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Abstract In a questionnaire study, Russian versions of the General and Personal
belief in a just world (BJW) Scales were validated. Results from exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis showed that the Personal BJW Scale could be empir-
ically differentiated from the General BJW Scale; however, both scales correlated
positively. Good internal consistencies of both scales were demonstrated. Age was
positively correlated with personal BJW but not with general BJW. Gender dif-
ferences were found neither in personal nor in general BJW. Personal BJW was
found to be stronger than general BJW. Convergent validity was tested by
inspecting correlations of BJW scales with the Basic World Assumptions Scale.
Divergent validity was examined by inspecting correlations with Markers for the
Big Five Factor Structure Scale and Justice Sensitivity Scales. Both personal and
general BJW showed positive connections with all subscales of the Basic World
Assumptions Scale (self-worth, benevolence of world, justice, luck, and control).
We demonstrated divergent validity of personal BJW regarding intellect, agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, beneficiary and perpetrator sensitivity, and divergent
validity of general BJW regarding intellect, beneficiary, perpetrator, and observer
sensitivity. Both BJW dimensions were unrelated to beneficiary and perpetrator
sensitivity. In addition, general BJW was not related to observer sensitivity. Results
give evidence for satisfactory psychometric properties and validation of the Russian
versions of BIW scales.
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Introduction

Belief in a just world (BJW) is a crucial phenomenon in people’s social and personal
lives and has been shown to be connected with social attitudes and mental well-
being in particular and with various psychological and social outcomes in general.
In accordance with Lerner (Lerner & Miller, 1978; Lerner & Simmons, 1966), BIW
reflects a basic personal illusion that the world is a just place in which people get
what they deserve and deserve what they get. BIW serves important regulatory
functions, such as people’s confidence that they will be treated justly by others.
Overall, believing in a just world helps people interpret their personal lives in a
meaningful way (Dalbert, 2001).

Justice research led to the development of different scales that assess BJW
dimensions separately (e.g., General BJW Scale, Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt,
1987; Personal BJW Scale, Dalbert, 1999). General and Personal BJW Scales were
initially developed in German and have since been translated into other languages,
such as Chinese (Wu et al., 2011), Hungarian (Dalbert & Katona-Sallay, 1996),
English (Dalbert, 1999), French (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003), Latvian (Nesterova,
Ignatjeva, & Ruza, 2015), Portuguese (Correia & Dalbert, 2007), Slovakian (Dzuka
& Dalbert, 2002), Turkish (Goregenli, 2003), and Urdu (Fatima & Khalid, 2007),
and an adaptation of a Russian version in Belarus (Drovnina, 2014). However, there
are very few studies devoted to the validation of these scales and their adaptation to
the local culture. Sometimes, respondents are asked in English instead of their
native language, which could potentially undermine the scales ‘validity and limit the
studies’ results. In our view, a major gap in a just-world research is that only some
translated versions of the General and Personal BJW Scales have been checked for
psychometric properties.

In Russia, BJW has been attracting a lot of researchers’ attention over the last
decade. Thus, reliable and valid instruments to assess general and personal BJW are
required. Although General and Personal BJW Scales have been widely used in
Russia already (Gulevich, 2011; Nartova-Bochaver & Astanina, 2012), no study has
yet investigated the scales’ validity in the Russian population. Therefore, we
focused on investigating the psychometric properties of these scales.

Distinction of General and Personal BJW

General BJW (or BJW-others) has been defined as the extent to which a person is
confident that people in general get what they deserve and vice versa, while personal
BJW (or BJW-self) has been defined as the extent to which a person believes that
s/he is usually treated fairly (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003; Dalbert, 1999, 2002;
Dalbert et al., 1987; Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Hafer & Rubel,
2015; Lipkus, Dalbert, & Siegler, 1996; Sutton, Calogero, & Bardi, 2012; Sutton &
Douglas, 2005). In line with the self-serving bias in general and in fairness
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reasoning in particular (Messick, Bloom, Boldizar, & Samuelson, 1985), research
shows that people tend to endorse the personal BIW more strongly than the general
BJW and that the two constructs have a different meaning. Further, researchers
identified different psychological functions of the BJW dimensions in personality
and social regulation: personal BJW provides individuals with hedonic benefits and
impacts on their mental health, whereas general BJW gives people an idea of the
ordered and predictable lived realities (Sutton et al., 2012).

Recent empirical findings show that the personal BJW plays an important
adaptive role in people’s lives. The personal BJW is positively associated with
aspects of subjective well-being (e.g., Christandl, 2013; Dalbert, 1999; Donat,
Peter, Dalbert, & Kamble, 2016; Dzuka & Dalbert, 2002; Fatima, 2016; Fatima
& Suhail, 2010; Johnston, Krings, Maggiori, Meier, & Fiori, 2016), effective
coping with stress (Tomaka & Blascovich, 1994), a greater purpose in life (Begue &
Bastounis, 2003), inhibition of negative effect in unjust situations and promoting
forgiveness (Strelan & Sutton, 2011), self-trust, and trust in others (Adoric &
Kvartuc, 2007; Nartova-Bochaver & Astanina, 2013). Moreover, adolescents’
personal BJW is associated with experiences of being justly treated by teachers and
parents (Kamble & Dalbert, 2012) and low levels of bullying, school cheating, and
delinquent behavior (Donat, Dalbert, & Kamble, 2014; Donat, Umlauft, Kamble, &
Dalbert, 2012).

The psychological meaning of a general BJW is more complicated to describe.
On the one hand, general BJW helps people manage their anger, maintain their self-
esteem, keep a positive mood and maintain life satisfaction (Dalbert, 1999, 2002),
cope with chronic and strong stressors, sexual violence (Choma, Hafer, Crosby, &
Foster, 2012; Fetchenhauer, Jacobs, & Belschak, 2005), and natural disasters such
as earthquakes or tsunamis (Wu et al., 2011). Consequently, the general BJW seems
to be a psychological resource for people living in unsatisfactory circumstances
because this belief gives them hope based on the perception of the world being
orderly and predictable. On the other hand, general BJW predicts people’s
defensiveness against contradictory evidence and their tendency to minimize the
perceived injustices that happen to others (Begue & Bastounis, 2003; Oppenheimer,
2006; Strelan & Sutton, 2011). Hence, people with a strong general BJW tend to
blame those for their fate who are in adverse life situations (Hafer, 2000; Hafer,
Beégue, Choma, & Dempsey, 2005; Heuer, Penrod, Hafer, & Cohn, 2002) and, as a
result, tend to be prejudiced against socially vulnerable people (Oppenheimer,
2006). General BJW has also been shown to be related to harsh social attitudes
(Bégue & Muller, 2006) and unrelated to empathy and compassion (McKechnie &
Harper, 2011; Silver, Karakurt, & Boysen, 2015). Thus, general BJW is not only an
effective personal resource but also sometimes accompanied by non-humanistic
opinions and attitudes.

To sum up, both BJW dimensions serve different psychological functions.
However, personal and general BJW are positively correlated at least in French,
German, and British samples (e.g., Begue & Bastounis, 2003; Dalbert, 1999;
Nesterova et al., 2015; Sutton & Douglas, 2005). Moreover, in Western cultures,
personal BJW scores are usually higher than general BJW scores, whereas the
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opposite pattern has been found in Eastern cultures (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003;
Dalbert, 1999; Wu et al., 2011).

Russia seems to be situated between Eastern and Western cultures. Furthermore,
to our knowledge there are no other findings with regard to Russians’ endorsement
of general and personal BJW. Thus, it seems difficult to formulate a hypothesis on
which dimension of BJW is more strongly endorsed in Russia. We therefore aimed
to investigate the dimensional structure of both scales in our study and expected that
the scales would form two different factors. We further inspected whether Russians
endorsed general and personal BJW differently.

BJW and Other Personality Dispositions

In the literature, some researchers consider BJW to be a common feature of a world
view or an attitude toward the world; others treat BJW as a personality disposition
or a trait (Dalbert, 2009; Lerner, 1980). The construct validity of the Russian
adaptation of both BJW scales was investigated by inspecting correlations with
other personality dispositions, that is, basic world assumptions, Big Five traits, and
justice sensitivity.

Basic World Assumptions

The world assumptions are undeclared general people’s beliefs reflecting how just
they feel the world to be and how randomly or orderly good and bad events are
(Janoff-Bulman, 1989, 1992; Valiente, Espinosa, Vazquez, Cantero, & Fuentenebro,
2010). The following assumptions were identified in a Russian sample (Padun &
Kotel’nikova, 2008). Self-worth is the extent to which people perceive themselves
as good, moral, and decent individuals. Benevolence of world reflects an
individual’s belief that the world is a good place and people are basically good
and caring. Justice means that people get what they deserve. Luck “is an elusive
self-perception that allows individuals to believe that they will be protected from ill
fortune” and come out on top (Janoff-Bulman, 1989, p. 120). Finally, Control
shows the extent to which engaging in appropriate behavior determines what will
happen to people.

In general, we expected BJW and basic world assumptions to be positively
associated with each other. In more detail, we expect both BJW facets to correlate
positively with justice as a world assumption due to their content familiarity.
Several recent studies give also direct and indirect evidence for connections
between BJW and other world assumptions. Calhoun and Cann (1994) found that
beliefs in a just and benevolent world seem to be connected with each other.
Personal and general BJW were also positively related to self-esteem (Dalbert,
1999; Donat et al., 2016). Further studies demonstrated positive relations between
BJW and locus of control or similar constructs, e.g., mastery (Bastounis et al., 2004;
Choma et al., 2012; Christopher et al., 2008; Ghorpade et al., 2006; Hafer & Sutton,
2016). Furthermore, individuals who strongly endorsed luck believe that they will
be protected from ill fortune (Janoff-Bulman, 1989). Similarly, strong just-world
believers are confident not to become victims of unforeseeable disasters, believe in
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the world as being an orderly place, and trust in the justice of their faith (e.g.,
Lerner, 1980). We thus expected luck and BJW to be positively related. However,
there is no empirical evidence on this relation to our knowledge to date. Hence, we
expect both BJW facets to be positively connected with self-worth, benevolence of
world, justice, control, and luck.

Big Five

The Big Five personality factors (neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience/
intellect, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) were used in order to investigate
the divergent validity of the BJW scales. This implies that the Big Five and BIW
can be expected to represent differentiable constructs although they are of course all
part of a person’s self. The Big Five are conceptualized as a person’s self-
description which includes their self-referred attributes. In contrast, BIW depicts a
person’s conviction or assumption about the justice of the world in general or the
justice of the person’s life. Another explanation for the differentiation appears with
a more detailed look at the Big Five: people with a strong neuroticism or emotional
instability are often described as anxious, depressive, uncertain, nervous, and
impulsive; extraverted people are gregarious, active, warm, and assertive; people
with a strong openness to experience/intellect are creative, imaginative, inquisitive,
and liberal; agreeableness means that people are altruistic, tender-minded, modest,
and understanding; conscientious people are competent, dutiful, orderly, and self-
disciplined (Goldberg, 1992). People use these attributes to describe themselves
when rating Big Five items which seem to be unrelated to justice concerns. Further,
the words “just” or “fair” are not part of these items. Altogether, from a theoretical
point of view, both BJW dimensions would thus be unrelated to the Big Five.

Only a few studies have investigated the relation between BJW and the Big Five.
Lipkus et al. (1996) demonstrated negative relations between personal BJW and
neuroticism. A recent study by Bollmann, Krings, Maggiori, and Rossier (2015) also
found negative correlations between BJW and neuroticism, with personal BJW
being more closely related to neuroticism than general BJW. This result is
consistent with Nudelman’s (2013) meta-analysis. Bollmann et al. (2015) and
Nudelman (2013) also showed positive relations between BJW and extraversion,
with personal BJW having a stronger effect than general BJW. In addition, the
relation between BJW and agreeableness appears to be positive (Nudelman, 2013;
Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes, & Arbach, 2005); but the evidence is mixed with many
studies finding no significant correlations (Bollmann et al., 2015; Keller & Siegrist,
2010; Otto, Glaser, & Dalbert, 2009). However, no differences in the strength of the
correlations with regard to personal and general BJW have been reported
(Nudelman, 2013). Conscientiousness correlated slightly positively with personal
and general BJW (Lipkus et al., 1996; Otto et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2005),
whereas BJW’s correlations with openness to experience ranged from slightly
positive to slightly negative values or were insignificant (Bollmann et al., 2015;
Nudelman, 2013). To sum up, we expected both BJW facets to be negatively related
to neuroticism, positively related to extraversion, and unrelated to openness to
experience/intellect, agreeableness, and conscientiousness.
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Justice Sensitivity

We chose justice sensitivity for testing divergent validity of BJW as it also deals
with justice in everyday life but in another way. Justice sensitivity reflects the extent
to which a person is tolerant or sensitive to cases of injustice happening in everyday
life and, as a result, is ready to act in order to restore justice (Schmitt, 1996; Schmitt
et al., 2005). Justice sensitivity items measure people’s reactions toward perceived
unfairness/unequal treatment of others or themselves. In contrast, BJW items
measure people’s confidence that the world or their own life is just regardless of
their own reaction toward injustice in terms of “disturbs,” “bothers,” etc.

There are four perspectives of justice sensitivity, depending on a person’s role in
an unjust situation: victim sensitivity, observer sensitivity, beneficiary sensitivity,
and perpetrator sensitivity. The latter three perspectives reflect a genuine concern
for the justice of others, whereas victim sensitivity contains a latent fear of being
exploited and, thus, reflects a concern for injustice for the self (Schmitt, Baumert,
Gollwitzer, & Maes, 2010). Thus, victim sensitivity is to be considered the strongest
activator of person’s efforts to restore justice, in absence of their confidence that the
world is just.

Previous studies showed BJW and justice sensitivity to be unrelated. Schmitt
et al. (2005) found correlations from » = — .02 to r = .13 between general BJW
and justice sensitivity. Researchers further suggested that, when confronted with
injustice, people with a strong BJW assimilate unjust experiences, for example by
using cognitive reframing such as denying or playing down the injustice, and
negative emotions (e.g., Dalbert, 1999, 2001, 2002). However, justice-sensitive
people react to injustice by feeling disturbed, bothered, upset, angry, guilty, etc.
Moreover, in contrast to Lerner’s (1980) assumption that BJW is indicative of a
personal contract, the terms of which oblige the individual to behave justly, some
researchers showed only weak associations between BJW and person’s real
behavior (e.g., Callan, Kay, Davidenko, & Ellard, 2009; Ellard, Harvey, & Callan,
2016; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Schmitt & Baumert, 2016). Thus, justice-sensitive
people seem to behave in line with justice as a moral standard more likely than
strong just-world believers.

To sum up, we expected both personal and general BJW to be unrelated to
observer, beneficiary, and perpetrator sensitivity but would be negatively related to
victim sensitivity.

Effects of Age, Gender, and Culture

Only a few researchers reported age trends and gender differences regarding BJW.
Dalbert (2009) found a positive age trend in personal BJW and a negative age trend
in general BJW. In line with this, Oppenheimer (2006) showed that in Dutch
adolescents general BJW begins to lose their importance around the age of 12,
followed by personal belief around the age of 16. In French participants aged
between 16 and 74 years, the relations between BJW and age were weak or
nonsignificant (Begue & Bastounis, 2003). In German participants aged between 18
and 65 years, Schmitt et al. (2008) reported a significant age trend with older adults
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endorsing general BJW more strongly than younger. Due to the mixed results, we
tested the relations between age and personal as well as general BJW, but did not
formulate any hypotheses regarding age.

Some researchers investigated gender differences in personal and general BJW
and also showed mixed results. No gender differences were found in English
undergraduates (Sutton & Douglas, 2005); German men and women did not differ in
general BJW (Schmitt et al., 2008). In a French sample, men endorsed general BJW
more strongly than women, but no gender differences in personal BJW were
observed (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003). Furthermore, Latvian women scored higher
on both BJW dimensions than Latvian men (Nesterova et al., 2015). Since results
regarding gender were mixed, we tested gender differences in personal and general
BJW without formulating any explicit hypotheses regarding gender.

Other research has investigated cultural differences in BJW (Furnham, 2003;
Furnham & Procter, 1989; Lerner, 1980). In most Western cultures, personal BJW
seems to be more pronounced and more strongly associated with the person’s well-
being than general BIW. In Eastern cultures, however, especially collectivistic cultures,
this picture seems to be inverted: here, general BIW seems to be stronger and even more
strongly connected with well-being than personal BJW (Cohen, Wu, & Miller, 2016;
Wu et al., 2011). Further evidence of cultural differences in general and personal BIW
has been found by Correia, Alves, Morais, and Ramos (2015) who showed that, as
distinct from the most other cultures, in Portugal personal BJW was positively
connected with harsh attitude (that is, toward legitimization of wife abuse), whereas
general BJW was not. Finally, Fasel and Spini (2010) found that general BJW was
negatively related to the individuals’ victimization level in Bosnia and Herzegovina but
was unrelated to it in Macedonia, Croatia, and Slovenia. Thus, BJW forms different
links and might realize different functions depending on the culture.

To sum up, previous research and theorizing led us to formulate the following
hypotheses:

HI. Personal BJW and general BJW can be empirically differentiated.

H2. Personal and general BJW correlate positively with all basic world
assumptions.

H3. Both personal and general BJW correlate negatively with neuroticism and
positively with extraversion. Personal and general BJW are unrelated to
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience/intellect.

H4. Both personal and general BJW are unrelated to beneficiary, observer, and
perpetrator sensitivities but correlate negatively with victim sensitivity.

Method
Participants and Procedure

A total of 1325 participants were recruited. They were aged between 14 and
60 years (M = 21.9, SD = 6.6). In total, 951 (71.8%) were female and 370 (27.9%)
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were male; four participants did not indicate their gender. Most participants (79%)
were students of Moscow universities and colleges or people who have already had
a higher education and visited advanced training in psychology. Data were collected
from students in class as a part of their individual home work in a course on
“Psychology of individual differences” during 2013-2015, and from adult
participants also as their individual projects. As surveys were part of different
research projects, not all respondents completed all measures. Some respondents
completed the survey online (53%); other respondents did so using a “pencil-and-
paper” procedure in the university room (44%). Participation was voluntary and
evaluated as an elective (extra) part of their credit in this subject. To get more
representative data, we used the “snow ball” technique, and 3% of the sample was
our students’ parents.

Materials

First of all, we compared German and English versions of BJW scales and noted
that they differed in the order of items and slightly in their meanings, as German
rules of word building are more familiar to Russian ones as compared to English
(Dalbert et al., 1987; Dalbert, 1999). After this, the most relevant Russian wordings
were derived from both translation versions (German—Russian and English—Russian
ones).

More precisely, the present authors and two psychologists who have been
working in justice psychology for more than 7 years independently translated the
General and Personal BJW Scales from the German and English versions. One of
the authors has a certificate in translation from German into Russian; one of the
psychologists is bilingual and has worked at a UK university for 6 years. One draft
of the German—Russian translation and three drafts of the English—Russian text were
shown to independent expert English—Russian and German—Russian translators to
ensure the items’ fluency and accuracy. Both experts are psychologists; one of them
has worked in a UK university for 4 years, another had worked as a translator from
German and editor in a Russian publishing house for a long time, now retired. All
versions of the items were discussed, and the most appropriate items were selected
and edited. After this, two short pilot studies on the small samples of 40 and 35
students were conducted in order to get feedback from respondents and to check the
items distribution at a glance. After every pilot study, instructions and wordings
were slightly changed. As the order of items in the German and English versions
differed, we decided to follow the English version as the most commonly used.
Responses on these scales were made on a six-point scale ranging from 1 (totally
disagree) to 6 (totally agree) to indicate the extent to which participants agreed with
the statements about general BJW (e.g., “I am confident that justice always prevails
over injustice”; see “Appendix 1”) and personal BJW (e.g., “In my life injustice is
the exception rather than the rule”; see “Appendix 2”) (Nartova-Bochaver,
Hohlova, & Podlipnyak, 2013).

We measured basic assumptions to evaluate the General and Personal BJW
Scales’ convergent validity (284 respondents participated in thus survey). We used
an adapted Russian version (Padun & Kotel’nikova, 2008) of the Basic World
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Assumptions Scale (Janoff-Bulman, 1989). This scale comprises five subscales: Self-
Worth (“1 could say I like myself enough”) with 7 items, Benevolence of World
(“There is more good than evil in the world*) with 9 items, Justice with 6 items
(“People will experience good fortune if they themselves are good”), Luck (“I seem
to be not as lucky as most people”) with 8 items, and Control (“People’s
misfortunes result from mistakes they have made”) with 7 items.

Furthermore, we measured the Big Five personality factors (269 respondents
participated in this survey). We used Goldberg’s (1992) Markers for the Big Five
Factor Structure (Russian version: Knyazev, Mitrofanova, & Bocharov, 2010). The
Russian version consisted of five subscales: Extraversion (“I am the life of the
party”), Agreeableness (“I feel little concern for others™), Conscientiousness (“I am
always prepared”), Neuroticism (“1 get stressed out easily”), and Intellect as a
modification of Openness to Experience (“1 have a rich vocabulary”); each of them
comprised 10 items. Responses on these scales were made on a six-point scale
ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

We also used the Justice Sensitivity Inventory (Schmitt et al., 2010; Russian
version: Nartova-Bochaver & Astanina, 2012) to examine the divergent validity of
BJW scales (788 respondents participated in this survey). This inventory consists of
four subscales representing different perspectives of justice sensitivity: Victim
Sensitivity (“It bothers me when others receive something that ought to be mine”),
Observer Sensitivity (“It bothers me when someone gets something they don’t
deserve”), Beneficiary Sensitivity (“It disturbs me when I receive what others ought
to have”), and Perpetrator Sensitivity (“It gets me down when I take something
from someone else that I don’t deserve”); each of them included 10 items.
Responses on these scales were made on a six-point scale ranging from 1 (fotally
disagree) to 6 (totally agree).

Results
Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities of General and Personal BJW Scales are
presented in Table 1. The mean difference between general and personal BJW was
significant, #(1324) = — 23.63, p < .001, d = 0.63, 95% CI [— 0.65, — 0.55]. All
items showed high inter-correlations (see Tables 2, 3). Corrected item—total
correlations of the items of the General BJW Scale varied from r, = .45 to

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of Personal and General BJW Scales

N M Mdn Mode Min Max SD Cronbach’s o
General BJW 1325 3.60 3.67 4.00 1.00 6.00 0.92 78
Personal BIW 1325 4.20 4.29 4.00 1.00 6.00 0.86 .89

Mdn median
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Table 2 Means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations of items of General BJW Scale
(N = 1325)

gbjwl gbjw2 gbjw3 gbjw4 gbjws M SD
gbjwl 3.22 1.35
gbjw2 51 3.86 1.26
gbjw3 48 48 3.51 1.40
gbjw4 24 31 47 4.07 1.35
gbjw5 41 37 44 .35 3.59 1.20
gbjw6 .26 28 41 27 .39 3.36 1.34

All correlations were significant at p < .001 (two-tailed)

gbjw general belief in a just world

Table 3 Means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations of items of Personal BJW scale
(N = 1325)

pbjwl pbjw2 pbjw3 pbjw4 pbjw5 pbjwoé M SD
pbjwl 4.32 1.12
pbjw2 47 4.28 1.14
pbjw3 .60 .55 4.31 1.06
pbjw4 .53 .59 .63 4.17 1.11
pbjw5 37 43 42 52 3.96 1.17
pbjwé 52 .60 .59 73 57 4.17 1.13
pbjw7 .50 A7 .53 57 46 .61 421 1.03

All correlations were significant at p < .001 (two-tailed)

pbjw personal belief in a just world

riy = .67; corrected item—total correlations of the items of the Personal BJW Scale
varied from r; = .58 to r; = .78. Furthermore, both scales correlated positively
(r = .46, p < .001) which has previously been shown in the German and French
cultures (Beégue & Bastounis, 2003; Dalbert, 1999).

Dimensional Structure of the BJW Scales

To investigate the dimensional structure of the translated items of General and
Personal BJW Scales, we used an exploratory procedure (principal component
analysis: PCA; with SPSS 22) and a confirmatory procedure (confirmatory factor
analyses: CFA; with AMOS 22). We first substituted missing data because AMOS
requires complete data to calculate the CFA. We thus used the maximum likelihood
estimation method which is implemented in AMOS to impute missing data. The
proportion of items with missing data was very low (between 0.01 and 0.02% for
both scales). Then we randomly split our sample into two equal subsamples by using
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an SPSS tool (“select cases,” “random sample”). We used the first subsample
(n = 662) to calculate PCA and the second subsample (n = 663) to calculate CFA.

Principal Component Analyses

We first inspected the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin Index (= .90) which indicated a good
sample suitability; Bartlett’s sphericity test (p < .001) proved the appropriateness of
the items for calculating PCA. The initial PCA showed two factors with eigenvalues
larger than 1: A; = 5.51; A, = 1.89. Parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) and scree
analysis (Cattell, 1966) both confirmed a two-factorial solution. A second PCA with
varimax rotation showed that all items of the Personal BJW Scale substantially
formed the first factor and all items of General BJW Scale substantially formed the
second factor. Three items of the General BJW Scale (gbjw1, gbjw2, gbjw5) further
showed factor loadings larger than .30 on the first factor. However, these items met
the Fiirntratt criterion (Fiirntratt, 1969) according to which an item belongs to a
factor if I’/h* > .50 (for gbjwl, = .65; for gbjw2, = .79; for gbjw5, = .81). This
solution explained 56.92% of the variance (factor 1: 34.38%; factor 2: 22.54%).
Table 4 presents the results of the second PCA.

Table 4 Results from principal component analysis and descriptive statistics of General and Personal
BJW Scales’ items (n = 662)

Item Wording »o L M SD
code

General belief in a just world Scale

gbjwl I think basically the world is a just place 52 43 58 325 1.39
gbjw2 I believe that, by and large, people get what they deserve 52 33 .64 387 1.29
gbjw3 I am confident that justice always prevails over injustice 69 12 .82 350 143
gbjw4 I am convinced that in the long run people will be 46 -01 .68 4.03 1.38
compensated for injustices
gbjw5 I firmly believe that injustices in all areas of life (e.g., 52 31 65 356 1.22
professional, family, politic) are the exception rather than the
rule

gbjw6 I think people try to be fair when making important decisions .43 .05 .65 3.36 1.33
Personal belief in a just world Scale
pbjwl I believe that, by and large, I deserve what happens to me 57 76 .03 435 1.14

pbjw2 I am usually treated fairly S5 073 .14 432 1.13
pbjw3 I believe that I usually get what I deserve .65 79 .15 437 1.06
pbjw4 I believe that most of the things that happen in my life are fair .72 .83 .17 420 1.13
pbjw5 In my life injustice is the exception rather than the rule 46 .64 21 402 1.19
pbjw6  Overall, events in my life are just 5 .84 20 4.18 1.18

pbjw7 I think that important decisions that are made concerning me .56 .71 .23 424 1.04
are usually just

Factor loadings > .30 are in bold

pbjw personal belief in a just world, ghjw general belief in a just world, A*> communalities, / factor
loadings
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Confirmatory Factor Analyses

We used )(2, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999) to evaluate the
goodness of model fit with y? being affected by sample size.

In the first model, we included expected factor loadings of all six items of the
General BJW Scale on one latent factor and factor loadings of all seven items of the
Personal BJW Scale on the other latent factor. We also allowed both latent factors to
covariate because a lot of BJW studies proved that general and personal BJW
usually correlate positively (e.g., Beégue & Bastounis, 2003; Dalbert, 1999; Sutton &
Douglas, 2005). This model showed an unsatisfactory model fit (;(2 (64) = 340.12,
p < .001; CFI = 917; RMSEA = .081; SRMR = .057). We therefore checked the
wording of the items and identified a few similarities such as “believe,” “deserve,”
“I am convinced/I am confident,” “injustice,”, and “the exception rather than the
rule.” These wording similarities might indicate that the corresponding items shared
common variance, which was not explained by the latent factors, and might
therefore result in residual correlations that we did not consider in the first model.
We thus allowed the residuals of items with similar wording to correlate which
resulted in the final model with Xz (60) = 216.033, p < .001; CFI = .953;
RMSEA = .063; SRMR = .047 (see Fig. 1).

gbjwl 71

gbjw2 71

71

gbjw3 i

gbjw4
.60

gbjw5 42
23

gbjw6

.58

pbjwl

21 pbjw2

pbjw3

pbjw4

pbjw5

.86

pbjw6 .69

pbjw7

Fig. 1 Standardized regression weights and correlations from confirmatory factor analysis (all
ps < .001). GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW personal belief in a just world. N = 663
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In summary, the results of the principal component and confirmatory factor
analyses support a two-dimensional structure and thus the distinction of general and
personal BJW which has also been shown in other cultures (e.g., Bégue &
Bastounis, 2003; Nesterova et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2011).

Age and Gender

Next, we inspected correlations between BJW scales and participants’ age and
gender. General BJW was unrelated to age (r = .01, p = .69), whereas personal
BJW correlated positively with age (r = .10, p < .001). The older the participants,
the more likely they were to believe that they were usually treated justly in their
lives. Furthermore, there were no gender differences in general and personal BIW
(see Table 5).

Convergent Validity

Before examining the convergent and divergent validity of our BJW scales, the data
were checked concerning their accuracy and fullness by controlling spread of
distribution in respondents’ answers: if the score was out of max-min, we
considered this to be a misprint, and such answers as well as data sets with missing
cells (67 cases) were eliminated from analysis. Perhaps this way of checking is not
absolutely reliable but it helps in avoiding some mistakes.

World Assumptions

We found positive correlations between General and Personal BJW Scales and all
facets of the World Assumptions Scale (see Table 6), but both scales showed
different correlation patterns. General BJW was more strongly linked with
benevolence of the world (z = 5.02, p < .001) and self-worth (z = 1.89, p < .05)
than personal BJW. However, personal BJW was more strongly connected with luck
(z =3.02, p < .01) than general BJW. Most importantly, both BJW dimensions
correlated positively with justice. Hence, general and personal BJW seemed to be
accompanied by beliefs in the importance and value of the self, benevolence of
world, good fortune, and the ability to control events as well which confirms
Hypothesis 2 and demonstrates sufficient convergent validity of both BJW scales.

Table 5 Gender differences in

personal and general BIW Gender N M SD ! 4 P

Personal BIW

Male 370 4.21 0.94 0.03 1319 98
Female 951 4.20 0.83

General BJW
Male 370 3.55 1.00 —1.23 1319 22

Female 951 3.62 0.88
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Table 6 Reliabilities of validation constructs and correlations with the BJW scales

Sample (N)  Validation construct M SD Cronbach’s «  Personal BIW  General BJW

World assumptions

284 Self-worth 3190 823 .87 25%* 36%*
284 Benevolence of world 21.88 5.11 .79 345 .60%*
284 Justice 2879 635 .88 297k 25%%
284 Luck 3351 641 .87 A5k 28%*
284 Control 2833 457 .64 28 28%*
Five personality factors
269 Extraversion 3345 8.09 .88 13 21
269 Agreeableness 3845 587 .80 .04 21%%
269 Conscientiousness 3320 697 .80 .10 3%
269 Neuroticism 3387 875 .86 — 34%* — 26%*
269 Intellect 38.07 559 .77 .06 .01
Justice sensitivity
788 Victim sensitivity 2.98 94 88 — 22%* — .19%*
788 Observer sensitivity 2.84 94 .89 — .18%* —.02
788 Beneficiary sensitivity 244 1.02 91 — .04 .03
788 Perpetrator sensitivity 296 105 .92 .02 .01

**plwo—lailcd < .01, >kplwo—milcd <.05

Divergent Validity
Big Five

In our study, we found significantly positive correlations of both general and
personal BJW with extraversion and negative correlations with neuroticism (see
Table 6). Contrary to our expectations, general BJW also correlated positively with
agreeableness and conscientiousness. However, general and personal BJW formed
different patterns of correlations with the Big Five scales which further confirmed
the necessity of distinguishing between the two dimensions. In summary, these
results partly supported Hypothesis 3 and demonstrated particularly divergent
validity of personal BJW scale with regard to agreeableness, conscientiousness, and
intellect.

Justice Sensitivity

Although correlations of both BJW scales with justice sensitivity scales were
predominantly small, three were significant: victim sensitivity correlated negatively
with both general and personal BJW, and observer sensitivity correlated negatively
with personal BJW (see Table 6). These results demonstrated divergent validity of
both BJW scales from beneficiary and perpetrator sensitivities, divergent validity of
the General BJW Scale from observer sensitivity but did not confirm divergent
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validity of both BJW scales from victim sensitivity. Hence, we conclude that
Hypothesis 4 confirmed partly.

Discussion

The current study was devoted to validating the General and Personal BJW Scales
and investigating their psychometric properties in the Russian context. One aim of
our study was to validate the necessity to distinguish between general and personal
BJW as in other cultures (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003; Fatima & Khalid, 2007;
Nesterova et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2011). As expected, the results from the principal
component analysis and confirmatory factor analysis showed a two-factorial item
structure: all items of the Personal BJW Scale loaded on one factor and all items of
the General BJW Scale loaded on another factor. However, we allowed measure-
ment errors to correlate which seem to be due to similar item formulations. Thus, a
replication of our findings in another Russian sample is clearly warranted and might
help researchers to identify whether these findings were the consequence of random
peculiarities of our sample.

Similar to many Western cultures, Russians were found to believe more strongly
in a personal than in a general just world (Dalbert, 1999; Hafer & Sutton, 2016;
Sutton & Douglas, 2005). We also found high item inter-correlations and
reliabilities of both BJW scales. The scales also correlated positively with each
other, which is mainly in line with recent studies in other cultures (Bégue &
Bastounis, 2003; Fatima & Khalid, 2007; Nesterova et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2011).

Furthermore, we observed a correlation between personal BJW and age: the older
the participants, the more likely they were to feel treated justly. These results are
partly in line with other studies (Begue & Bastounis, 2003; Dalbert, 2009); in
contrast, general BIW showed no relation to age. Taking into account the fact that
the majority of people in our sample were students, this result should be interpreted
with caution.

Regarding gender differences, we showed that both scales scores did not differ
regarding gender, which has also been shown in English undergraduates (Sutton &
Douglas, 2005) but contradicts findings from Latvia (Nesterova et al., 2015).

We used basic world assumptions to investigate the convergent validity of both
BJW scales. Correlations between BJW scales and the World Assumptions Scale
(Janoff-Bulman, 1989) were significant and positive. Contrary to our expectations,
both BJW facets positively correlated with luck. Beliefs in benevolence of the world
and self-worth were more strongly connected with general than with personal BIW,
whereas we observed the opposite for luck. These results support convergent
validity of both BJW scales and correspond to the results of previous studies
showing BJW to be a part of a positive world view (Dalbert, 2009). Thus, the more
people believe in a just world, the more they trust in other people and the world in
general (Adoric & Kvartuc, 2007; Correia & Dalbert, 2007). High correlations
between BJW means and self-worth are also in line with outcomes demonstrating a
positive connection between BJW and self-esteem (Correia & Dalbert, 2007;
Dalbert, 1999). However, whereas Dalbert emphasized that personal BIJW
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correlated with self-esteem more strongly than general BJW (Dalbert, 1999), our
results showed an opposite pattern which seems to be similar to some extent to
results in collectivistic cultures. Despite lacking information on the connections
between self-esteem and BJW in collectivistic cultures, we could note that other
parameters of well-being stronger correlated with general than with personal BJW
there (Wu et al., 2011). To sum up, some associations between BJW and basic world
beliefs seem to be similar to those in Western cultures, and some associations seem
to be similar to those in Eastern cultures. This observation might be indicative of the
specificity of Russian history and mentality (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010;
Robinson, Lopez, Ramos, & Nartova-Bochaver, 2013). Russian culture developed
as a collectivistic culture historically. In this regard, it retains some of the
collectivistic values, for example, that people’s positive self-esteem is more strongly
connected with their faith in world order maintained by community and community
leaders than in personal efforts and fate. However, despite different patterns of
correlations with basic world assumptions formed by personal and general BIW,
these results give an evidence for convergent validity of both BJW scales.

We further used the Big Five personality factors to investigate the divergent validity
of both BJW scales. However, personal and general BJW significantly correlated with
extraversion and neuroticism. In addition, people with high general BJW scores were
more agreeable and conscientious than those with low scores. These findings are partly
in line with previous studies (Lipkus et al., 1996; Nudelman, 2013). Significant
positive correlations of both BJW scales with extraversion demonstrated that
individuals who strongly endorsed BJW were characterized by greater sociability,
optimism, and activity. It is likely that their perception of the world as a well-ordered
and just place where people get what they deserve reduces the feeling of their
vulnerability. The negative relation between BJW and neuroticism indicated that the
more strongly Russian people endorsed the BIW, the stronger their emotional stability
was. This result confirms the idea of BJW as an important personal resource and a
buffer against harsh experiences in life (Dalbert, 2001; Furnham, 2003). The belief
that the world is an orderly place, which a person can control, may contribute to her or
his emotional stability. Furthermore, it seems plausible that the development of a
strong BJW may be inhibited by a person’s strong neuroticism, which is connected
with strong anxiety. Anxious people are unlikely to form a concept of the orderly and
stable environment which BJW is based on (Nudelman, 2013).

Contrary to our expectations, we found positive correlations of general BJW with
agreeableness and conscientiousness which means that people with a strong general
BJW are more friendly and helpful as well as more honest and scrupulous than those
with a weaker general BJW. These results differ from results of some other studies
to a certain extent which showed general BJW to be related to negative attitudes
against the poor and elderly (Bégue & Bastounis, 2003; Furnham, 2003). However,
results of the Russian sample contribute to the debate about consequences of general
BJW, indicating that general BJW can also be accompanied by pro-social features
(Dalbert, 2002). As expected, intellect was unrelated to personal and general BJW,
which was in accordance with other studies (e.g., Bollmann et al., 2015) but
contrary to outcomes by Lipkus et al. (1996). Altogether, these results should be
interpreted with caution because BJW and the Big Five do not seem to be fully
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differentiable even if most of the observed correlations were quite low. Particularly,
neuroticism seems to be connected with both BJW dimensions as previously found
in other studies. Thus, a replication of our results is clearly needed and future studies
could, for example, investigate BJW’s divergent validity by using different
measures of the Big Five or even other personality traits.

We also used justice sensitivity to evaluate divergent validity of BJW scales. As
expected, personal and general BJW were unrelated to beneficiary and perpetrator
sensitivity which is in line with previous findings (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2005).
Furthermore, general BJW was also uncorrelated with observer sensitivity. Finally,
according to our assumptions, both BJW scales were negatively related to victim
sensitivity but these correlations were quite low. An explanation for this result
might be that strong just-world believers tend not to feel anger in order to restore
justice and their own rights (e.g., to be victim sensitive) and instead would more
likely minimize or deny unjust experiences (Dalbert, 2001).

Moreover, personal BJW also correlated negatively with observer sensitivity.
People who believe to be treated fairly are less sympathetic to people who are
treated unjustly, defend themselves and detach themselves from other people’s
unjust situations. This could be considered as an efficient way to cope with injustice.
Thus, in our Russian sample, not only general BJW but also personal BJW seems to
be accompanied by absence of compassion on people who could need help because
of their unjust life circumstances. The negative relations between both BJW scales
and victim sensitivity indicated that individuals with a strong BJW do not tend to
feel offended and angry due to injustice. Victim sensitivity is accompanied by self-
defensive attitudes; BJW, in contrast, implies reliance in world order. Therefore, the
more strongly individuals believe in a just world, the less they express their negative
feelings about their own misfortunes, in accordance with Dalbert (2001).

A negative relation between personal BJW and observer sensitivity is also in line
with some studies referred to above (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2005): the more people
endorse personal BJW, the less emotional reaction they show toward observed
injustice. On the one hand, this association indicates that personal BJW functions as a
psychological resource, which helps people keep emotional stability and trust in the
world. On the other hand, it means a lack of readiness to restore observed injustice.

A further possible line of interpretation of the negative connection between the
personal BJW and observer sensitivity can also be tied to a contradictory
combination of the values of individualism and collectivism in the Russian
mentality (Lipatov, Kuprejchenko, Gromova, & Shrader, 2015). Thus, in Russia,
personal BJW is not always accompanied by humanistic attitudes, whereas general
BJW is not necessarily connected with harsh ones. Altogether, the relations of
personal and general BJW with the perspectives of justice sensitivity mainly
confirm divergent validity of both BJW scales regarding justice sensitivity,
especially beneficiary and perpetrator sensitivity. However, there seem to be some
similarities between BJW and victim sensitivity which should be investigated more
detailed in the future studies.
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Limitations and Prospects

Before discussing the prospects and practical implications, we want to point out
some limitations of the study. First, our sample consisted mainly of university
students or people who have had a higher education and were, thus, selective with
regard to age, SES, and region. This should be improved in future surveys, at least
regarding norms of BJW scales, as some of our results might be explainable by
special characteristics of the participants. Secondly, our work did not deal with the
respondents’ biographies (current life situations and previous experiences) which
might be important variables influencing BJW. To provide more evidence regarding
the content validity of BJW scales, it would be worthwhile to examine the link
between BJW and life experiences, subjective well-being, and pro-social or anti-
social behavior in a Russian sample. It also seems to be promising to study the BJW
phenomenon as a personal resource in special samples, as deaf and visually
impaired individuals, people who experienced sport or civilian traumas, et cetera. In
future research, these variables and other parameters of personality should be taken
into account to essentially extend BJW research in Russia and in a cross-cultural
context.

Conclusion

In the current study, the Personal and General BJW Scales (Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert
et al., 1987) have been adapted to the Russian culture. The two-factorial structure of
the Russian BJW scales, as in many other cultures, was confirmed. Personal and
General BJW Scales showed good psychometric properties such as reliabilities,
convergent and divergent validity. The Russian versions of the Personal and General
BJW Scales are useful tools which can be widely used in research on personality
and social psychology in Russia.

We have also further shown that in our Russian sample, personal and general
BJW were differentially related to as world assumptions, personal dispositions, and
justice sensitivity. This could be caused by specificity of the history and the
mentality of Russia as a country situated between individualistic and collectivistic
cultures, and between East and West.

Despite these specific relations between BJW and the other variables investi-
gated, BJW scales seem to be useful in Russian or cross-cultural research as the
main structures of the scales are stable, match both initial German and English
versions, and have satisfactory reliability and validity characteristics.
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Appendix 1

General Belief in a Just World Scale: Russian Version and Corresponding
English Version

Uncrpykums:

Huzke nepedunciieHo HecKoIbKO pasHbix yrsepzcienur. G Hekoropbimu 13 HuXx Bel
COIJIACHUTECH, C APYTUMU — HET, C HEKOTOPBIMU - YaCTUUHO corsiacurecs. [Ipounraire
BHUMATEJILHO KaZK10€ YTBEPZA ICHUE U PelliiTe, B KAKOM CTeneHu JnuHo Bel cornachb
WK He corviachbl ¢ Hum. OrMerbre Homep, cootBercrByiommi Bamemy orsery s
Ka2/JI0r0 YTBEPKICHNA.

Instruction:

Below you will find various statements. Most likely, you will strongly agree with
some statements, and strongly disagree with others. Sometimes you may feel more
neutral. Read each statement carefully and decide to what extent you personally
agree or disagree with it. Circle the number which corresponds to this judgment.
Make sure you circle a number for every statement.

Item  Russian wording English wording

code

gbjwl I cunraio, 4to B 1€JIOM MUD CTPABELIMB I think basically the world is a just place

gbjw2  f cumraio, uro, 1o GOJLIIOMY CHETY, SO I believe that, by and large, people get what
10JIY4I0T TO, YTO 3aCJ1y KUBAIOT they deserve

gbjw3 I yBepeH(a), uTo CrpaBeUIMBOCTH BCErIa I am confident that justice always prevails
noOeKIaeT HecTpaBeJIMBOCTh over injustice

gbjw4  f yOesxen(a), uro, eciin YeioBeK lepexul I am convinced that in the long run people will
HECHPaBe/UIMBOCTh, B OYyIIEM 5TO be compensated for injustices
BO3MECTUTCA

gbjw5 £l TBepio yBepen(a), YTo HECPaBELMBOCT B I firmly believe that injustices in all areas of
CaMbIX PA3HbIX KM3HEHHBIX CUTyaluuax (B life (e.g., professional, family, politic) are
cembe, B yuehe M T.J1.) — CKOpee UCKJIoYeHye, the exception rather than the rule
4eM NpaBujIo

gbjw6  fl 1ymaio, uro BCe, KTO NPUHUMAET Ba KHbIE I think people try to be fair when making
pelenus, CTpeMAaTca ObITh CIPABELIMBBLIMU important decisions

Responses were made on a six-point scale: 1 (coscem He coe.aacen; strongly disagree), 2 (He coe.iaceH;
disagree), 3 (Ckopee ne coe.aace, yen coeaacen, slightly disagree) 4 (Ckopee coe.aacen, yem nem;
slightly agree), 5 (coe.aacen; agree), 6 (NnOHOCMbIO coe.acei; strongly agree)
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Appendix 2

Personal Belief in a Just World Scale: Russian Version and Corresponding
English Version

The instruction was the same as in “Appendix 1.”

Item  Russian wording English wording

code

pbjwl  f cunraio, uro, no GoswiOMy cuery, I believe that, by and large, I deserve what
3ACILY2KMBAIO TOTO, YTO NPOUCXOAUT CO MHOM happens to me

pbjw2  Kak npaBusio, KusHb KO MHE CIpPaBe/LvBa I am usually treated fairly

pbjw3  fl Bepio, 4TO OOBIMHO NOJTyUAIO TO, YTO I believe that I usually get what I deserve
3ACITY KUBAIO

pbjw4 B moen kustn B 00IIEM U 1EJI0M BCe I believe that most of the things that happen
IPOMCXOAUT CHPABEL/INBO in my life are fair

pbjw5 B Moer Ku3HM HecrpaBeIMBOCTh — CKopee In my life injustice is the exception rather
WCKJIIOUEHHE, YeM MPaBrJIo than the rule

pbjw6  fl cumraio, uto B LE/IOM B MO€#1 KU3HU BCE Overall, events in my life are just
CNpaBe1MBo

pbjw7 £l aymaio, uTo BazkHbIE pelieHus, KOTOphie I think that important decisions that are made
KacaloTcs Mens, 0ObIMHO CIPABELIIMBBL concerning me are usually just

Responses were made on the same six-point scale as in “Appendix 1”

References

Adoric, V. C., & Kvartuc, T. (2007). Effects of mobbing on justice beliefs and adjustment. European
Psychologist, 12(4), 261-271. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.12.4.261.

Bastounis, M., Leiser, D., & Roland-Levy, C. (2004). Psychosocial variables involved in the
constructions of lay thinking about the economy: Results of a cross-national survey. Journal of
Economic Psychology, 25(2), 263-278.

Beégue, L., & Bastounis, M. (2003). Two spheres of belief in a just world: Extensive support for the
dimensional model of belief in a just world. Journal of Personality, 71(3), 435-463. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-6494.7103007.

Beégue, L., & Muller, D. (2006). Belief in a just world and hostile attributional bias. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 45(1), 117-126.

Bollmann, G., Krings, F., Maggiori, C., & Rossier, J. (2015). Differential associations of personal and
general just-world beliefs with the five-factor and the HEXACO models of personality. Personality
and Individual Differences, 87, 312-319. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.08.020.

Calhoun, L. G., & Cann, A. (1994). Differences in assumptions about a just world: Ethnicity and point of
view. Journal of Social Psychology, 134(6), 765-770.

Callan, M. J., Kay, A. C., Davidenko, N., & Ellard, J. H. (2009). The effects of justice motivation on
memory for self- and other-relevant events. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45,
614-623.

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 1(2),
245-276. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0102_10.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.12.4.261
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.7103007
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.7103007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0102_10

Soc Just Res (2018) 31:61-84 81

Choma, B., Hafer, C. L., Crosby, F. J.,, & Foster, M. D. (2012). Perceptions of personal sex
discrimination: The role of belief in a just world and situational ambiguity. The Journal of social
psychology, 152(5), 568-585. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.667459.

Christandl, F. (2013). The belief in a just world as a personal resource in the context of inflation and
financial crises. Applied Psychology, 62(3), 486-518. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.
00489.x.

Christopher, A. N., Zabel, K. L., Jones, J. R., & Marek, P. (2008). Protestant ethic ideology: Its
multifaceted relationships with just world beliefs, social dominance orientation, and right-wing
authoritarianism. Personality and Individual Differences, 45(6), 473-477.

Cohen, A. B., Wu, M. S., & Miller, J. (2016). Religion and culture: Individualism and collectivism in the
East and West. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 47(9), 1236—-1249. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022022116667895.

Correia, L., Alves, H., Morais, R., & Ramos, M. (2015). The legitimation of wife abuse among women:
The impact of belief in a just world and gender identification. Personality and Individual
Differences, 76, 7-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.041.

Correia, 1., & Dalbert, C. (2007). Belief in a just world, justice concerns, and well-being at Portuguese
schools. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 22, 421-437. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF03173464.

Dalbert, C. (1999). The world is more just for me than generally: About the personal belief in a just world
scale’s validity. Social Justice Research, 12(2), 79-98. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022091609047.

Dalbert, C. (2001). The justice motive as a personal resource: Dealing with challenges and critical life
events. New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Dalbert, C. (2002). Beliefs in a just world as a buffer against anger. Social Justice Research, 15, 123-145.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019919822628.

Dalbert, C. (2009). Belief in a just world. In M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook of individual
differences in social behavior (pp. 288-297). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Dalbert, C., & Katona-Sallay, H. (1996). The “belief in a just world” construct in Hungary. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 27(3), 293-314.

Dalbert, C., Montada, L., & Schmitt, M. (1987). Glaube an eine gerechte Welt als Motiv:
Validierungskorrelate zweier Skalen [Belief in a just world: Validation correlates of two scales].
Psychologische Beitrige, 29(4), 596-615.

Donat, M., Dalbert, C., & Kamble, S. V. (2014). Adolescents‘cheating and delinquent behavior from a
justice-psychological perspective: The role of teacher justice. European Journal of Psychology of
Education, 29, 635-651. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-014-0218-5.

Donat, M., Peter, F., Dalbert, C., & Kamble, S. V. (2016). The meaning of students’ personal belief in a
just world for positive and negative aspects of school-specific well-being. Social Justice Research,
29(1), 73-102. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-015-0247-5.

Donat, M., Umlauft, S., Dalbert, C., & Kamble, S. V. (2012). Belief in a just world, teacher justice, and
bullying behavior. Aggressive Behavior, 38(3), 185-193. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21421.

Drovnina, E. G. (2014). Adaptacija oprosnika “Lichnaja vera v spravedlivyj mir” C. Dalbert [Adaptation
of the questionnaire “Personal Belief in a Just World” by C. Dalbert]. Psihologicheskij zhurnal,
1(2), 79-83.

Dzuka, J., & Dalbert, C. (2002). Mental health and personality of Slovak unemployed adolescents: The
impact of belief in a just world. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32(4), 732—757. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00240.x.

Ellard, J. H., Harvey, A., & Callan, M. J. (2016). The justice motive. In C. Sabbagh & M. Schmitt (Eds.),
Handbook of social justice theory and research (pp. 127-143). New York, NY: Springer.

Fasel, R., & Spini, D. (2010). Effects of victimization on the belief in a just world in four ex-Yugoslavian
countries. Social Justice Research, 23(1), 17-36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-010-0111-6.
Fatima, I. (2016). Personal belief in a just world and self-compassion as predictors of body appreciation in
individuals with amputation using and not using prosthesis. Annals of King Edward Medical

University, 22(2), 109-114.

Fatima, 1., & Khalid, R. (2007). Some aspects of reliability and validity of beliefs in a just world
questionnaire. Pakistan Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 5, 15-24.

Fatima, 1., & Suhail, K. (2010). Belief in a just world and subjective well-being: Mothers of normal and
Down syndrome children. International Journal of Psychology, 45(6), 461-468. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00207591003774519.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.667459
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116667895
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116667895
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.041
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173464
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173464
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022091609047
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019919822628
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-014-0218-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-015-0247-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21421
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00240.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00240.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-010-0111-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207591003774519
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207591003774519

82 Soc Just Res (2018) 31:61-84

Fetchenhauer, D., Jacobs, G., & Belschak, B. (2005). Belief in a just world, causal attributions, and
adjustment to sexual violence. Social Justice Research, 18(1), 25-42. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11211-005-3369-1.

Furnham, A. (2003). Belief in a just world: Research progress over the last decade. Personality and
Individual Differences, 34(5), 795-817. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00072-7.

Furnham, A., & Procter, E. (1989). Belief in a just world: Review and critique of the individual difference
literature. British Journal of Social Psychology, 28(4), 365-384.

Fiirntratt, E. (1969). Zur Bestimmung der Anzahl interpretierbarer gemeinsamer Faktoren in Faktore-
nanalysen psychologischer Daten [On the identifying the number of interpretable general factors in
factor analyses of psychological data]. Diagnostica, 15, 62-75.

Ghorpade, J., Lackritz, J., & Singh, G. (2006). Correlates of the protestant ethic of hard work: Results
from a diverse ethno-religious sample. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 2449-2473.
Goldberg, L. R. (1992). The development of markers for the Big-Five factor structure. Psychological

Assessment, 4(1), 26-42. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.26.

Goregenli, M. (2003). Siddet, kotii muamele ve iskenceye iliskin degerlendirmeler, tutumlar ve
deneyimler [Assessments, attitudes, and experiences related to violence, maltreatment, and torture].
[zmir: Tskencenin Onlenmesinde Hukukcularin Rolu Projesi Raporu.

Gulevich, O. A. (2011). Social’naja psihologija spravedlivosti [Social psychology of justice]. Moscow:
Institut psihologii RAN.

Hafer, C. L. (2000). Investment in long-term goals and commitment to just means drive the need to
believe in a just world. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1059-1073. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01461672002611004.

Hafer, C. L., & Begue, L. (2005). Experimental research on just-world theory: Problems, developments,
and future challenges. Psychological Bulletin, 131(1), 128-167. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.
131.1.128.

Hafer, C. L., Begue, L., Choma, B. L., & Dempsey, J. L. (2005). Belief in a just world and commitment to
long-term deserved outcomes. Social Justice Research, 18(4), 429-444. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11211-005-8569-3.

Hafer, C. L., & Rubel, A. N. (2015). Long-term focus and prosocial-antisocial tendencies interact to
predict belief in just world. Personality and Individual Differences, 75, 121-124. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.paid.2014.11.006.

Hafer, C. L., & Sutton, R. (2016). Belief in a just world. In C. Sabbagh & M. Schmitt (Eds.), Handbook of
social justice theory and research (pp. 145-160). New York: Springer.

Heuer, L., Penrod, S., Hafer, C. L., & Cohn, 1. (2002). The role of resource and relational concerns for
procedural justice. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(11), 1468—1482. https://doi.org/
10.1177/014616702237575.

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G., & Minkov, M. (2010). Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind,
intercultural cooperation and its importance for survival (3rd ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill
Professional.

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis. Psychometrika, 30(2),
179-185. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289447.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 6(1), 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118.

Janoff-Bulman, R. (1989). Assumptive worlds and the stress of traumatic events: Applications of the
schema construct. Social Cognition, 7(2), 113—136. https://doi.org/10.1521/s0c0.1989.7.2.113.
Janoff-Bulman, R. (1992). Shattered assumptions—Towards a new psychology of trauma. New York:

Free Press.

Johnston, C. S., Krings, F., Maggiori, C., Meier, L. L., & Fiori, M. (2016). Believing in a personal just
world helps maintain well-being at work by coloring organizational justice perceptions. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 25(6), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2016.1192132.

Kamble, S. V., & Dalbert, C. (2012). Belief in a just world and wellbeing in Indian schools. International
Journal of Psychology, 47(4), 269-278. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.626047.

Keller, C., & Siegrist, M. (2010). Psychological resources and attitudes toward people with physical
disabilities. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40(2), 389—-401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.2009.00579.x.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-3369-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-3369-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00072-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.26
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611004
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.1.128
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.1.128
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-8569-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-8569-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/014616702237575
https://doi.org/10.1177/014616702237575
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289447
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1989.7.2.113
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1192132
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1192132
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.626047
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00579.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00579.x

Soc Just Res (2018) 31:61-84 83

Knyazev, G. G., Mitrofanova, L. G., & Bocharov, V. A. (2010). Validizacija russkojazychnoj versii
oprosnika L. Goldberga « Markery faktorov ,,Bol’shoj Pjaterki “» [Validization of Russian version
of Goldberg’s “Big-Five factor markers” inventory]. Psihologicheskij zhurnal, 31(5), 100-110.

Lerner, M. J. (1980). The belief in a just world: A fundamental delusion. New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Lerner, M. J., & Miller, D. T. (1978). Just world research and the attribution process: Looking back and
ahead. Psychological Bulletin, 85(5), 1030-1051. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.5.1030.

Lerner, M. J., & Simmons, C. H. (1966). Observer’s reaction to the “innocent victim”: Compassion or
rejection? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4(2), 203-210. https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0023562.

Lipatov, A. A., Kuprejchenko, A. B., Gromova, A. 1., & Shrader, H. (2015). Pravil’noe obshhestvo [Right
society]. Saint Petersburg: Piter.

Lipkus, I. M., Dalbert, C., & Siegler, I. C. (1996). The importance of distinguishing the belief in a just
world for self versus others. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(7), 666—677. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167296227002.

McKechnie, V., & Harper, D. J. (2011). Belief in a just world and attitudes towards mental illness.
Psychosis, 3(2), 145-147. https://doi.org/10.1080/17522439.2010.484504.

Messick, D. M., Bloom, S., Boldizar, J. P., & Samuelson, C. D. (1985). Why are we fairer than others?
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 480-500.

Nartova-Bochaver, S. K., & Astanina, N. B. (2012). Individual differences in Russian adults’ justice
sensitivity. Paper presented at the 16th European conference on personality psychology, Trieste,
Italy.

Nartova-Bochaver, S. K., & Astanina, N. B. (2013). Psihologicheskie problemy spravedlivosti v
zarubezhnoj personologii: teorii i jempiricheskie issledovanija. [Theories and empirical research on
justice in the foreign personality psychology]. Psihologicheskij zhurnal, 35(1), 16-32.

Nartova-Bochaver, S. K., Hohlova, A. J., & Podlipnyak, M. B. (2013). Vera v spravedlivyj mir i
psihologicheskoe blagopoluchie u gluhih i slyshashhih podrostkov i vzroslyh. [Belief in a Just world
and mental well-being in deaf and hearing youth and adults]. Klinicheskaia i spetsial’naia
psikhologiia, 2(3). http://psyjournals.ru/en/psyclin/2013/n3/Nartova_Bochaver_et_al.shtml. Acces-
sed 4 January 2017.

Nesterova, M., Ignatjeva, S., & Ruza, A. (2015). Adaptation in Latvia of scales of personal and general
belief in a just world. Social Sciences Bulletin, 1(20), 76-86.

Nudelman, G. (2013). The belief in a just world and personality: A meta-analysis. Social Justice
Research, 26(2), 105-119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-013-0178-y.

Oppenheimer, L. (2006). The belief in a just world and subjective perceptions of society: A
developmental perspective. Journal of Adolescence, 29(4), 655-669. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
adolescence.2005.08.014.

Otto, K., Glaser, D., & Dalbert, C. (2009). Mental health, occupational trust, and quality of working life:
Does belief in a just world matter?. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 39(6), 1288-1315.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00482.x.

Padun, M. A., & Kotel’nikova, A. V. (2008). Modifikacija metodiki issledovanija bazisnyh ubezhdenij
lichnosti R. Janoff-Bul’man. [Modification of R. Janoff-Bulman’s measure of the personal basic
assumptions]. Psihologicheskij zhurnal, 29(4), 98-106.

Robinson, O. C., Lopez, F. G., Ramos, K., & Nartova-Bochaver, S. (2013). Authenticity, social context,
and well-being in the United States, England, and Russia: A three country comparative analysis.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 44(5), 719-737. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022112465672.

Schmitt, M. (1996). Individual differences in Sensitivity to Befallen Injustice (SBI). Personality and
IndividualDifferences, 21(1), 3-20.

Schmitt, M., & Baumert, A. (2016). Justice Sensitivity. In C. Sabbagh & M. Schmitt (Eds.), Handbook of
social justice theory and research (pp. 161-180). New York, NY: Springer.

Schmitt, M., Baumert, A., Gollwitzer, M., & Maes, J. (2010). The justice sensitivity inventory: Factorial
validity, location in the personality facet space, demographic pattern, and normative data. Social
Justice Research, 23(2), 211-238. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-010-0115-2.

Schmitt, M., Dalbert, C., Montada, L., Gschwendner, T., Maes, J., Reichle, B., et al. (2008). Verteilung
des Glaubens an eine gerechte Welt in der Allgemeinbevolkerung: Normwerte fiir die Skala
Allgemeiner Gerechte-Welt-Glaube [Distribution of belief in a just world in the general population:
Standard values of the General Belief in a Just World Scale]. Diagnostica, 54(3), 150-163.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.5.1030
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0023562
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0023562
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296227002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296227002
https://doi.org/10.1080/17522439.2010.484504
http://psyjournals.ru/en/psyclin/2013/n3/Nartova_Bochaver_et_al.shtml
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-013-0178-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00482.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022112465672
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-010-0115-2

84 Soc Just Res (2018) 31:61-84

Schmitt, M., Gollwitzer, M., Maes, J., & Arbach, D. (2005). Justice sensitivity: Assessment and location
in the personality space. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 21(3), 202-211. https://
doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.21.3.202.

Silver, K. E., Karakurt, G., & Boysen, S. T. (2015). Predicting prosocial behavior toward sex-trafficked
persons: The roles of empathy, belief in a just world, and attitudes toward prostitution. Journal of
Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma, 24(8), 932-954. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.
1070231.

Strelan, P., & Sutton, R. M. (2011). When just-world beliefs promote and when they inhibit forgiveness.
Personality and Individual Differences, 50(2), 163—168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.09.019.

Sutton, R. M., Calogero, R. M., & Bardi, A. (2012). A certain kind of just-world belief: The epistemic
purpose of believing life treats other people fairly. Paper presented at the 16th European conference
on personality psychology, Trieste, Italy.

Sutton, R. M., & Douglas, K. M. (2005). Justice for all, or just for me? More evidence of the importance
of the self—other distinction in just-world beliefs. Personality and Individual Differences, 39(3),
637-645. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.02.010.

Tomaka, J., & Blascovich, J. (1994). Effects of justice beliefs on cognitive appraisal of and subjective,
physiological, and behavioral responses to potential stress. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67(4), 732-740.

Valiente, C., Espinosa, R., Vazquez, C., Cantero, D., & Fuentenebro, F. (2010). World assumptions in
psychosis: Do paranoid patients believe in a just world? The Journal of nervous and mental disease,
198(11), 802-806.

Wu, M. S,, Yan, X., Zhou, C. H,, Chen, Y., Li, J., Zhu, Z., et al. (2011). General belief in a just world and
resilience: Evidence from a collectivistic culture. European Journal of Personality, 25(6), 431-442.
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.807.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.21.3.202
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.21.3.202
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.1070231
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.1070231
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.09.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.807

	Russian Adaptations of General and Personal Belief in a Just World Scales: Validation and Psychometric Properties
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Distinction of General and Personal BJW
	BJW and Other Personality Dispositions
	Basic World Assumptions
	Big Five
	Justice Sensitivity
	Effects of Age, Gender, and Culture

	Method
	Participants and Procedure
	Materials

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities
	Dimensional Structure of the BJW Scales
	Principal Component Analyses
	Confirmatory Factor Analyses

	Age and Gender
	Convergent Validity
	World Assumptions

	Divergent Validity
	Big Five
	Justice Sensitivity


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix 1
	General Belief in a Just World Scale: Russian Version and Corresponding English Version

	Appendix 2
	Personal Belief in a Just World Scale: Russian Version and Corresponding English Version

	References




