need for derogation vs. no opportunity to help or high need for

derogation) by providing half of the participants with a chance to donate money to the victim.

All participants were then given a version of the EAST as an indirect measure of attitude

toward the victim (to test the presence of victim derogation). Following the EAST,

questionnaires were administered to assess participants' explicit evaluations of the victim's

character (to test the presence of victim derogation), self-report emotional responses to the

victim, and the effectiveness of the victim innocence manipulation. Finally, for exploratory >

purposes, participants completed various individual difference measures including self-reported

just-world beliefs.
.

Hypotheses

1

.

It was expected that participants who were presented with an innocent victim would

evaluate her more negatively when they were not given the opportunity to help her than

when they were able to help; that is, they should show victim derogation. However, I

thought this effect was unlikely to occur for the explicit measure of character evaluation,

because of the issues mentioned earlier in this thesis (e.g., social desirability).

2. I did expect a derogation effect, however, for the indirect measure of evaluation of the

victim. An interaction between the manipulations of victim innocence (i.e., threat to just-

world beliefs) and opportunity to help (i.e., need to derogate the innocent victim) was

hypothesized, such that participants were expected to show evidence of more negative
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evaluations of the innocent victim on the EAST when they were unable to help this

victim than when they were able to help. No difference in evaluation of the noninnocent

victim as a function of participants' opportunity to help was expected because this victim

does not threaten the participants' just-world belief; thus, there is no need to derogate her

when unable to help. In both the opportunity to help conditions, the noninnocent victim

should be viewed relatively negatively because she is, at least in part, responsible for the

negative outcome. •

3. It was anticipated that participants who viewed the innocent victim would report more

negative emotion (i.e., fear and sadness) and threat compared to those who saw the

noninnocent victim.

4. It was predicted that participants would show greater EDA and a higher heart rate during

the stimulus video depicting the innocent victim compared to while viewing the control

video. These differences should be significantly greater than those for the noninnocent

condition.

5. It was expected that level of emotional arousal should predict negative evaluations (at

least on the indirect measure) of the innocent victim when she could not be helped.

6. I also tested whether the predicted effects in Hypotheses 1 through 4 would be moderated

by belief in a just world such that strong believers would show the expected pattern more

than would weak believers. Given the inconsistent results in past experimental studies

using individual difference measures of belief in a just world, these analyses were more

exploratory.
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Method

Participants -

A total of 102 students (74 women and 28 men) were recruited via an electronic research

participation bulletin board at Brock University in the Niagara region of Canada. Participants

ranged in age from 18 to 51 years (M= 20.51, SD = 3.85, 2 missing). Most students received

course credit for their participation. In addition, all students were paid $10. This monetary

compensation was later used for the manipulation of participants' opportunity to help the victim.

Design '

;

,,

This study is a 2 (victim innocence; innocent vs. noninnocent) x 2 (opportunity to help

victim; opportunity vs. no opportunity) between-subjects factorial design. Participants were

randomly assigned to a condition. ; : /

Procedure

Participants took part in the study one at a time. At the beginning of each session,

participants were told that they were taking part in a study investigating basic physiological and

cognitive processes. Participants were also informed that they would be watching various video

clips during which physiological arousal would be assessed, then completing a number of

cognitive tasks. After reading and signing the informed consent form, participants were fitted

with the polygraph apparatus including the EDA electrodes and cardiac earclip. They then

watched a brief videotape (i.e., control video) in order to obtain baseline measures of

physiological arousal.

Following the first video, participants were asked to watch a second brief video (i.e.,

stimulus video). A text screen appeared prior to the stimulus video informing the participants

that the story and footage they were about to see was a real event in the Niagara region that
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occurred in the summer of 2005. Participants were not informed that the second video was the

stimulus video. Upon the completion of the second videotape, the EDA leads and earclip were

removed and participants washed their hands to remove the gel residue from the EDA

equipment.

Participants were then told that they would complete the first cognitive task, a modified

Stroop task on a computer, which participants were told was a colour-naming task. This task

was part of a larger investigation and will not be discussed fiirther. Following the Stroop task,

participants were informed that the experiment was being run in collaboration with a university

supported association "Students for Families in Need." The experimenter explained that the

association had requested that information regarding the group be given to the participants.

Participants were then handed an envelope containing information about the association and the

association's role in the story. The experimenter instructed participants to read the materials,

then close the envelope and return it to the association's box (which was clearly visible in the

comer of the room) then notify her that they were done. After these instructions, the

experimenter left the room.

Participants were then informed that they would complete the second cognitive task ~ a

categorization exercise. This task was actually the EAST, my indirect measure of attitude

toward the victim. Following the EAST, participants were told that they would next complete a

third cognitive task assessing attention. Participants completed a paper and pencil questionnaire

containing questions regarding the victims' character, which were interspersed with

manipulation checks, affect measures, and filler questions about details of the stimulus and

control videos to ensure the questionnaire was consistent with the cover story.
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Participants were then told they would complete the final cognitive task and were given a

package containing various individual difference measures, including a measure of individual

differences in just-world beliefs and measures that were part of a broader investigation. They

were told that the purpose of this final exercise was to assess personal opinions and beliefs.

The testing session lasted approximately 60 minutes. Each participant was given a full

debriefing following the completion of the testing session (see Appendix for a copy of the

primary materials for the study). .

' '

Materials

Victim innocence manipulation and videos. Three videos were produced: a control video

used in obtaining baseline measures of physiological arousal, a low threat stimulus video, and a

high threat stimulus video depicting either a noninnocent or innocent victim respectively.

The control video contained footage depicting neutral scenery that was excerpted from two

travelogue/nature videos. The duration of the video was approximately 10 minutes. The

stimulus videos were comprised of excerpts from pre-existing videotapes that were edited

together to create a low and high threat video depicting the results of a house fire. Participants

were told during the video that the homeowner was a single mother struggling to make ends

meet. The video depicted this victim describing the damages and suffering as a result of the fire,

as well as depicting images of the destruction. Narration was dubbed over top of other parts of

the video describing the events and circumstances surrounding the house fire. The narration

explained in detail how all of the family's possessions were destroyed, leaving the family with

nothing. The mother and children also sustained injuries including severe bums, a broken leg

(the child), and a broken foot (the mother). In addition, the mother worked at home and all of

her business files and computer back-ups were destroyed resulting in her job being terminated.
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The family had no close relatives in the area and had very little money resulting in the family

staying in an inexpensive, run-down motel. Due to the family's lack of financial support the

mother was not able to replace any of the possessions lost in the blaze.

In the noninnocent/low threat condition, narration described how the source of the fire had

not yet been discovered; however, it was clear that the extent of the damages would not have

been severe if the fire detectors had been properly maintained and in working order. The fire

detector was in complete disrepair, having no battery or outside covering for the past year.

The same footage was used for the innocent/high threat video. However, the narration

described how the homeowner could not have prevented the extent of the damages. The mother

had recently purchased a brand-new fire detector that had been professionally installed. She had

also been assured that the equipment was in perfect working order. Yet, despite the new and

well maintained fire detectors, the detectors had malfiinctioned. The duration of the stimulus

videos were approximately 5 minutes.

Physiological measures. A DataPac-USB 8-channel polygraph from Limestone

Technologies was used to collect the physiological data. Disposable Grass EDA Silver/Silver

electrodes with conductive gel were used to measure skin conductance. Electrodes were attached

to the index and ring finger of the non-dominant hand by adhesive tabs. A cardio

photoplethysmograph earclip was attached to the participants' ear to assess heart rate. Computer

software ~ Polygraph Pro version 2 from Limestone Technologies — transformed the

cardiovascular data into beats per minutes and the EDA data into average number of responses

per minute.

Helping manipulation and measure. A mock letter from the Students for Families in

Need organization was presented to participants as independent of the study on basic
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physiological and cognitive processes. The letter was presented to participants in a closed

envelope on official letterhead. The letter contained a brief outline relating to the purpose ofthe

organization. In the opportunity to help condition, information regarding the specific family in

need (i.e., the family from the stimulus video) was provided in the letter as well as a request for

donations. Participants were given the potential to provide support to the family in the stimulus

video through a donation taken from the $10 they would receive for participating in the

experiment on basic physiological and cognitive processes. The donation scale began at $2 and

increased in denomination in $2 intervals up to $10. At the end of the scale was an 'other'

option where participants could fill in any denomination they desired. In the no opportunity to

help condition, participants were told that the purpose of the student group was primarily to raise

awareness of situations like these where, due to government and insurance regulations, etc., little

could be done to ease the victim's pain. At the end of the session, all participants received the

full $10 they had been initially promised as compensation, even ifthey chose to donate money to

the alleged victim of the house fire. During the debriefing participants were given the contact

information of various organizations that help people in need in case the participant would like to

donate. • - ; . , ,

EAST. The version of the EAST used in the present study was adapted from Callan

(2005) and from Huijding and de Jong (2005). Stimuli were delivered and responses were

recorded with E-Prime software version 1 .0. Responses were reaction times associated with

classifying pictures based on their meaning or colour. Of the coloured pictures (3.20 x 2.20 :

inches), 3 were photos of various poses of the victim, 3 were photos of the victim's children, 3

were photos of the fire chief, and 3 were photos of scenes from the baseline video. The

colouring of the photos was converted into gray scale and then tinted to green or blue hues using
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Adobe Photoshop. As a resuh, 6 photos of each category were created, 3 green and 3 blue in

colour. --:-

Participants completed two practice blocks of trials. In the first practice block,

participants were presented with 5 good and 5 bad black and white pictures presented in random

order. For example, the good stimuli consisted of pictures such as flowers and a rainbow,

whereas the bad stimuli consisted of pictures such as a snake and a gun. Half the participants

were instructed to press the 'P' key when presented with a good picture and the 'Q' key when

presented with a bad picture. The other half of the participants were given reverse instructions;

that is, to press the 'P' key when presented with a bad picture and the 'Q' key for good pictures.

In the second practice block, participants were presented with 10 pictures of neutral images from

the baseline video (i.e., 5 green and 5 blue). Key responses were varied as above such that half

the participants were instructed to press the 'P' key when presented with a green picture and the

'Q' key when presented with a blue picture. The other half of the participants were given reverse

instructions; that is, to press the 'P' key when presented with a blue picture and the 'Q' key for

green pictures. During the practice trials, if an incorrect response was given a red "X" would

appear on the screen after the stimulus and remain for 300 ms immediately followed by a 1000

ms inter-stimulus interval.

Participants were informed that during the target blocks of trials they would be required

to combine the two tasks from the previous trials to classify black and white pictures based on

their meaning and blue or green pictures based on their colour. Half the participants were told to

press the bad key for words with a bad meaning and green pictures and the good key for words

with a good meaning and blue pictures. The other half of the participants were given reversed
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key response instructions (i.e., green pictures were associated with good and blue pictures were

associated with bad). These instructions matched those they had received for the practice trials.

Participants completed 3 target blocks of48 trials. Each block consisted of 12 good

pictures, 12 bad pictures, 6 pictures of the victim, 6 pictures ofthe victim's children, 6 pictures

of the fire chief and 6 pictures from the baseline video, presented in random order. The stimuli

were presented on a black background and remained on the screen until a response was recorded,

followed by a 1000 ms inter-stimulus interval.

Manipulation checks. Two questions were created regarding the participants' overall

impression ofjustice and deservingness in regards to the stimulus video, "Do you feel that the

incident depicted in the fire video was just?" and "Overall, do you feel that the woman in the fire

video deserved what happened to her?" Participants were requested to indicate their degree of

agreement or disagreement with the statement using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 =

very much). The participants' overall impression of the victim's behaviour in the stimulus video

was assessed with the following questions, "To what extent do you feel the woman in the fire

video is to blame for her and her family's situation?" "To what extent do you feel the woman in

the fire video is responsible for what happened to her and her family?" Each statement was rated

using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). In addition, a multiple-choice

question assessed if participants remembered why the damage caused by the fire was so severe.

Explicit victim evaluation measures. Two explicit questions regarding the participants'

overall impression of the victim (i.e., "Overall, how positive/negafive is your impression of Lisa

as a person?" and "How much do you think you would like Lisa as a person?) were created. The

questions were designed to assess victim derogation. Using a 7-point Likert scale, the

respondents indicated how strongly they agreed with each statement (e.g., 1 = not at all, 7 = very
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much). In addition, 12 bi-polar scales were included to assess participants' opinion of the

victim's typical character and personality traits (e.g., happy vs. unhappy, honest vs. dishonest).

Each trait was rated on a 7-point Likert type scale. Similar measures of victim character

evaluation have been used in previous research (e.g., Hafer 2000a, 2000b; Lemer & Simmons,

1966).

Self-report emotion. Items from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule—Expanded

Form (PANAS-X) were used as a retrospective self-report measure of emotion experienced

during the stimulus video. The scale is comprised of 28 positive adjectives (e.g., cheerful,

relaxed) and 35 negative adjectives (e.g., scared, nervous). The respondent is required to

indicate how strongly that adjective would describe a feeling or emotion at a particular point in

time or in general. For the present study, participants were required to rate the emotions they

experienced during the stimulus video. Using a 5-point Likert scale, the respondents were asked

to indicate how strongly they experienced each specific feeling or emotion (1 = very slightly or

not at all, 5 = extremely). Overall, the PANAS-X has excellent levels of convergent and

discriminant validity with more cumbersome measures ofmood (Bagozzi, 1993; Watson, Clark,

&, Tellegen, 1988). In addition, with short-term instructions (e.g., how do you feel this way right

now), the scale is sensitive to fluctuations in mood (Watson et al., 1988). Items relevant for the

present study were those indicating the negative emotions of anger, fear, sadness, and threat.

Threat is particularly key to predictions; therefore, an additional threat item was added to the

scale ("a sense of threat").

The Global Beliefin a Just World Scale (GBJWS). The GBJWS (Lipkus, 1991) is

comprised of 7 items measuring how strongly the respondent believes in a just world (e.g., "I

feel that people get what they deserve"). Using a 5-point Likert scale, respondents indicate how
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strongly they agree or disagree with each statement (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

As noted above (see "Individual Differences in the Belief in a Just World" section) the GBJWS

has acceptable reliability and validity.
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Results

Manipulation Checks

Four checks for the victim innocence manipulation were included in this study. To assess

if the participants attended to and remembered the information regarding the innocence ofthe

victim depicted in the video, participants were asked a multiple-choice question regarding why

the damage from the fire had been so severe. Participants were asked to place a check next to

one of the following responses: "The homeowner neglected to fix the fire detector in their

home," "The fire detector in the home had malfunctioned," or "This information was not

provided." Eleven participants (10.8%) failed this manipulation check by providing the incorrect

response regarding the victim's responsibility for the damages of the house fire and were

removed from all primary analyses (but are included in analyses on the rest of the manipulation

checks). The number of participants who were removed from analyses on the basis of this

multiple-choice question was relatively evenly distributed across the four conditions.

Participants also responded to various manipulation checks that required a rating on a 7-

point Likert scale. Participants' responses to the following questions: "To what extent do you

feel the woman in the fire video is responsible for what happened to her and her family?" and

"To what extent do you feel the woman in the fire video is to blame for her and her family's

situation?" were significantly correlated with each other, r = .90, p < .001. Therefore, a

composite measure of victim behavioural responsibility was created from the average rating of

the two behaviour items (Cronbach's Alpha = .95).

A between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine the effect

of victim innocence and opportunity to help on victim behavioural responsibility. The analysis

indicated a significant main effect for victim innocence, F(\, 97) = \4lA2,p < .001, partial if=
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.59, indicating that, as expected, participants tended to view the noninnocent victim as more

responsible and more to blame for the situation (M= 5.58) compared to the innocent victim (M=

2.64). The main effect for opportunity to help was not significant, nor was the interaction.

Participants also gave a rating response to the question, "To what extent do you feel that

the incident depicted in the fire video was just?" A between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to

examine the effect of victim innocence and opportunity to help on the justice rating. Although

the noninnocent victim's fate was rated as more just (M= 3.90) than the innocent victim (M =

3.41), this difference was nonsignificant, F(l, 98) = 1.72,/? = .19, partial ri^= .02. The effect for

opportunity to help the victim and the interaction between the two manipulations were also

nonsignificant.

Finally, participants responded to the question, "To what extent do you feel that the

woman in the fire video deserved what happened to her?" As expected, a between-subjects

ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for victim innocence, F(l, 98) = 1 1.75,/? = .001,

partial rj = .16, suggesting that participants viewed the noninnocent victim as more deserving of

her fate (M= 2.26) compared to the innocent victim (M= 1.42). The main effect for opportunity

to help was not significant, nor was the interaction'.

In summary, three of the four manipulation checks yielded the expected results.

Therefore, overall the manipulation of victim innocence appears to have been effective^.

Helping

Participants in the opportunity to help condition were given a donation form where they

checked off an amount they wished to donate (if any) to the victim and the victim's family or

Justice and deservingness measures were not significantly correlated (r = .1 1), therefore they were kept as separate

measures
2
Analyses on the rating-scale manipulation checks not including those who failed the multiple-choice item showed

the same general pattern of results.
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indicated another amount not listed. The total number of people who helped when given the

opportunity was 24 out of 45 (53.33%). Although I had no hypothesis regarding the effect of the

manipulation of victim innocence on this variable, an independent samples /-test was conducted

for the amount ofmoney donated with victim innocence as the independent variable. The

analysis indicated that there was no significant effect of victim innocence on the amount of

money donated by the participant (overall M= 3.56), /(43) = 1.08,/? = .29, Cohen's (/= .32.

Derogation

Explicit measure ofvictim evaluation. It was hypothesized that participants who viewed

the innocent victim and were unable to help her would evaluate her character more negatively

compared to participants who were able to help the innocent victim, though I expected this effect

to occur only for the indirect measure of victim evaluation, and not the explicit measure. To

assess explicit evaluations of the victim, participants were asked to rate how they viewed the

victim's typical character/personality on 12 bipolar traits (e.g., careless, self-centered). In

addition, participants responded to two questions regarding their general impression of the victim

as a person (i.e., "How much do you think you would like Lisa as a person?" and "Overall, how

positive/negative is your impression of Lisa as a person?"). Participants' responses to the

aforementioned questions were significantly correlated with each other, rs = .19 to .76.

Therefore, a composite measure of victim character evaluation was created from the average

rating of the 14 items (Cronbach's Alpha = .80).

In order to examine the effect of victim innocence and opportunity to help on victim

character evaluation, a between-subjects ANOVA was performed. The analysis indicated a

significant main effect for victim innocence, F(l, 86) = 7937,p < .001, partial r\^ = .48,

indicating that participants tended to view the noninnocent victim's character as more negative
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(M= 4.43) compared to the innocent victim (M- 3.29). There were no other significant effects.

Thus, there was no evidence that participants derogated the innocent victim on the explicit

measure of character evaluation.

Indirect measure ofvictim evaluation. I expected that participants who viewed the

innocent victim and were unable to help her would evaluate her character more negatively

compared to participants who were able to help the innocent victim. The EAST was used to

indirectly assess attitude toward the victim. Response latencies below 300 ms and above 3,000

ms were considered outliers and removed from the analyses. Trials for which participants made

incorrect responses were also removed. Thirteen percent of the total trials were deleted due to

outliers and/or errors (5% errors, 8% outliers). EAST data for two participants were deleted

because their error rate was greater than 3 standard deviations above the mean. One participant's

EAST data were removed because the individual was falling asleep during the task. Mean

response latencies were calculated for each coloured picture of the victim associated with a

positive key response and for each coloured picture of the victim associated with a negative key

response. Difference scores were then calculated by subtracting the mean for negative trials

from the mean for positive trials, such that higher scores indicate a relatively more negative

evaluation of the victim. All analyses were conducted using these difference scores (for similar

procedures, see DeHouwer, 2003 ; Huijding & de Jong, 2005). ; i
'

A 2 X 2 X 3 mixed ANOVA was conducted with victim innocence and opportunity to help

as between-subjects variables and block of the EAST (l", 2"'', and 3"* block of trials) as the

within-subjects variable. The analysis indicated a significant three-way interaction between

victim innocence, opportunity to help and block on the EAST scores, F(2, 148) = 3.73, p = .03,

partial rj = .05. Follow-up between-subjects ANOVAs for each block indicated a two-way
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interaction between victim innocence and opportunity to help for Block 3, F(\, 82) = 5.85,/? =

,02, partial rj^ = .07. This interaction is shown in Figure 1. No main effects or interactions were

significant for the other blocks.

Simple effects tests for Block 3 indicated that, although nonsignificant, the expected

pattern for the innocent victim was present such that participants who were not given an

opportunity to help the innocent victim had EAST scores suggesting a more negative evaluation

of the victim compared to participants who were given an opportunity to help (see Figure 1).

Another significant difference occurred when comparing mean EAST scores within the no

opportunity to help condition. Consistent with my reasoning (though not explicitly predicted),

participants who were unable to help the innocent victim had EAST scores suggesting

significantly more negative evaluations of the victim compared to participants who were unable

to help the noninnocent victim, F(l,82) = 4.16,p = .045, partial r\^ = .05. These results lend

some support to the initial hypothesis. In addition, participants appeared to have a significantly

more negative evaluation of the noninnocent victim when they were able to help her compared to

when they were unable to help, F(l , 82) = 5.86, p = .02, partial rf = .07.

Difference scores for the trials with photos of the children, the fire chief, and the neutral

scenes were calculated in the same manner as for the victim trials. A mixed ANOVA was

performed with victim innocence and opportunity to help as between-subjects variables and

block of the EAST task as the within-subjects variable for each of these three other pictorial

categories. Results indicated no significant effects. The overall means for each category

indicated relative neutral responses across blocks: children (M= -9.91), fire chief (A/= 1.44),

neutral scences (M= - 1 7.8 1 ).
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Figure I. Victim evaluations in EAST, Block 3 (mean response latency for positively-keyed

trials minus negatively-keyed trials) as a function of victim innocence and opportunity to help.

High scores indicate a more negative evaluation of the victim.
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Emotional Arousal -
'
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Self-report emotion. I predicted that participants who viewed the innocent victim would

report that they experienced higher levels of threat and negative emotion while viewing the

stimulus video than would participants who viewed the noninnocent vicitm. Participants rated

the feelings and emotions (e.g., sad, scared) they had while watching the video. Participants'

responses to the two threat items (i.e., threatened and a sense of threat) were most directly

relevant to the research question. These two items were significantly correlated with each other,

r = .75. Therefore, a composite measure of threat was created from the average rating of the two

items (Cronbach's Alpha = .85). .'
'

In order to examine the effect of victim innocence on the explicit threat composite an

independent samples ^test was performed. Consistent with my hypothesis, the analysis indicated

that the participants felt significantly more threatened by the innocent victim (M= 2.10)

compared to the noninnocent victim (M= 1.51), ^(87) = 2.91, p = .005, Cohen's c? = .62.

Participants' responses to the 14 fear and sadness items were significantly correlated with

each other, rs = .13 to .79. Therefore, a composite measure of negative emotion was created

from the average rating of the 14 items (Cronbach's Alpha = .88). To examine the effect of

victim innocence on the explicit negative emotion composite, an independent t-test was

performed. Contrary to expectation, the analysis indicated no significant effect (overallM=

2.01) suggesting that participants did not experience higher levels of negative emotion when

presented with an innocent victim.

Participants also responded to 6 items assessing anger. These 6 items were averaged

together to create an overall anger score. Although no hypothesis was made regarding this

emotion, an independent samples /-test with victim innocence as the independent variable
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indicated a significant effect, ^(87) = -4.45,/? < .001, Cohen's </= -0.95, such that participants

reported feeling more anger while viewing the noninnocent victim (M = 2.43) compared to the

innocent victim (M = 1.78).

The hypothesis for self-reported threat and negative emotion only involved the innocent

victim manipulation; however, it is possible that the opportunity to help manipulation affected

participants' self-reports of emotion as participants received this manipulation prior to

completing the measures. In order to address this possibility, 2x2 ANOVAs were conducted for

each of the three composite measures of self-report emotion. No significant effects of

opportunity to help or of the Victim Innocence X Opportunity to Help interaction were found.

Physiological indicators ofemotional arousal. Participants' physiological arousal was

measured during the neutral video and during the stimulus video showing the victim of a house

fire. The two arousal indicators were heart rate, measured in beats per minute, and EDA,

measured in number ofresponses per minute. Six participants had no physiological data due to

computer malfunction. A seventh participant's physiological data was excluded from the

analyses because the individual was falling asleep while the measures were being recorded.

Baseline measures for heart rate and EDA were created by averaging over the last two minutes of

the neutral video. Two measures, one for heart rate and one for EDA, were created by averaging

over the total duration of the fire video. The other two measures, again one for heart rate and

one for EDA, were averages over the critical portion of the fire video; that is, the portion of the

video where the participants were informed of the victim's innocence or noninnocence.

Preliminary paired /-test analyses examining physiological baseline averages versus

physiological arousal during the stimulus video indicated that there were no significant
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differences between baseline and average heart rate during the stimulus video nor between

baseline and average number ofEDA responses per minute during the stimulus video.

Similar /-tests did, however, reveal a significant increase in heart rate during the critical

portion of the stimulus video (M= 102.1) compared to heart rate during the baseline video {M =

94.48), /(82) ^ -2.81,/? = .006, Cohen's d = -0.43. Similarly, participants displayed a greater

average number ofEDA responses per minute during the period of time when they were

informed of the victim's innocence or noninnocence (M= 19.3) compared to their baseline

average (M= 8.00), /(82) = -4.95,p< .001, Cohen's d = -0.71. These results suggest that

participants were generally more aroused during the critical portion of the stimulus video than

they were during the baseline period.

Two final measures of physiological arousal were created for the indicators that showed

significant increases compared to baseline: average heart rate during the critical portion of the

video minus the baseline average, and average number ofEDA responses per minute during the

critical portion of the video minus the baseline average (see Demaree et al., 2006; Tomaka &

Blascovich, 1994 for similar procedures).

Independent samples /-tests, with victim innocence as the independent variable, were

conducted for each of the 2 measures of physiological arousal to investigate the hypothesis that

participants would experience greater arousal when presented with irmocent versus noninnocent

suffering. Contrary to expectation, no significant results were found.

Although degree of physiological arousal did not seem to depend on the innocence of the

victim, it was possible that the quality of the arousal was different between the conditions, with

arousal reflecting threat in the innocent victim condition and anger in the noninnocent victim

condition (as suggested by the self-report emotion data). Four hierarchical regressions were
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performed to test this idea - two with threat as the dependent variable and two with anger as the

dependent variable. In the first step I entered the victim innocence manipulation and one of the

measures of physiological arousal that showed significant increases from baseline (either heart

rate during the critical portion of the stimulus video minus baseline or EDA during this period

minus baseline). In the second step I entered the two-way interaction term (either Victim

Innocence X Heart Rate or Victim Innocence X EDA). There were no significant interaction

effects from any of these analyses, thus, offering no support that arousal indicated either threat or

anger, depending on the condition.

Emotional Arousal and Victim Evaluation
'

I hypothesized that emotional arousal would predict negative evaluations of the innocent

victim when she could not be helped. To test this hypothesis, hierarchical regressions were

performed with EAST scores for victim pictures in the third block of the task as the dependent

variable. EAST scores for the third block were used as the dependent variable because this is the

victim evaluation measure that showed evidence of derogation in my earlier ANOVAs. Three

such regressions were performed: one involving self-reported threat (which showed higher levels

for the innocent versus the noninnocent victim), one involving heart rate during the critical

period of the stimulus video minus baseline, and one involving EDA during the critical period of

the stimulus video minus baseline (both ofwhich showed significantly increased arousal during

the critical period of the victim video). For each regression, in the first step I entered victim

innocence, opportunity to help, and one of the three indicators of emotional arousal. In the

second step I entered all possible two-way interaction terms, and in the third step I entered the

three-way interaction. There were no significant effects in any of the three steps of the

regression analysis when self-reported threat was one of the predictor variables.
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The regression with average heart rate during the critical portion of the stimulus video

minus baseUne as the indicator of emotional arousal indicated a marginally significant three-way

interaction, sr^ = .04, /(71) = 1.79,p = .08, as shown in Figure 2. The pattern of the interaction

did not conform to my prediction. Simple effects analyses indicated that none of the four slopes

were significantly different from 0. However, the pattern of results suggests that, in the innocent

victim condition, participants with lower increases in heart rate had more negative evaluations of

the victim when they could not help her compared to when they were able to help. In the

noninnocent victim condition, individuals with lower increases in heart rate had less negative

evaluations of the victim when they could not help her compared to when they were able to help.

In contrast, individuals whose heart rate showed higher increases seemed to have relatively the

same evaluation of the victim, which was quite negative, regardless of whether or not the victim

was innocent or whether or not they could help her.

A final similar hierarchical regression was performed on the third block of the EAST

using average number ofEDA responses during the critical portion of the stimulus video (versus

baseline) as the indicator of emotional arousal. There were no significant effects at any of the

steps of the regression, st^ = .02, /(71) = 1.35,/? = .18. However, the pattern of results for the

three-way interaction was similar to the pattern when heart rate was the indicator of emotional

arousal.

Individual Differences in Beliefin a Just World

Hierarchical regression analyses were used to explore whether scores on the GBJWS

would moderate the predicted relationships between the manipulations and the various dependent

variables, such that the predicted relations would hold more for individuals with stronger just-
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world beliefs. Self-reported just-world beliefs was treated as a continuous predictor variable and

was centered prior to performing the regression analyses (Aiken & West, 1991).

Individual differences and explicit victim evaluation. Although I did not expect effects

ofthe manipulations on the explicit measure of victim evaluation, I tested whether the

manipulations did affect explicit evaluations of the victim, but only among strong just-world

believers. A hierarchical regression was conducted to investigate this possibility. In the first

step of the hierarchical regression, I entered the victim innocence and the opportunity to help

manipulations as well as self-reported just-world beliefs. In the second step, I entered all

possible two-way interaction terms and in the third step I entered the three-way interaction. In

the first step, the only significant predictor was the victim innocence manipulation, sr = .50,

^81) = 9.32, p < .001. This result indicated, as before, that the noninnocent victim was

perceived more negatively than the innocent victim. Neither the opportunity to help

manipulation nor self-reported just-world beliefs were unique predictors in this step of the

regression. There were also no significant effects in either step two or three of the analysis.

Individual differences and the indirect measure ofvictim evaluation. I also explored

whether individual differences in just-world beliefs would moderate the expected effect of the

opportunity to help manipulation on evaluations of the innocent victim. A similar regression was

conducted as for the explicit measure of victim evaluation. A separate regression analysis was

performed for each of the 3 blocks of the EAST.

For the first block of the EAST, there were no significant predictors in the first step of

the hierarchical regression. In the second step, the only significant predictor was the two-way

interaction between the opportunity to help manipulation and self-reported just-world beliefs, sr^

= .05, f(71) = 2.02,/? = .047, as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Victim evaluations in EAST, Blockl (mean response latency for positively-keyed

trials minus negatively-keyed trials) as a function of opportunity to help and belief in a just

world. High scores indicate a more negative evaluation of the victim.
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Simple slope analyses showed that, in the opportunity to help condition, the slope was

significantly different from 0, st^ = .07, t{lA) = -2.34, p = .02, indicating that individuals with

stronger just-world beliefs had less negative evaluations of the victim compared to weak

believers. For the no opportunity to help condition, the relation between just-world beliefs and

EAST scores was nonsignificant. The three-way interaction was also nonsignificant.

For the regression with the second block of the EAST as the dependent variable the

only significant predictor was self-reported just-world beliefs, sr^ = .06, ^(80) = -2.\S,p- .03.

This result indicated that the stronger the individual's belief in a just world the less negative

response they had toward the victim. - - -
'

A final hierarchical regression was performed on the third block of the EAST. The first

step yielded no significant results. The second step of the regression yielded a two-way

interaction between victim innocence and opportunity to help, sr^ = .06, ^(78) = -2.28,/? = .03.

The pattern was the same as for the ANOVA results previously reported (see Figure 1).

In summary, three hierarchical regressions were performed on the three Blocks of the

EAST to explore if individual differences in just-world beliefs would moderate victim

evaluations. The predicted Victim Innocence X Opportunity to Help interaction on the indirect

measure of victim evaluation was not found to be moderated by individual differences in just-

world beliefs. '
;

Individual differences and self-report emotion. Two hierarchical regressions were

conducted to investigate the idea that individual differences in the strength ofjust-world beliefs

would moderate the predicted effect of victim innocence on self-report emotion. In the first step

of the hierarchical regressions, I entered the victim innocence manipulation and self-reported

just-world beliefs. In the second step, I entered the two-way interaction term.
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Significant results were found when the dependent variable was self-report threat. In

the first step, the victim innocence manipulation accounted for a significant proportion of

variance in self-report threat, sr^ = .09, /(85) = -2.98, p = .004, suggesting that, as already

reported, participants viewing the innocent victim reported feeling more threatened than did

participants viewing the noninnocent victim. There was also a marginal main effect for self-

reported just-world beliefs, sr^ = .03, t(S5) = -1.83,/? = .07, that was superceded by a significant

two-way interaction between the victim innocence manipulation and self-reported just-world

beliefs in the second step of the hierarchical regression, sr^ = .03, /(84) = l.S2,p = .07. This

interaction is shown in Figure 4. Simple slope analyses showed that the slope for the innocent

victim condition was significantly different from 0, sr^ = .07, /(84) = -2.60, p = .01, indicating,

unexpectedly, that individuals with stronger just-world beliefs reported feeling less threatened by

the innocent victim compared to weak believers. The slope for the noninnocent victim condition

was not significantly different from 0.

The second hierarchical regression was conducted to investigate if the predictors would

be related to self-reported negative emotion (i.e., the fear and sadness composite variable).

There were no significant effects at either of the two steps of this regression analysis.

Though there were no hypotheses in relation to self-reported anger, a similar

hierarchical regression was performed for this variable. The first step yielded a main effect for

innocence, sr^ = .22, ^(85) = 5.00, j? < .001, suggesting, as before, that individuals reported more

anger after viewing the noninnocent victim than after viewing the innocent victim. There was no

effect for self-reported just-world beliefs. The second step of the regression indicated a

marginally significant two-way interaction, sr^ = .03, /(84) = 1.88,p = .06, as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 4. Self-report threat (1 = very slightly or not at all, 5 = extremely) as a function of victim

innocence and belief in a just world.
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Simple slope analyses showed that, for the noninnocent victim condition, the slope was

significantly different from 0, sr^ = .05, /(84) = 2.48,/? = .02, indicating that individuals with

stronger just-world beliefs reported more anger when presented with the noninnocent victim

compared to weak believers. The slope for the innocent victim condition was not significantly

different from 0.

Individual differences andphysiological indicators ofemotional arousal. To explore

whether individual differences in just-world beliefs moderated the hypothesis that participants

would experience more physiological arousal when presented with an innocent victim compared

to a noninnocent victim, a series of hierarchical regressions were performed similar to those for

the self-reports of emotion. The victim innocence manipulation as well as self-reported just-

world beliefs were entered in the first step of each hierarchical regression followed by the

possible two-way interaction term in the second step. A separate analysis was performed for the

two physiological variables that were shown earlier to have increased from baseline during the

stimulus video: average heart rate during the critical portion of the stimulus video minus

baseline and average EDA responses during the critical portion of the stimulus video minus

baseline. There were no significant effects at either the first or second step of either of these

analyses. *

Overall, results from the hierarchical regressions involving my measures of emotional

arousal provide some support for a moderating influence of individual differences in just-world

beliefs, though the relations were not necessarily as one would expect on the basis of the

rationale behind the use ofjust-world scales in experimental investigations. Results indicated

that individuals with stronger just-world beliefs tended to report less feelings of threat when

presented with an innocent victim than weak believers, whereas this relation did not hold for the
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noninnocent victim. Participants with stronger just-world beliefs also tended to report more

feelings of anger when presented with a noninnocent victim compared to weak believers,

however this relation was not present for the innocent victim.
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Discussion

The primary objective of the present study was to examine the emotion assumptions

underiying just-worid theory. First, according to just-world theory, injustices (e.g., innocent

suffering) are perceived as threatening, and thus emotionally arousing (Hafer & Begue, 2005;

Lemer, 1980). Second, it is presumably this threat/emotional arousal that evokes strategies (e.g.,

cognitive rationalizations) for maintaining a belief in a just world. The present study is the first

to systematically examine these two assumptions. The first assumption was addressed by

measuring participants' EDA, heart rate, and self-report emotion while they were exposed to an

innocent or noninnocent victim. Presumably, the innocent victim should pose a greater threat to

an individuals' just-world belief and should, therefore, result in greater emotional arousal

compared to the noninnocent victim. The second assumption was examined by assessing

derogation of the innocent victim as a way to restore just-world beliefs and by manipulating the

likelihood that the individual would have to derogate the innocent victim to restore justice. This

second manipulation was accomplished by varying the individuals' opportunity to help the

victim, such that individuals should be more likely to derogate the innocent victim when they are

unable to help her compared to when they are able to help. Both explicit and indirect indicators

of victim evaluation were measured. If emotional arousal, as a result of threat to just-world

beliefs, is what drives derogation, then emotional arousal should predict more negative

evaluations of the innocent victim when she could not be helped.

Manipulation of Victim Innocence or Threat to Beliefin a Just World

Overall, the manipulation of victim innocence was successful. First, most participants

correctly recalled why the damage from the fire had been so severe. Also, participants viewed

the innocent victim as less behaviourally responsible and less deserving of the negative outcomes
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compared to the noninnocent victim. Although the manipulation check examining how just

participants viewed the fate of the victim was nonsignificant, the pattern of results was in the

expected direction, indicating that the innocent victim's fate was rated as less just in comparison

to the noninnocent victim. It is possible that this manipulation check did not yield significant

results due to the wording of the question. The question asked the participants to rate if the

incident depicted in the video (in general) was just, rather than whether the victim's fate was just.

Individuals were unlikely to consider the incident in general to be just, even when the woman

was somewhat responsible for the damage, as there were always innocent children involved.

Perhaps if the question were phrased in terms specific to the woman (as were the behavioural

responsibility and deservingness questions) the manipulation check would have been successful.

Derogation

Before examining the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory, I examined whether

the data would show a derogation effect similar to Lemer and Simmons' (1966) original

experiment. Research has indicated that just-world beliefs serve numerous important functions

in our day-to-day lives (e.g., Dalbert, 1998; Hafer, 2000b; Hafer, 2002). Individuals should

therefore, be motivated to maintain their just-world beliefs when they are threatened by, for

example, the presence of innocent suffering (Lemer & Miller, 1978). Under such conditions,

individuals may help or compensate the victim to restore their belief in a just world; however, if

individuals are unable to help the victim, they may engage in more defensive strategies, such as

derogation of the victim's character, as a way to rationalize the injustice (Hafer & Begue, 2005;

Lemer, 1980). Therefore, in the present study, consistent with Lemer and Simmons (1966), I

hypothesized that participants who were unable to help the innocent victim would derogate her,
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relative to those who were able to help the innocent victim. Although I expected to find this

effect on the indirect measure of victim evaluation, I expected no effect for the explicit measure.

Results indicated that, on the explicit measure of victim evaluation, participants tended

to view the noninnocent victim's character more negatively compared to the innocent victim.

This main effect was expected, given that participants were informed that the victim was at least

somewhat responsible for the negative outcome. There was no interaction between victim

innocence and opportunity to help. This null finding was also expected. I reasoned that

participants would be reluctant to report negative feelings in regards to an innocent victim

because such behaviour is socially undesirable. It is possible that Lemer and Simmons (1966)

found evidence of victim derogation on explicit measures because, at the time, expressing

negative attitudes about people or groups was acceptable behaviour. However, social norms are

changing and at present it is not socially desirable to express negative attitudes about certain

people or groups (see the literature on modem racism, e.g., McConahay, Hardee, &. Batts, 1981;

Sniderman & ?iazza, 1993) including, perhaps, negative attitudes about an apparently innocent

victim. Indeed, Hafer and Begue (2005) have commented on the inconsistency with which a

derogation effect is actually found, at least in the post- 1980 just-world literature. It is also

possible that participants do not want to admit to themselves that they possess negative attitudes

and/or may not be aware of their negative feelings toward the innocent victim (Hafer & Begue,

2005; Lemer, 1980). Both of these situations would mean that participants would not derogate

the innocent victim on explicit measures, either because they do not want to report negative

evaluations of the innocent victim, or because they are unable to do so.

Although there was no evidence in the present study of derogation of the innocent

victim on explicit evaluations, indirect measures using an EAST procedure showed evidence of
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the expected interaction between victim innocence and opportunity to help, at least in one trial

block. In the third block of the EAST, participants showed evidence ofmore negative

evaluations of the innocent victim when they were unable to help compared to when they were

able to help. Unexpectedly, participants also had more negative evaluations of the noninnocent

victim when they were able to help compared to when they were unable to help the victim. It is

possible that participants reasoned that helping the victim was the right thing to do (whether the

victim was innocent or not), however resented having to help the noninnocent victim as the

negative outcome was, at least in part, her fault. This resentment may have led to more negative

evaluations of the victim. ,- v- c , , t

It is important to note that participants did not display differences between conditions in

EAST reaction time scores for any of the other picture categories even though some of these

pictures (i.e., pictures of the fire chief and pictures of the victim's sons) were associated with the

victim's situation. These results show that the EAST findings were specific to the photos of the

victim, thus lending further support to my interpretation of the EAST effect as indicative of

defensive negative evaluations of the innocent victim's character.

Although results for the EAST were consistent with predictions, this effect was only

significant for the final block. Perhaps the lack of differences in EAST scores for the pictures of

the victim in the first two blocks was the result of participants being slow to learn the task; thus,

the first two blocks acted more as practice trials. In support of this suggestion, ancillary analyses

showed evidence that participants improved in their ability to perform the task across blocks.

Specifically, participants increased in speed from Block 1 (M= 709.88) to Block 2{M= 628.66)

to Block 3 (M= 602.65), F(l.67, 143.21) = 223.81,/? < .001, par//a/;/^ = 72.^

Degrees of freedom are based on the Greenhouse-Geisser correction for violation of sphericity.
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In summary, taken together, results from the explicit and indirect measures of victim

evaluation suggest that participants who were unable to help the innocent victim may have had

more negative evaluations of her, but did not report this explicitly (see also Callan, 2005). These

results also highlight the importance of having multiple ways of assessing victim derogation.

Especially given the potential difficulties mentioned earlier associated with explicit evaluations

of victims of injustice, future studies should employ both explicit and indirect indicators of

victim derogation.

Emotion Assumptions ofJust-World Theory

Injustice and arousal. According to just-world theory, a belief in a just world is more

than just a belief Rather, it is more a fundamental need to believe in a just world. This concept

ofneed implies emotion. Thus, just-world theory states that a need to believe in a just-world

results in individuals perceiving continuing injustices (i.e., undeserved outcomes) as threatening

and emotionally arousing. The present study investigated this notion by measuring the self-

report as well as physiological emotional arousal people felt while they viewed either the

innocent victim (whose outcomes were undeserved) or the noninnocent victim (whose outcomes

were more deserved). I predicted that participants would show more self-report and

physiological emotional arousal in the presence of the innocent victim, because the suffering

should threaten their belief in a just world.

Consistent with my hypothesis, participants did report feeling more threatened during the

stimulus video when they were exposed to the innocent victim than when they saw the

noninnocent victim. The innocent victim was not responsible for her negative fate and, thus,

does not deserve to suffer (Feather, 1999). This unjust suffering should threaten the individual's

belief in a just world - a world where people get what they deserve ~ and consequently result in
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the individual experiencing an increase in emotional arousal. The greater feelings of threat after

exposure to innocent suffering is thus consistent with the assumption ofjust-world theory that

injustices are perceived as threatening and, thus, emotionally arousing.

Contrary to expectation, participants who viewed the innocent victim did not report

experiencing more fear and sadness compared to participants who viewed the noninnocent

victim. It is possible that participants experienced fear and sadness in both conditions but not in

relation to the victim (as originally expected). For instance, participants may have experienced

fear for the self because they feared a similar fate could happen to them. Participants might also

have experienced feelings of sadness in regards to the innocent children involved in the fire.

Feelings of fear and sadness might, therefore, have been prevalent in both the innocent and

noninnocent victim conditions to the same degree and, therefore, there would be no difference

between conditions.

Interestingly, although not predicted, participants reported more anger when they viewed

the noninnocent victim compared to the innocent victim. These results intuitively make sense, in

that participants are likely to have been more angry at the noninnocent victim as they were told

that the noninnocent victim was at least somewhat responsible for the fire and that her children

(as well as she) suffered as a result.

In addition to self-report measures of emotional arousal, physiological measures of

emotional arousal were also collected via heart rate and EDA. Contrary to expectation,

participants did not show a greater increase in EDA or heart rate when in the presence of an

innocent victim compared to a noninnocent victim. It is important to note that preliminary

analyses indicated that participants' arousal levels were significantly higher during the critical

portion of the stimulus video relative to baseline. These results suggest that participants did find
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this portion of the fire video to be more emotionally arousing than the neutral material; thus, my

instruments were sensitive enough to show responses to more emotionally involving stimuli

relative to baseline. One possible explanation for the lack of significant differences between

physiological arousal levels as a resuh of victim innocence is that both groups experienced

changes in emotional arousal for different reasons, which the equipment was not sensitive

enough to distinguish between, hence resulting in a null effect. Recall that participants who

viewed the innocent victim reported more feelings of threat, whereas participants who viewed

the noninnocent victim reported more feelings of anger (which I did not anticipate) on explicit

self-report measures. Those two emotions would likely result in similar increases in

physiological arousal from baseline, though they represent different psychological states.

Ancillary analyses indicated, however, that physiological arousal was not significantly related to

self-report threat or anger, either overall or specifically within the innocent or noninnocent

victim conditions. Despite these results, it is possible that, although participants were just as

physiologically aroused in the innocent and noninnocent victim conditions, the arousal may have

been indicative of different psychological states that heart rate and EDA cannot distinguish

between (and that I did not measure adequately with the self-report instrument).

Overall, these results provide some weak support for the first assumption ofjust-world

theory — that individuals find injustices threatening and thus emotionally arousing. These results

also highlight the importance of having several indicators of emotional arousal in psychological

investigations. Measures will vary on their ability to distinguish between different psychological

states, the extent to which they are affected by social desirability biases or the limits ofhuman

insight, etc. Multiple indicators also make it easier to interpret findings as results for one
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measure may be more interpretable in light of results from another measure (Blascovich, 2000).

Thus, future research should continue to use several measures of emotional arousal.

Arousal and reactions to injustice. As previously discussed, just-world theory assumes

that individuals find innocent suffering threatening and emotionally arousing; in addition, this

threat/emotional arousal is thought to drive subsequent strategies for restoring the belief in a just

world when a person encounters instances of injustice. For instance, individuals may try to help

or compensate the victim; however, when individuals are unable to help the victim, they may use

cognitive rationalizations such as derogating the innocent victim as a means to restore their belief

in a just world. Consistent with this reasoning, I predicted that, when individuals were unable to

help the innocent victim, greater emotional arousal would predict more negative evaluations of

the victim. In my tests of this hypothesis, the victim evaluation measure was the EAST scores

for Block 3, the measure of victim evaluation that showed evidence of derogation in earlier

analyses. -

Self-reported threat was not related to the EAST measure of victim evaluation, either

overall or within the innocent victim or opportunity to help condition. Surprisingly, the

physiological indicators of emotional arousal (i.e., heart rate and EDA) during the critical portion

of the stimulus video indicated the opposite pattern to what was expected, though only the effect

involving heart rate was significant. Individuals who showed less arousal displayed the expected

trend, such that when the victim was innocent and they were able to help her, they seemed to

have less of a negative evaluation of the victim compared to when they were unable to help.

There was no such apparent trend for individuals with high emotional arousal, who seemed not

to distinguish between the innocent and noninnocent victim, having relatively negative

evaluations of both. This same pattern was shown for EDA; however, the interaction was
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nonsignificant. These patterns suggest that perhaps differences in increased physiological

arousal in response to the stimulus video was not due to any threat posed to the participants' just-

world beliefs, but rather to a difference in the participants' overall temperament in general or

reactivity to arousing stimuli (in this case a video of a house fire). Thus, it is possible that

participants with a particularly high increase in physiological arousal during the critical portion

of the video were just more naturally aroused to negative events as a result of their overall

temperament. As a result of this high arousal in response to the stimulus video, they may have

paid little attention to the more specific information contained in the manipulations or at least did

not encode this information. In contrast, individuals who had a somewhat weaker physiological

response to the stimulus video may have been less naturally overwhelmed by negative stimuli.

Therefore, they may have been better able to attend to and encode the experimental ,

manipulations and, thus, displayed the expected effects. This explanation may also help to

explain why I did not find the expected differences between the innocent and noninnocent victim

in physiological arousal. If the arousal reflected a more general, trait reactivity to negative

stimuli rather than arousal due to a more specific threat to a core human belief as anticipated,

then one would not expect the pattern of results I predicted on the basis ofjust-world theory.

Individual Differences in Just-World Beliefs

It has been theorized that individuals vary in the degree to which they believe in a just

world (Rubin & Peplau, 1973, 1975). Although the meaning of high scores on scales measuring

individual differences in the strength of peoples' belief in a just world is controversial (Hafer &

Begue, 2005), these scores can provide additional evidence that certain effects are due to an

underlying need to defend a belief in a just world. Hence, it is possible that as the strength in

just-world beliefs increases so too does the threat felt in the presence of innocent suffering
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(Hafer & Begue, 2005) and the probability of responses to the injustice that attempt to reduce the

threat (Dalbert, 2001). The present study tested whether just-world beliefs would moderate the

basic derogation effect as well as the predicted relation between the threat to the belief in a just

world (i.e., victim innocence) manipulation and, emotional arousal measures. Certain

moderating effects would provide additional evidence that predicted results are due to an

underlying need to believe in a just world.

Contrary to the rationale behind using individual difference scales in experimental just-

world research, when the victim was innocent, stronger beliefs in a just world were associated

with individuals reporting less feelings of threat. When the victim was noninnocent, there was

no association between feelings of threat and just-world beliefs. It is possible that these results

are not consistent with the rationale behind using individual difference scales in experimental

just-world research because the actual belief in a just world and the need to believe in a just

world are not highly correlated. As a result, what is of specific interest in this study (i.e.,

individual differences in the motivation or need to believe in a just world) is not measured well

by these scales (see Hafer & Begue, 2005). Alternatively, it is possible that those individuals

who profess a weak belief in a just world may actually be the individuals who more often engage

in more defensive strategies as a means to maintain their belief because their belief is more

tenuous than strong believers; therefore, a single instance of injustice may be more threatening to

weak believers than to strong believers.

Though there were no predictions involving self-report anger when the victim was

noninnocent, strong just-world believers reported more feelings of anger compared to weak just-

world believers. However, when the victim was innocent, there was no association between

feelings of anger and just-world beliefs. It is possible that these results are a reflection of
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sensitivity to unjust treatment of others rather than individual differences in just-world beliefs

(Schmitt, GoUwitzer, Maes, & Arbach, 2005). Therefore, it is likely that individuals who are

highly sensitive to unjust treatment of others would report more anger toward the noninnocent

victim because she was the perpetrator of injustice, especially toward the children.

Finally, when participants were able to help the victim (whether or not she was

innocent) stronger just-world believers had less negative evaluations of the victim on the first

and third Block of the EAST than did weak believers. When the participants were unable to help

there was no difference in negative victim evaluations on these measures as a result ofjust-world

beliefs. These findings are in accordance with the rationale behind the individual difference

scales that strong just-world believers should have less negative evaluations of certain victims

when they are able to help; however, it is not clear why this difference occurred for both the

victim that posed a high threat to just-world beliefs and the victim who posed a low threat,

instead of occurring primarily for the high threat (i.e., the innocent) victim.

No interactions between the manipulations and individual differences in just-world

beliefs were found for explicit derogation or physiological arousal. These null findings are not

surprising given that the predicted effects of the manipulations on these measures in the initial

analyses were nonsignificant (though it was still possible for an interaction involving individual

differences to emerge despite the absence of the predicted lower order effect).

Overall, the results involving the individual difference scale did not conform to patterns

that would be predicted from the rationale for such measures. Given the ambiguous meaning of

high scale scores with respect to just-world theory (see Hafer & Begue, 2005), these results are

not entirely unexpected, and serve to highlight the need for fiirther research.

V
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Limitations and Future Research

One limitation of this study was the manipulation of victim innocence or threat to a

belief in a just world. Unexpectedly, participants reported increased anger after viewing the

noninnocent victim compared to the innocent victim. As mentioned earlier, it is possible that the

lack of differences in physiological arousal between the innocent and noninnocent victim

conditions was the result of people experiencing strong negative (but different) emotion in both

cases, thus physiological measures showed similar levels of arousal. In order to avoid this issue,

future research should use an alternate threat to belief in a just world manipulation that would not

evoke feelings of anger toward the low threat victim. For instance, manipulating victim

suffering such that the victim's suffering either ends (low threat to a belief in a just world) or

continues (high threat to a belief in a just world) is less likely to evoke feelings of anger or other

strong negative emotions in response to the low threat victim.

A second limitation of this study was the diversity of the population studied. The

population examined in this study was undergraduate university students. It is possible that

results from this study may have been different had a more diverse community population been

sampled. For instance, a community population might have identified more with the victim

depicted in the stimulus than did the younger undergraduate population because the victim was

older and was not a student. Therefore, community members may have felt more threatened by

the innocent victim, perhaps leading to stronger support for my hypotheses. Further research is

thus required using a more diverse sample.

Another limitation of this study was the sensitivity of the indicators employed to

measure physiological arousal. As mentioned, the measures used in the present study were not

sensitive enough to distinguish between specific emotions such as threat and anger (see
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Cacioppo, Petty, Losch, & Crites, 1994). Future studies should attempt to use measures (in

addition to the self-reports assessed in the present study) that would help to identify the specific

emotions experienced by the participants. For instance, researchers could monitor changes in

facial expression and behaviour via the use of a facial EMG (see Cacioppo, Petty, Losch, & Kim,

1986). Researchers may also observe changes in muscle movements and categorize the facial

behaviours on the basis ofwhich muscles produced the change (and, therefore, which emotion

was likely experienced) based on a visual coding system such as the Facial Action Coding

System (Ekman, Friesen, & Hager, 2002).

It is also important for future research to utilize other indirect indicators of victim

derogation. For instance, literature on implicit attitudes has found other reaction time paradigms,

as well as word completion tasks and priming tasks to be accurate indicators of implicit attitudes

(see Rudman, 2004; Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000); such techniques could be adapted for

use in research on reactions to victims of injustice. These techniques would be useful to attempt

to replicate the EAST findings of the present study as well as to potentially find evidence of

hypotheses that were not supported in my data. In addition, it is important that future studies on

the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory explore other responses, aside from derogation, to

threats to just-world beliefs (see Hafer & Begue, 2005) because derogation may be relatively

difficult to find even on indirect tasks: Other more socially acceptable or subtle measures may

be more sensitive. For instance, future studies could examine a subtle tendency for people to

disassociate themselves from the victims of injustice (Hafer, 2000b; Pancer, 1988). Research

could also examine the perhaps more socially desirable tendency to see benefits in unjust

suffering (e.g., suffering builds character, see Hafer, 2006).
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Conclusion

In conclusion, the results from this study provide only weak support for one of the

emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory. Participants did report feeling more threatened by the

innocent victim. However, there was no evidence that emotional arousal predicted victim

derogation. Further research using more sensitive and additional measures as well as alternative

experimental paradigms for investigating the emotion assumptions ofjust-world theory is

needed. ,
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM

The purpose of an informed consent form is to ensure that you understand the purpose of the study and the nature of

your involvement. The informed consent form must provide sufficient information such that you have the

opportunity to determine whether you wish to participate in the study.

Present study: Basic Physiological and Cognitive Processes

Research personnel: This project has received clearance by the Office of Research Ethics (File # 05-057). The
following people will be involved in this research project and may be contacted at any time: Julie Dempsey
(Principal Investigator, 905-^88-5550, ext. 4680); Dr. Carolyn Hafer (Faculty Advisor, 905-688-5550, ext. 4297). If

you should have any ethical concerns about this study please contact the Research Ethics Officer (905-688-5550,

ext 3035; reb@brocku.ca).

Purpose: The piupose of this study is to examine basic physiological and cognitive processes that occur during

daily activities.

Compensation: You will receive $10 for your participation as a token of our appreciation.

Task requirements: You will be asked to view a series of short videos while fitted with an apparatus that measures

physiological arousal: specifically, heart rate, blood pressure, and sweating. Finger electrodes will be attached to

your index and ring fingers by a velcro strap and a cardiac earclip will be attached to your earlobe. These

attachments should cause you no physical discomfort. You will also complete two computer tasks - one requiring

you to categorize various stimuli (e.g., words and pictures) and another asking you to identify the colour of stimuli

presented on the screen. Finally, you will answer a questionnaire asking about your opinions of the videos as well

as several questionnaires asking for your opinions about yourself and life in general.

Duration and locale: Testing will take place in this room. The session will last approximately 60 minutes.

Potential risk/discomfort: There are no potential physical risks or great psychological risks in this experiment.

However, some of the video footage, which shows recent news events, may be somewhat upsetting, though no more
than any other negative story you might see on a T.V. news program.

Confidentiality: All the information you provide will be strictly confidential. No names, student numbers, or other

identifying data will be recorded, so that your answers cannot be connected to you personally. This data will only

be used for research at Brock University.

Access, storage, and destruction of data: All questionnaire data will be secured in a locked lab room in the

Department of Psychology for 5 years after publication. Electronic data will be stored on the researcher's computer

and that ofher supervisor, again for 5 years after publication. After this period, all data will be destroyed. Paper

documents will be shredded and electronic files will be erased.

Right to withdraw: Your participation is strictly voluntary and you may withdraw from the experiment at any time

without academic penalty or loss of compensation.

Signatures: 1 have read the above form and hereby consent to participate in this study, which examines issues

surrounding basic physiological and cognitive processes. The data in this study will be used for research

publications. Information regarding how I can obtain a copy of the completed results will be provided during the

debriefing at the completion of the experiment. I understand that it is my responsibility to keep a copy of this

consent form for my own personal records. My signature indicates that 1 understand the above and wish to

participate in this study.

Participant's Name (print): Date:

Participant's Signature:

Researcher's Name (print):

Researcher's Signature:
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Students for Families in Need Donation Form

If you wish to donate all or a portion of the monetary compensation you will be receiving

today from your participation in this study to Students for Families in Need please indicate the

amount you wish to contribute by placing a check mark next to the desired amount. Your support

is gready appreciated.

.
$2.00

.
$4.00

,
$6.00

.
$8.00

$10.00

Other

The donation will be collected at the completion of this experiment.
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MANIPULATION CHECKS AND EXPLICIT VICTIM EVALUATION

Basic Physiological and Cognitive Processes: First Video - The Rainforest

Please give your overall opinion ofwhat you think the rainforest is like (i.e., typical

characteristics) by circling your rating for each question.

scenic



'A .^..-.t . ,Kff -J.

tm



Basic Physiological and Cognitive Processes: Second Video ~ Ireland

Please give your overall opinion of what you think Ireland is like (i.e., typical

characteristics) by
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Basic Physiological and Cognitive Processes: Third Video ~ Fire

Please give your overall opinion of what you think Lisa is like (i.e., her typical

character/personality traits
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3. To what extent do you feel the woman in the fire video is to blame for her and her

family's situation?

1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

not at all very much

4. Overall, to what extent do you feel that the woman in the fire video deserved what

hq)pened to her?12 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very much

5. How much do you think you would like Lisa as a person?

12 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very much

6. Overall, how positive/negative is your impression of Lisa as a person?

12 3 4 5 6 7

very negative very positive

7. Please state why the damage caused by the fire was so severe. Please check the box next

to the appropriate answer.

O The homeowner neglected to fix the fire detector in their home.

Q The fire detector in the home had malfunctioned.

G This information was not provided.
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SELF-REPORT EMOTION: PANAS-X QUESTIONNAIRE (Watson et al., 1988)

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions.

Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to

what extent you felt that way while watching the third video (the one about the fire) . Use the

following scale to indicate how you felt:

moderately quite a bit extremely

1

very slightly

or not at all
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GLOBAL BELIEF IN A JUST WORLD SCALE (Lipkus, 1991)

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

I feel that people get what they are entitled to have.12 3 4 5

Strongly Strongly

Disagree- • Agree

I feel that a person's efforts are noticed and rewarded.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

I feel that people earn the rewards and punishments they get.12 3 4 5

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

I feel that people who meet with misfortune have brought it on themselves.

1 2 3

Strongly

Disagree

I feel that people get what they deserve.

1 2 3

Strongly

Disagree

I feel that rewards and punishments are fairly given.

1 2 3

Strongly

Disagree

Strongly

Agree

5

Strongly

Agree

5

Strongly

Agree

I basically feel that the world is a fair place.

1

Strongly

Disagree

5

Strongly

Agree
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VERBAL DEBRIEFING FORM

Thank you. This is the end of the study. I want to talk to you about the work I'm doing

in a little more detail before you go today. Do you have anything you would like to ask before I

start? I have a couple of questions for you that will help us assess if the procedures need to be

changed in future studies.

During any of the research you participated in today, was there anything unclear about

the instructions or any part of the research? Did anything seem odd or strange about the

instructions or any other part of the research? Can you explain in your own words what you

think this study is about? (Make notes on answers to these questions, and tell them they are on

the right track ifthey give an answer to the last question).

Now I'm going to tell you more about the purpose ofthe research in more detail.

First, this experiment is really about the emotional assumptions of what's called "just-

world theory". Just-world theory suggests that individuals have a need to believe that the world

is a just place; that is, that it's a place where people get what they deserve. When this belief is

threatened by an example of injustice, individuals will do certain things to try to maintain the

belief. For instance, when confronted with someone who is suffering unfairly, individuals may
try to help the victim, or they might try to rationalize the victim's suffering by blaming him or

her. Research has shown that both of these behaviors are common responses to unjust suffering

and would restore the individual's belief that the world is a just and orderly place. This theory

assumes, then, that people find events that contradict their sense ofjustice and fairness

threatening, and thus emotionally arousing. The present study is investigating if people find

victims of unfair circumstances threatening and emotionally arousing. That is why we take the

physiological measurements with the finger electrodes and earclip, to measure emotional arousal.

We are also looking at how people might try to maintain their belief in a just world, if they do

this at all.

Now I'll tell you about the videos you watched then I will explain how we expect this to

be related to your physiological responses as well as your responses to the cognitive tasks. All

the participants watched three videos. The first two videos, the rainforest and Ireland video,

were used to obtain a physiological baseline measure. This is basically how high your blood

pressure is, how much you sweat, and how fast your heart beats when you are at rest. There

were two versions of the third video, the one about the house fire. Everyone saw the same

footage, but there were two different versions of the narration. For halfof the participants the

narration implied that the woman depicted in the video was not responsible for the seriousness of

the fire, in that she had recently installed a new fire detector and the fire detector was properly

maintained and was in good working order; she was innocent. This is supposed to be the more

unjust situation. For the other half of the participants, the narration implied that the woman was
more responsible for the seriousness ofthe fire, in that the fire detector had been in complete

disrepair for over a year and she had done nothing to repair the fire detector; she was not so

innocent. This is supposed to be the more just situation. We had these two versions of the

videos to see how people would react toward these different circumstances, one that is more
unjust than the other. As I said before, research suggests that people may find a victim of

injustice threatening. If this is true, then participants who watched the innocent victim video, or

the more unjust situation, should show an increase in physiological arousal, as measured by the

finger electrodes and earclip, compared to those people who watched the victim who was not
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innocent (and, therefore, whose situation was less unjust). Do you have any questions about this

section of the experiment?

Okay, the first computer task you completed was called a "modified Stroop task". Did

you see any words during this task? Which words did you see? This task was used to see if your

sense ofjustice was threatened or not. Believe it or not you were actually presented with a

variety of different words. Someofthese words were justice-related words. Research has

shown that people are slower to respond to words that are associated to threat. Therefore, if your

sense ofjustice was threatened you should be slower to respond to justice-related words than the

other words that were presented to you. Because you needed to classify these words on the basis

of colour we needed to ensure that you were not colour blind. Also, because we measure

reaction to classifying these words it was important that English was your first language. Do you

have any questions about this?

The next part of the experiment was designed to see what strategy people might use to

maintain their belief in a just world when it is threatened. To do so we gave participants a letter

fix)m a fictitious student association "Students for Families in Need." So that organization was

made up for the purposes of this study. All the participants in the study were given a letter ft-om

this association. However, some participants were given the opportunity to give a portion of the

ten dollars they were making fi"om participating in this study to help the victims they saw in the

video. The other participants were not given this opportunity. Again, this association is not real.

So, everyone wall receive the fiiU ten dollars for participating in the study and we will not be

collecting a donation.

All participants then completed another computer task, called the "Explicit Affective

Simon Task". This task was used to see how you felt about the victim. Based on just-world

theory, people who have an opportunity to help an innocent victim should not have as negative

feelings toward the victim. That is because they feel that justice has been restored somewhat

because of their help. However, people who cannot help the victim may have negative feelings

toward the victim, which may help them to maintain their belief in a just world. We measure

negative feelings by looking at how quickly you respond to the picture of the victim with the

different keys. Ifthey are quicker to categorize the pictures of the victim with the key associated

with the "bad" words then this is an indication of negative feelings toward the victim. People

who were not given the opportunity to help the victim should show more evidence of negative

feelings on this task. Do you have any questions about this section of the experiment?

Finally, we asked you to complete some questions about the videos and the victim, as

well as a variety of other questionnaires about yourself. The questions about the videos were

included to see ifyou remembered what you saw and to see ifwe measured what we thought we
did. The questions about the victim were included as another way, aside from the computer task,

to measure how people feel about the victim. Finally, the questiormaires about yourself were

included to see how different types of people respond to the house fire video. Do you have any

questions about this?

Now I want to explain why I didn't tell you everything about the purpose and procedure

of the research until the study was over. If people know everything about the research before

they come in here, they may answer the questionnaires and respond to the situation according to

what they think we are looking for - whether unconsciously or just to be helpful emd cooperative.

Then we wouldn't know if the answers we are getting are people's true and honest responses or

not. We would prefer not to hide anything about the experiment, but we also have to make sure

that we are getting spontaneous and realistic responses from people. Does that make sense to
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you? If someone asks you about the study, you can simply tell them what is on the website; that

is, that it's a study on Basic Physiological and Cognitive Processes and that you have to do

computer tasks, watch videos and complete questionnaires, while having heartrate and so on

monitored.

You've been very helpfiil. Thank you for all ofyour suggestions and for your honesty. I

have to ask a favour ofyou before we wrap things up. It's very important that you don't discuss

this study or anything I told you with anyone else. If people know what's expected ofthem

before they come in here, their reactions to the situation and questionnaires may be influenced in

some way, and the data that we are collecting would be useless. I can't emphasize enough how
important it is that people come into the study not knowing exactly what we are trying to do.

With that in mind, it would be very helpful to me ifyou can let me know what, if anything, you
heard about this study before you came here today. I don't care where or from whom you heard

anything, just what you may have heard. (Make a note this along with the debriefing notes if

they heard something).

Okay, the last thing I'm going to give you is a copy of a written explanation of the study,

as I've already explained it to you. (Give them the copy).

My contact information as well as Dr. Hafer's name and where she can be reached is also

on this form - she is supervising this research. Ifyou have any questions about the research we
are doing, you can contact or come to see me, or you may also go see Dr. Hafer, or call, or e-mail

her. The results of this research will be available approximately one year from now. You can

contact Dr. Hafer or myself at that time if you are interested in the results. Also on the handout

is some other contact information. For example, there is the number of the research ethics

officer ifyou have any questions about your rights as a study participant. There is also the

contact information of various associations involved in providing support to victims in need if

you would like to help in some way.

Do you have any other questions or concerns? Thank you so much for your time and co-

operation!
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WRITTEN DEBRIEFING FORM

The purpose of this experiment is to investigate the emotional assumptions of what's

called "just-world theory." Just-world theory suggests that individuals have a need to believe

that the world is a just place, that is, that it's a place where people get what they deserve (Hafer

& Begue, 2005; Lemer & Miller, 1978). When this belief is threatened by an example of

injustice, individuals will do certain things to try to maintain the belief For instance, when
confronted with someone who is suffering unfairly, individuals may try to help the victim, or

they may try to rationalize the victim's suffering by blaming him or her (Hafer & Begue, 2005;

Lemer, 1980; Lemer & Miller, 1978). Research has shown that both of these behaviours are

common responses to unjust suffering and would restore the individual's belief that the world is

a just and orderly place. This theory assumes, then that people find events that contradict their

sense ofjustice and fairness threatening, and thus emotionally arousing. The present study is

investigating if people find victims of unfair circumstances threatening and emotionally

arousing. That is why we take the physiological measurements with the finger electrodes and

earclip, to measure emotional arousal. We are also looking at how people might try to maintain

their belief in a just world, if they do this at all.

All the participants watched three videos. The first two videos, the rainforest and Ireland

video, were used to obtain a physiological baseline measure. This is basically how high your

blood pressure is, how much you sweat, and how fast your heart beats when you are at rest.

There were two versions of the third video, the one about the house fire. Everyone saw the same

footage, but there were two different versions of the narration. For half of the participants the

narration implied that the woman depicted in the video was not responsible for the seriousness of

the fire, in that she had recently installed a new fire detector, and the fire detector was properly

maintained and was in good working order; she was innocent. This is supposed to be the more

unjust situation. For the other half of the participants, the narration implied that the woman was

more responsible for the seriousness of the fire, in that the fire detector had been in complete

disrepair for over a year and she had done nothing to repair the fire detector; she was not

innocent. This is supposed to be the more just situation. We had these two versions of the

videos to see how people would react toward these different circumstances, one that is more

unjust than the other. As I mentioned before, research suggests that people may find a victim of

injustice threatening. If this is true, then participants who watched the innocent victim video, or

the more unjust situation, should show an increase in physiological arousal, as measured by the

finger electrodes and earclip, compared to those people who watched the victim who was not

innocent (and, therefore, whose situation was less unjust).

The first computer task you completed was a "modified Stroop task." This task was used

to see ifyour sense ofjustice was threatened or not. Believe it or not you were actually

presented with a variety of different words. Some of these words were justice-related words.

Research has shown that people are slower to respond to words that are associated with threat

(Mathews & MacLeod, 1985; Mogg, Mathews, Bird, & MacGregor-Morris, 1990). Therefore, if

your sense ofjustice was threatened you should be slower to respond to justice-related words

than the other words presented to you.

The next part of the experiment was designed to see what strategy people might use to

maintain their just-world beliefwhen it is threatened. To do so we gave participants a letter from

a fictitious student association "Students for Families in Need." So that organization was made
up for the purposes of this study. All the participants in the study were given a letter from this
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association. However, some participants were given the opportunity to give a portion of the ten

dollars they were making from participating in this study to help the victims they saw in the

video. The other participants were not given this opportimity. Again, this association is not real.

So, everyone received the full ten dollars for participating in the study and no donations were

collected.

All participants then completed another computer task, the "Explicit Affective Simon
Task." This task was used to see how you felt about the victim. Based on jixst-world theory,

people who have an opportunity to help an innocent victim should not have as negative feelings

toward the victim. That is because they feel that justice has been restored somewhat because of

their help. However, people who cannot help the victim may have negative feelings toward the

victim, which may help them to maintain their belief in a just world. We measure negative

feelings by looking at how quickly you respond to the picture ofthe victim with the different

keys. If they are quicker to categorize the pictures of the victim with the key associated with the

"bad" words then this is an indication of negative feelings toward the victim. People who were

not given the opportunity to help the victim should show more evidence of negative feelings on

this task.

Finally, we asked you to complete some questions about the videos and the victim, as

well as a variety of other questionnaires about yourself The questions about the videos were

included to see ifyou remembered what you saw and to see ifwe measured what we thought we
did. The questions about the victim were included as another way, aside from the computer task,

to measure how people feel about the victim. Finally, the questionnaires about yourselfwere

included to see how different types of people respond to the house fire video.

In sum, we expect that people who viewed a video depicting an innocent victim should

show increased physiological arousal because the innocent victim is threatening to their belief in

a just world. We also expect that people whose belief in a just world is threatened will be

motivated to maintain this belief. Therefore, participants who are threatened will be more likely

to help, when given the opportunity, compared to participants whose belief in a just world is not

threatened. However, if participants whose just-world belief is threatened are not given the

opportunity to help they will be more likely to blame or derogate the innocent victim in order to

maintain their just-world belief.

At this time I would like to thank you for taking the time to take part in this study. Your

participation has been greatly appreciated. Ifyou wish to discuss this research any further or you

would like a summary of the results (available beginning at the end of August, 2006), please feel

free to contact Julie Dempsey (Principal Investigator, 905-688-5550, ext. 4689,

jd041p@brocku.ca). For questions about this study and related research, contact the supervisor

of this project, Dr. Carolyn Hafer, Department of Psychology (Office: B306, 905-688-5550, ext.

4297, chafer@brocku.ca). If you should have any ethical concerns about this study or questions

about your rights as a research participant please contact. Ethics Officer (905-688-5550, ext.

3035, reb@brocku.ca).

If you wish to make a donation to people in need, I have included the names of some
registered charities. Thank you again for your participation.
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Charity Contact Information

Canadian Association of Food Banlu
www.cafb-acba.ca

1-877-535-0958

Canadian Red Cross

www.redcross.ca

1-800-418-1111

Feed the Children

www.canadianfeedthechildren.ca

1-800-387-1221

Habitatfor Humanity

www.habitat.ca

1-800-667-5137 ext.230

The Salvation Army of Canada
www.salvationarmy.ca

1-800-725-2769
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