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Abstract
People possess a pre-conscious need to believe in the existence of justice in the world. This belief in a just world (BJW) is 
usually measured with self-report scales. Dalbert et al., Psychologische Beitrage, 29(4), 596–615 (1987) and Dalbert, Social 
Justice Research, 12(2), 79–98 (1999) have developed the general belief in a just world (GBJW) and personal belief in a just 
world (PBJW) scales as psychometrically robust measures of just-world beliefs. We conducted three studies to demonstrate 
the validity of the Persian versions of belief in a just world scales and the importance of distinguishing between GBJW and 
PBJW. First, we confirmed the factor structure. reliability, convergent validity (self-esteem, life satisfaction, and religios-
ity), and divergent validity (big five personality factors and dark triad traits) of GBJW and PBJW using Iranian participants 
(N1 = 454). Second, the associations of GBJW and PBJW with perceived threat of unjust behavior directed to self or others 
were assessed using two scenario based studies (N2 = 279, N3 = 292) in the context of kin favoritism. Our finding showed that 
both GBJW and PBJW negatively predict perceived likelihood of kin favoritism. However, GBJW was a stronger predictor 
when injustice was directed at others, and PBJW was a stronger predictor when injustice was directed at self. Consistent with 
previous research and theoretical assumptions, perceived likelihood of punishment mediated these associations.

Keywords  Belief in a just world · General belief in a just world · Personal belief in a just world · Kin favoritism · 
Discrimination · Perceived injustice

Introduction

Despite the famous figure of speech, people do not always 
"reap what they sow". Humanity suffers from varieties of 
injustice such as world hunger and wars or everyday discrim-
ination against women as well as racial, religious, and sexual 
minorities. Yet according to one of the most influential theo-
ries about human belief systems, people adopt just-world 
beliefs that serve to enable them to construe their social 
environment as if it were just, stable, and orderly (Lerner, 
1980). Furthermore, these beliefs provide people with cer-
tain cognitive ways to justify the status quo, underestimate 

the prevalence of injustice, or even blame innocent victims. 
Given these functions, just-world beliefs have been found 
to be important factors in well-being, religion, and justice-
related perceptions or behavior. Iran is a highly religious 
country, where the majority of people strongly believe that 
everything happens according to god’s will and must be 
accepted as it is. “God is just” or “Be good so the world 
is good to you” are commonly used phrases. Despite the 
prevalence and importance of just-world beliefs, rigorous 
research on the psychology of these beliefs is lacking in Iran. 
To help overcome this gap, we aimed to validate self-report 
measures of individual differences in just-world beliefs, test 
their correlates and predictive implications, and the distinc-
tion between personal and general dimensions of belief in 
a just world. As a common and understudied justice-related 
issue that many people, especially in Iran, are confronted 
with on a daily basis takes root in favoritism toward kin-
ship, we focus on perceptions of kin favoritism as a part 
of investigating the validity and distinction of the two just-
world belief scales. To test the distinction, we used a design 
similar to the work of Bai et al. (2014). Beyond testing our 
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own hypotheses, we replicate their work and complement 
their arguments.

Belief in a just world

According to just-world theory, many people across the 
world believe in a just world where people get what they 
deserve and deserve what they get. The BJW is consid-
ered a personality trait with an importance in the interac-
tion between personality and other areas of social science. 
There are some adaptive functions that BJW is thought to 
serve, such as the confidence that important decisions about 
people are made with justice and the perception of life as 
safe and structured. In line with this idea, BJW has been 
found to be associated with self-esteem (Donat et al., 2016; 
Tatsi & Panagiotopoulou, 2021), life satisfaction (Dalbert, 
1999), and a decrease in the perception of discrimination 
and unfairness of others (Furnham, 2003). It is essential to 
consider that while an individual can be an observer who 
only judges and interprets the world, the individual can also 
act as a participant. Therefore, Lipkus et al. (1996) propose 
that a GBJW should be distinguished from a PBJW.

The GBJW and PBJW scales were developed to meas-
ure the explicit endorsement of just-world beliefs (Dalbert, 
1999; Dalbert et al., 1987). GBJW refers to the confidence 
that people, in general, get what they deserve and deserve 
what they get, while PBJW refers to the confidence that 
a person is usually treated in a just manner and plays an 
important adaptive role for people.

GBJW and PBJW were found to be positively correlated, 
however, they are identified with different meanings and psy-
chological functions (see Dalbert, 1999; Lipkus et al., 1996; 
Nartova-Bochaver et al., 2018; Sutton & Douglas, 2005). 
GBJW helps people maintain subjective well-being (Dalbert, 
1999), minimize perceived injustices (Sutton & Douglas, 
2005), and defend against threats to just-world beliefs by 
strategies such as victim blaming (Hafer & Gosse, 2011). 
PBJW positively relates to individuals’ forgiveness (Strelan 
& Sutton, 2011), trust in others (Cubela Adoric & Kvartuc, 
2007; Yu et al., 2020), and different aspects of subjective 
well-being (Dalbert, 1999; Donat et al., 2016). In attempt-
ing to examine the distinction between GBJW and PBJW we 
will explore people’s trust in justice in two different situa-
tions (witness vs. victim of injustice).

BJW, trust in justice, and the differentiation of GBJW 
and PBJW

As noted earlier, a function of both GBJW and PBJW is that 
they could shape individuals’ trust in others or perceived risk 
of becoming a victim of unfair decisions (Bai et al., 2014; 
Cubela Adoric & Kvartuc, 2007; Hafer & Gosse, 2011). To 
the extent that individuals believe the world treats others 

fairly (GBJW), they are less likely to perceive injustice as 
prevalent and anticipate that others will not become a victim 
of injustice. In a similar fashion, individuals’ belief about 
how they themselves are treated by the world (PBJW) could 
be linked to a prediction of outcomes in situations where 
they are the potential victims of injustice. In this article, we 
leverage the above-mentioned arguments to validate BJW 
scales and also look at the differentiation between GBJW 
and PBJW regarding how they predict perceived likelihood 
of kin favoritism.

Injustice can take many forms, among which there is kin 
favoritism. Kin favoritism is a common type of injustice that 
arises from people’s preferences to favor members of their 
own extended family at the expense of injustice to outsiders. 
Such favoritism is especially prevalent in societies that have 
large close-knit family groups and strong family ties (Akbari 
et al., 2020). Iran is a country with strong family ties and 
is ranked 150th on the corruption perception index (Trans-
parency International, 2021). Kin favoritism is the form of 
injustice that we plan to investigate because kin-based favor-
itism is probably the most common type of corruption in 
Iran. Previously, Bai et al. (2014) investigated the relation-
ship between just-world beliefs and perceived intention of 
corruption using scenarios involving bribery and nepotism as 
forms of corruption. Their results suggested that BJW-others 
(i.e., GBJW), but not BJW-self (i.e., PBJW), can negatively 
predict perceived intention of corruptive behavior and that 
perceived likelihood of punishment acts as a mediator for 
this relationship. Later, Modesto et al. (2020) found that 
both GBJW and PBJW can predict perceived punishment 
and perceived corruption. In a design similar to their work, 
we will test our own hypotheses which include whether 
PBJW and GBJW can distinctly predict perceived likeli-
hood of kin favoritism in two different situations where the 
person is either a witness or a target of potential injustice. We 
hypothesize that GBJW, more likely than PBJW, can predict 
perceived likelihood of kin favoritism when people imagine 
themselves as mere witnesses of a potentially unjust act of 
corruption. Bai et al. (2014, p.2) suggest that BJW-others, not 
BJW-self, is associated with corruption perceptions because 
“BJW-self is related to intra-individual outcomes, such as 
mental health and subjective well-being, whereas BJW-others 
is related to interpersonal level phenomena, such as higher 
levels of punitiveness toward offenders or harsh attitudes 
toward disadvantaged groups”. However, we argue that the 
nonsignificant relationship between BJW-self and corruption 
perception in their results is partly due to their participants 
being only a witness of potential corrupt behavior. As BJW-
self or PBJW refers to the confidence that a person is usually 
treated in a just manner, it is most relevant when the person 
perceives themselves, rather than others, as a potential target 
of injustice. Thus, we expect that PBJW, more likely than 
GBJW, can predict perceived likelihood of kin favoritism 
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when participants imagine themselves as targets of a poten-
tially unjust act of corruption. To better replicate the work of 
Bai et al. (2014) in Iran, we go beyond examining the mere 
association between BJW and perceived threats and take the 
further step of identifying the underlying processes. First, 
BJW has been linked with anticipating a high possibility of 
punishment (Bai et al., 2014, 2016). This link stems from a 
fundamental premise of BJW, which is that good behaviors 
are rewarded, and bad behaviors are punished. Second, per-
ceived risk of punishment is a factor that people consider 
when they estimate the threat and prevalence of injustice. 
This relation occurs because, intuitively, people tend to 
engage in less illegal behaviors when the risk of punishment 
is high. Taken together, believing in a just world influences 
the extent to which individuals believe that people who do 
wrong will get punished, which in turn leads to the estimation 
of the likelihood that injustice takes place (Bai et al., 2014). 
While legal punishment is a central deterrent, the possibility 
of moral punishment and negative judgments of others can 
also relate to people’s perceived threat of injustice. Thus, the 
role of perceived risk of moral and legal punishment in the 
relationship between BJW and perceived likelihood of kin 
favoritism is worthy of investigation.

In summary, due to the distinction between GBJW and 
PBJW, we expect that GBJW, compared to PBJW, is more 
strongly associated with perceived likelihood of injustice 
(kin favoritism in this case) and punishment when the person 
is a mere witness of potential injustice. In contrast, when the 
person is the unfortunate target of unfair treatment, PBJW is 
expected to be more strongly associated with the anticipation 
of outcomes. Moreover, perceived likelihood of punishment 
is expected to explain the relationship between BJW dimen-
sions and perceived likelihood of kin favoritism.

BJW and other correlates

In addition to trust in justice, previous research suggests 
several constructs to test the validity of GBJW and PBJW 
scales. Accordingly, we decided to inspect the correlations 
of GBJW and PBJW with well-being and personality dimen-
sions. Moreover, we assume that religiosity is an important 
factor to consider in how beliefs in the just world are shaped 
in cultures that are highly influenced by religious beliefs. 
Thus, we will also investigate how religiosity is associated 
with GBJW and PBJW. We further discuss these associa-
tions and the relevant literature in the following sections.

BJW and well‑being

The just-world hypothesis states that people who believe that 
the world treats them fairly may be confident in planning for 
long-term future goals, and expect their lives to be orderly, 
meaningful, and controllable. Directly or indirectly mediated 

by these implications, mental health is improved (Kiral Ucar 
et al., 2019). Indeed, previous research on BJW’s effects on 
well-being suggests that both GBJW and PBJW are associ-
ated with self-esteem (i.e., high self-esteem reflects a pri-
mary feeling of self-worth and self-admiration, while low 
self-esteem represents unhappiness with oneself, self-denial, 
and lack of self-respect), life satisfaction, and other compo-
nents of well-being (Donat et al., 2016; Nartova-Bochaver 
et al., 2019; Tatsi & Panagiotopoulou, 2021). Also, the liter-
ature emphasizes that PBJW is a stronger predictor of these 
constructs than GBJW.

BJW and religiosity

Religious teachings promote the ideas that sufferings will be 
compensated and good deeds will ultimately be rewarded. 
Furthermore, several religious traditions and teachings 
across different religious affiliations, especially karmic reli-
gions, provide a supernatural framework in which actions are 
expected to lead to valence-congruent outcomes, meaning 
that mean people experience misfortune, and nice people 
experience success (Harvey & Callan, 2014; White et al., 
2019). This idea reflects just-world believers’ conviction 
that – in a just world – good things happen to good people 
and bad things happen to bad people. The literature also 
generally supports a positive relationship between BJW and 
religiosity (Bègue, 2002; Harvey & Callan, 2014).

BJW and personality

BJW and the Big Five personality factors represent diver-
gent constructs conceptualized as assumptions about jus-
tice in the world and self-describing attributes, respectively. 
Accordingly, Big Five personality factors can be used for 
testing the divergent validity of BJW scales. Although the 
two constructs are broadly considered as differentiable 
constructs and the Big Five items do not include the words 
“fair” or “just”, researchers found inconsistent results about 
the associations of GBJW and PBJW with the Big Five fac-
tors (Bollmann et al., 2015; Nudelman, 2013). Previous 
studies investigating these associations did not report any 
notable difference in the strength of the correlations with 
regard to GBJW and PBJW. Consistent with the literature 
(Bollmann et al., 2015; Nudelman, 2013), we expect that 
both BJW dimensions will have weak positive associations 
with extraversion and emotional stability, and nonsignifi-
cant associations with agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience.

Dark Triad traits (i.e. narcissism, psychopathy, and Machi-
avellianism) are characterized by exploiting others, dishonesty, 
aggressiveness, duplicity, and emotional coldness (Paulhus & 
Williams, 2002). We argue that antisocial people do not need 
to form a specific assumption about justice in the world as 
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they may not care for justice and fairness at all. However, one 
might argue that BJW has been negatively correlated with 
rule-breaking behavior and antisocial tendencies (e.g., Donat 
et al., 2012). Thus, we argue that dark triad traits could be 
used for divergent validity as we expect that there will be weak 
negative relationships between BJW dimensions and the dark 
triad traits, if any. Consistent with this assumption, previous 
research found no significant associations between BJW and 
narcissism (Ames et al., 2006) as well as the honesty-humility 
personality factor (Bollmann et al., 2015).

The present studies

The aim of the present set of studies is two-fold. In study 1, 
a principal component analysis (PCA) and a confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) were done on the Persian version of 
the GBJW and PBJW scales in order to investigate whether 
the two-factor structure, as reported in other cultures, can be 
supported in the Iranian context. Furthermore, the conver-
gent and divergent validity of the Persian BJW scales were 
examined. For convergent validity, we tested the correlations 
of BJW scales with self-esteem, life satisfaction, and religi-
osity. For divergent validity, we examined the correlations 
of BJW scales with Big Five personality factors (Extraver-
sion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stabil-
ity, and Openness) as well as Dark Triad traits (Narcissism, 
Psychopathy, and Machiavellianism). More specifically, in 
study 1, we hypothesize that both GBJW and PBJW will be 
positively associated with life satisfaction, self-esteem, and 
religiosity, but negatively associated with dark triad traits. 
Moreover, Big Five factors will be unrelated or weakly asso-
ciated with GBJW and PBJW.

In study 2 and study 3, we aim to further test the validity 
of the scales by assessing the distinction between GBJW 
and PBJW in predicting perceived threat of injustice and 
punishment directed at others (study 2) and themselves 
(study 3). More specifically, in study 2, we hypothesize that 
GBJW, compared to PBJW, is more strongly associated with 
perceived likelihood of kin favoritism when the person is 
a mere witness, and perceived likelihood of punishment is 
expected to mediate the relationship. However, in study 3, 
we hypothesize that PBJW, compared to GBJW, is more 
strongly associated with perceived likelihood of kin favorit-
ism when individuals imagine themselves as potential vic-
tims, and perceived likelihood of punishment is expected to 
mediate this relationship.

Study 1

In the first study, our aim was to test the psychometric prop-
erties of the Persian version of the GBJW and PBJW scales 
by using component factor analysis and confirmatory factor 

analysis and examine the convergent and divergent validity 
of these scales.

Method

Participants

A total of 454 Iranian participants, aged between 17 and 
65 years (M = 32.09, SD = 10.63), were recruited through 
online social media platforms such as Instagram, Twitter, 
etc. The sample consisted of 68.5% female and 31.5% male 
participants, and the majority (59.5%) were not married. 
Among the participants, 35 held a doctorate degree, 191 
held a master’s degree, 138 held a bachelor’s degree, and 
91 had a diploma or less. The recommended minimums for 
sample size in studies conducting factor analysis typically 
range between 5 and 20 per variable (Henson & Roberts, 
2006). Thus, the sample size was adequate as we sought 
to surpass even the conservative suggestions for choosing 
sample sizes.

Procedure and Measures

After a brief introduction, the consenting participants com-
pleted an online questionnaire consisting of the GBJW and 
PBJW scales, as well as Rosenberg Self-esteem scale, Satis-
faction with Life scale, Religiosity scale, Big Five scale, and 
the Dirty Dozen Dark Triad scale. Except for items in the 
religiosity scale, the extent to which the participants agreed 
with each statement was measured through a seven-point 
Likert scale that ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally 
agree).

GBJW and PBJW  The GBJW and PBJW scales, the psy-
chometric properties of which were identified by Dalbert 
(1999) and Dalbert et al. (1987), were translated into Persian 
through the method of translation-back translation. Partici-
pants are asked to indicate the degree to which they agree 
with the statements about GBJW (6 items) and PBJW (7 
items).

Self‑Esteem  We measured self-esteem with the Persian ver-
sion of the 10-item Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (RSES; 
Rosenberg, 1965). The RSES is commonly used to measure 
a person’s overall self-esteem (e.g., "On the whole, I am 
satisfied with myself."). The Persian translation of this scale 
has shown adequate validity and reliability in previous work 
(Shapurian et al., 1987). The alpha coefficient of the RSES 
for this sample was 0.85.

Life Satisfaction  The 5-item Satisfaction with Life Scale 
(SWLS; Diener et al., 1985) was used to assess participants’ 
global life satisfaction (e.g., “In most ways my life is close 
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to my ideal.”). The Persian version of the scale has shown 
adequate psychometric properties in previous research 
(Joshanloo & Afshari, 2011). In our sample, Cronbach’s 
alpha was 0.86.

Religiosity  Finally, participants responded to the 5-item 
Duke University Religion Index (DUREL; Koenig et al., 
1997). The first two items measuring religious activities 
(e.g., "How often do you attend mosque or other religious 
meetings?") are rated along a 6-point scale ranging from 
1 (never) to 6 (more than once a week/day). The last three 
items measuring intrinsic religiosity (e.g., "In my life, I 
experience the presence of God.") are rated along a five-
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (definitely not true) 
to 5 (definitely true of me). The scores were transformed to 
z-scores since they have different response scales. The Per-
sian version of this scale has shown very good psychometric 
characteristics (Hafizi et al., 2013). In the present study, the 
alpha coefficient of the scale was 0.89.

Big Five Personality  We measured the Big Five personality 
factors with the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gos-
ling et al., 2003) which is a very short measure of the Big 
Five. The TIPI consists of five subscales: Extraversion (e.g., 
"I see myself as: extraverted, enthusiastic."), Agreeableness 
(e.g., "I see myself as: sympathetic, warm."), Conscientious-
ness (e.g., "I see myself as: dependable, self-disciplined."), 
Emotional Stability (e.g., "I see myself as: calm, emotionally 
stable."), and Openness to Experience (e.g., "I see myself as: 
open to new experiences, complex."); each of them meas-
ured with two items. In the present study, internal consist-
ency coefficients for extraversion, agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, emotional stability, and openness to experience 
were 0.77, 0.17, 0.53, 0.52, and 0.32, respectively. Despite 
being used extensively, estimates of the internal consistency 
of the TIPI are low in different contexts (Ehrhart et al., 2009; 
Gosling et al., 2003; Romero et al., 2012). The Persian trans-
lation of this scale has been used in previous research in Iran 
(Atari & Yaghoubirad, 2016).

Dark Triad Traits  The Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Scale (Jona-
son & Webster, 2010) was used to measure narcissism (4 
items; e.g., “I tend to seek prestige or status”), psychopathy 
(4 items; e.g., “I tend to lack remorse”), and Machiavel-
lianism (4 items; e.g., “I tend to manipulate others to get 
my way”). The Persian translation of the 12-item question-
naire has shown satisfactory psychometric characteristics in 
previous research (Aghababaei et al., 2014). In the present 
study, internal consistency coefficients for narcissism, psy-
chopathy, and Machiavellianism were 0.81, 0.23, and 0.73, 
respectively.

Results

In order to investigate the dimensional structure of the Per-
sian BJW items, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) were employed. First, 
the data sample was randomly split into two equal subsam-
ples. The first subsample was used for PCA (n = 227) and the 
second subsample was used for CFA (n = 227).

Principal component analysis  We evaluated the structure of 
the 13 items using a PCA with direct oblimin rotation. The 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO = 0.902) and Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity (< 0.001) indicated that our sample is adequate 
and suitable for PCA. The first principal component analysis 
showed two factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 (6.10 
and 1.71), which was also confirmed by Parallel and Scree 
Analyses as well. Consequently, a second PCA with direct 
oblimin rotation was performed with a fixed number of two 
factors. As can be seen in Table 1, all items of the PBJW 
formed the first factor, and all items of the GBJW formed the 
second factor. This two-factor solution accounted for 60.15% 
of the total variance.

Consistent with previous studies (Dalbert, 1999), par-
ticipants endorsed the PBJW more strongly than the GBJW, 
M = 4.38 (SD = 1.32) versus M = 3.50 (SD = 1.44), t(1, 
45) = -14.58, p < 0.001. Also, age was positively corre-
lated with GBJW (r = 0.20, p < 0.001), but not with PBJW 
(r = 0.02, p = 0.532). However, there were no gender dif-
ferences in GBJW (Welch t statistic = 0.62, p = 0.430) and 
PBJW (Welch t statistic = 0.31, p = 0.575).

Confirmatory factor analysis  We used CFA to examine the 
previously identified factor structure of the scale. Due to 
positive correlations between GBJW and PBJW, the two fac-
tors were permitted to co-vary. We assessed model fit using 
the Chi-square over degree-of-freedom (χ2 /df), Goodness-
of-Fit Index (GFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the 
Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), the Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), and the Standardized Root Mean 
Square Residual (SRMR). Maximum likelihood was used as 
the estimation method. The analysis was performed using 
the Lavaan statistical package in the R software environment 
(Rosseel, 2012).

In the first model, we assumed that the two-factor with a 
covariation between latent factors would account for the var-
iance of 13 items. Similar to the Russian adaptation of just-
world scales (Nartova-Bochaver et al., 2018), our first model 
was not fit (χ2 (64) = 217.504, χ2/df = 3.398; GFI = 0.872, 
CFI = 0.890; TLI = 0.866; RMSEA = 0.103; SRMR = 0.069). 
Following Nartova-Bochaver et al. (2018)’s solution, we 
allowed the items with wording similarities that might share 
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common variance to correlate (PBJW1 & PBJW3, PBJW3 
& GBJW2, PBJW5 & GBJW5, and GBJW3 & GBJW5). 
The second model fit parameters reached values indicating 
good fit of the model (χ2 (64) = 136.168, χ2/df = 2.127; 
GFI = 0.921, CFI = 0.945; TLI = 0.929; RMSEA = 0.075; 
SRMR = 0.055). Internal consistency scores of GBJW 
(α = 0.85) and PBJW (α = 0.87) were high. To sum up, the 
two-dimensional structure of the GBJW and PBJW scales 
in Iran and the distinction between GBJW and PBJW has 
been confirmed.

Convergent validity  Self-esteem, life satisfaction, and 
religiosity were used to establish the convergent validity of 
the PBJW and GBJW scales. As presented in Table 2, self-
esteem was positively associated with PBJW and GBJW. 
Also, self-esteem was more strongly associated with PBJW 
than GBJW (Fisher’s ζ = 4.46, p < 0.001). Results yielded 
significant associations between life satisfaction and both 
PBJW and GBJW. Similar to self-esteem, life satisfaction 
was more strongly associated with PBJW than GBJW (Fish-
er’s ζ = 4.17, p < 0.001). Moreover, there was a positive cor-
relation between religiosity and both dimensions of BJW. 
However, the association between religiosity and GBJW was 
stronger (Fisher’s ζ = 6.56, p < 0.001).

Divergent validity  To inspect the divergent validity of the 
BJW scales, we tested the correlations between PBJW and 
GBJW with the Big Five personality factors (Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, 
and Openness) and dark triad traits. The results indicated 
that GBJW was positively associated with extraversion, 

conscientiousness, and emotional stability. In a similar pat-
tern, PBJW was positively associated with extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and emotional stability. However, the 
associations of the BJW dimensions with agreeableness 
and openness were not significant. Concerning the relations 
between dark triad traits and BJW dimensions, while Machi-
avellianism and narcissism were not significantly associated 
with BJW dimensions, there was a weak positive association 
of both GBJW and PBJW with psychopathy.

Discussion

The findings of this study confirm the two-dimensional 
structure of the GBJW and PBJW scales in Iran. In gen-
eral, GBJW scores were higher among Iranians than PBJW 
scores. Age was found to be positively correlated with 
GBJW. However, there was no significant relationship 
between PBJW and age. Gender was not significantly related 
to either GBJW or PBJW.

Convergent validity of GBJW and PBJW was confirmed 
by their positive correlation with self-esteem, life satisfac-
tion, and religiosity. Religiosity had a stronger correlation 
with GBJW compared to PBJW. On the contrary, life satis-
faction and self-esteem were more strongly correlated with 
PBJW than GBJW. Divergent validity of the BJW scales 
was partially confirmed by their small effect sizes and non-
significant correlations with the Big Five personality factors 
and the Dark Triad traits. GBJW and PBJW were both posi-
tively correlated with the extraversion, conscientiousness, 
and emotional stability factors. There was no significant 
correlation between the BJW scales and the agreeableness 

Table 1   Principal component analysis results and descriptive statistics of GBJW and PBJW

GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW personal belief in a just world

Item l1 l2 M SD

General Belief in a Just World
 GBJW1: I think basically the world is a just place .76 .06 2.97 2.04
 GBJW2: I believe that, by and large, people get what they deserve .71 .13 4.24 1.97
 GBJW3: I am confident that justice always prevails over injustice .85 -.01 3.63 2.12
 GBJW4: I am convinced that in the long run people will be compensated for injustices .94 -.16 4.18 1.97
 GBJW5: I firmly believe that injustices in all areas of life
(e.g., professional, family, politic) are the exception rather than the rule

.74 .07 2.41 1.61

 GBJW6: I think people try to be fair when making important decisions .54 .10 3.59 1.56
Personal Belief in a Just World
 PBJW1: I believe that, by and large, I deserve what happens to me .07 .64 4.91 1.84
 PBJW2: I am usually treated fairly -.19 .85 4.44 1.69
 PBJW3: I believe that I usually get what I deserve .17 .56 5.26 1.69
 PBJW4: I believe that most of the things that happen in my life are fair .10 .78 4.33 1.81
 PBJW5: In my life injustice is the exception rather than the rule .13 .69 3.54 1.92
 PBJW6: Overall, events in my life are just -.03 .84 4.15 1.73
 PBJW7: I think that important decisions that are made concerning me are usually just .04 .75 4.04 1.62
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and openness factors of the Big Five personality factors and 
Machiavellianism and Narcissism traits. There was a weak 
correlation between GBJW and PBJW with psychopathy. 
However, due to the low internal consistency of the scales 
in the Big Five personality factors and the Dark Triad 
Traits, these interpretations should be considered with great 
caution.

Study 2

In this study, we aim to test the relations of GBJW and 
PBJW with perceived likelihood of kin favoritism which 
participants witnessed as a potential injustice. We hypoth-
esize that as the participants take on the role of “witnesses to 
a potential unjust situation”, GBJW, more likely than PBJW, 
will predict perceived likelihood of kin favoritism. The rela-
tion is expected to be mediated by perceived likelihood of 
punishment.

Methods

Participants

Participants were recruited from social media platforms 
(e.g., Twitter, Telegram). We recruited 279 Iranian partici-
pants, 103 males and 176 females who were between 18 
and 58 years old (M = 31.14; SD = 7.16). A sensitivity power 
analysis revealed that with a sample of N = 279 and a stand-
ard statistical power (1 – b = 0.8), we can reliably detect an 
effect size of r = 0.16.

Procedure and measures

After reading the informed consent, participants first 
completed the GBJW and PBJW scales. Then, they read 
the designed scenarios and responded to measures of per-
ceived likelihood of injustice and perceived likelihood 
of punishment. After completing the questionnaire, par-
ticipants were thanked and fully debriefed. The contact 
information of the main researcher was provided in case 
participants had further questions. Full ethical review and 
approval were not required for this study in accordance 
with the national and institutional guidelines.

GBJW and PBJW  GBJW and PBJW was assessed with the 
Persian translation of the 6-item GBJW Scale and 7-item 
PBJW Scale that were validated in Study 1. All responses 
were made on 7-point scales. The scores from the GBJW 
and PBJW items were averaged showing good internal con-
sistency (α = 0.84 and α = 0.89, respectively). Higher scores 
indicated stronger endorsement of GBJW and PBJW.

The kin favoritism scenarios  We designed five scenarios in 
a panel discussion among the authors and a social activist in 
justice-related issues. In these scenarios, three individuals 
were portrayed; a target of injustice, a favor receiver, and a 
favor provider. The favor provider could unfairly treat their 
kin favorably in each scenario which were in different con-
texts, including hiring for a government job and applying for 
an educational position. The full scenarios are presented in 
Appendix 1. A sample scenario about hiring for a govern-
ment job reads:

Table 2   Correlations among Study 1 variables

Gender was dummy-coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW personal belief in a just world. *p < .05. 
**p < .01. ***p < .001

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

GBJW
PBJW .57***

Extraversion .20** .18
Agreeableness .08 .05 -.05
Conscientiousness 19*** .16*** -.06 .14**

Emotional Stability .16*** .24*** -.06 -.01 .19**

Openness -.07 -.02 .05 -.02 .01 .13**

Machiavellianism .01 -.01 .01 -.27*** -.24*** -.06 -.07
Psychopathy .09 .10 .02 -.23*** -.03 .09* -.01 .32***

Narcissism .02 .06 .09* -.09* -.15** -.16*** -.01 .38*** .13**

Self-Esteem .29*** .47*** .23*** -.01 .34*** .33*** .17** -.17*** -.09* -.15**

Life Satisfaction .45*** .60*** .28*** .11* .28*** .19*** -.01 -.05 .12** -.10* .58***

Religiosity .60*** .36*** .16** .18*** .18*** .03 -.26** -.11** -.06 -.05 .18*** .34***

Age .20*** .02 .14** .09 .22*** .04 -.11** -.13** -.13** -.28*** 16*** .17*** .28***

Gender .03 .02 .06 .29*** .10* -.15** .01 -.31*** -.06 -.05 -.01 .07 .14** -.03
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Two individuals have been chosen as the final candidates 
for a government job position. Considering the resumes, one 
of them is clearly better qualified for the job. A recruiter 
who works under the supervision of higher ranks has to do 
an interview with these candidates to decide who gets the 
job. Coincidentally, the recruiter turned out to be a relative 
of the less qualified candidate. This recruiter knows that dis-
criminating between candidates and not choosing the most 
qualified person is against the rules.

Following each scenario, perceived likelihood of kin 
favoritism was assessed by “please estimate the likelihood 
that the favor provider will favor/choose his/her kin” on a 
9-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely will not) to 9 (defi-
nitely will). For perceived likelihood of punishment, par-
ticipants answered two questions: the likelihood of legal 
punishment and the likelihood of negative moral judgment 
by others. A sample item was “please estimate the likelihood 
of legal punishment from the favor provider’s authorities if 
he/she favors his/her kin” on 9-point scales ranging from 1 
(definitely will not be) to 9 (definitely will be). We averaged 
the scores of the five scenarios for perceived likelihood of 
kin favoritism (5 items, α = 0.71) and perceived likelihood 
of punishment (10 items, α = 0.84).

Results

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations 
of the variables in study 2. Correlations between GBJW, 
PBJW, perceived likelihood of punishment, and perceived 
likelihood of kin favoritism were significant in the expected 
directions.

Using the Lavaan statistical package (Rosseel, 2012) 
in the R software environment, a series of hierarchical 
regression analyses were performed to examine the effects 
of GBJW, PBJW, perceived punishment, and demograph-
ics on perceived likelihood of kin favoritism. As shown in 
Table 4, we first entered age and gender as controlled vari-
ables followed by entering GBJW and PBJW in the second 

step. As expected, GBJW predicted perceived likelihood of 
kin favoritism (β = -0.26, t = -3.83, p < 0.001). PBJW also 
predicted perceived likelihood of kin favoritism (β = -0.14, 
t = -2.09, p = 0.037), but less strongly. In the third step, per-
ceived likelihood of punishment was included as a variable 
in the regression analysis and emerged as the strongest pre-
dictor of perceived likelihood of kin favoritism (β = -0.31, 
t = -5.50, p < 0.001). The effect of GBJW, but not PBJW, 
remained significant after including perceived likelihood of 
punishment (β = -0.18, t = -2.79, p = 0.006).

We further investigated the mediating effect of perceived 
likelihood of punishment in the relationship between GBJW 
and perceived likelihood of kin favoritism by the bootstrap-
ping method (5000 bootstrap samples). The results showed 
that the indirect effect of GBJW (β = -0.09, p = 0.001) and 
PBJW (β = -0.07, p = 0.001) on perceived likelihood of 
kin favoritism were significant. Direct effects of GBJW 
(β = -0.25 p < 0.001) and PBJW (β = -0.20 p < 0.001) on 
perceived likelihood of kin favoritism were also significant.

We note that there are variables in the proposed mediation 
framework that were measured in a temporal order differ-
ent from that tested in the mediation analysis. However, all 
variables were measured within minutes of each other, in a 
single experimental session. For data to be consistent with 
mediation, temporal order is both unnecessary and insuf-
ficient; as with any correlational analysis, alternative causal 
structures can only be ruled out by experimentation which 
is able to establish causation (Gelfand et al., 2009; Fielder 
et al., 2011; Shrout & Bolger, 2002).

Discussion

In this study, the findings point out the distinction between 
GBJW and PBJW. When people imagine themselves as mere 
observers of a situation where an unjust behavior might 
occur, they utilize GBJW more than PBJW in their percep-
tion of the risk of injustice. Furthermore, the results indicate 
that the relationships of GBJW and PBJW with perceived 

Table 3   Correlations among 
Study 2 variables

Gender was dummy-coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW per-
sonal belief in a just world. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. GBJW 2.57 1.28
2. PBJW 3.62 1.40 .57***

3. Perceived Likeli-
hood of Punish-
ment

4.04 1.45 .30*** .23**

4. Perceived 
Likelihood of Kin 
Favoritism

6.42 1.28 -.34*** -.30** -.38***

5. Age 31.14 7.15 .02 .05 .01 -.03
6. Gender .63 .48 -.02 -.05 .08 .04 .02
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likelihood of kin favoritism are partially mediated by per-
ceived likelihood of punishment.

Study 3

In the third study, we aim to test the relations of GBJW and 
PBJW with perceived likelihood of kin favoritism which 
participants imagined as a potential injustice directed at 
themselves. We hypothesize that as the participants take on 
the role of “victim of a potential unjust situation”, PBJW, 
more likely than GBJW, will predict perceived likelihood of 
kin favoritism. The relation is expected to be mediated by 
perceived likelihood of punishment.

In addition, we plan to assess whether perceived risk of 
becoming a victim of injustice is higher when the threat of 
unjust behavior is directed to self rather than others.

Methods

Participants

We recruited 292 Iranians from social media platforms (e.g., 
Twitter, Telegram). There were 61 males and 231 females 
between 18 and 60 years old (M = 32.65; SD = 7.25). A 
sensitivity power analysis revealed that with a sample of 
N = 292 and a standard statistical power (1 – b = 0.8), we 
can reliably detect an effect size of r = 0.16.

Procedure and measures

The study was presented to participants as in Study 1. Par-
ticipants were asked to read the informed consent before 
reading the scenarios and answering the questions.

GBJW and PBJW  GBJW and PBJW were assessed using pre-
vious studies’ measures. The internal consistency for GBJW 
and PBJW were 0.88 and 0.91, respectively.

The kin favoritism scenarios  The same five scenarios as in 
Study 2 were used with only a difference in the subject of 
injustice; participants imagined themselves as someone who 
is the unfortunate target of potential injustice. A sample sce-
nario that participants read was:

“You have been chosen as one of the two final candi-
dates for a government job position. Considering the 
resumes, you are clearly better qualified for the job 
than the other candidate. A recruiter who works under 
the supervision of higher ranks has to do an interview 
with you and the other candidate to decide who gets 
the job. Coincidentally, the recruiter turned out to be 
a relative of the other candidate. This recruiter knows 
that discriminating between candidates and not choos-
ing the most qualified person is against the rules.”

Following each scenario, the same items as in Study 2 
for measuring perceived likelihood of kin favoritism and 
perceived likelihood of punishment were used. The scores 
of the five scenarios were averaged for perceived likelihood 
of kin favoritism (5 items, α = 0.80) and perceived likelihood 
of punishment (10 items, α = 0.87).

Results

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations of 
the variables in Study 3. There were significant correlations 
between GBJW, PBJW, perceived likelihood of punishment, 
and perceived likelihood of kin favoritism in the expected 
directions.

We used the Lavaan statistical package (Rosseel, 2012) 
in the R software environment for regression and media-
tion analyses. Initially, a series of hierarchical regression 

Table 4   The results of 
hierarchical regression for 
predicting the likelihood of kin 
favoritism when individuals are 
observers of a potential injustice

Gender was dummy-coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW per-
sonal belief in a just world. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variables β t β t Β t

Age -.03 -.64 -.02 -0.78 -.02 -0.43
Gender .05 .83 .03 .34 .06 1.23
GBJW -.26 -3.83*** -.14 -2.79
PBJW -.14 -2.09* -.11 -1.72
Perceived Likelihood of 

Punishment
-.31 -5.50***

R2 .00 .13 .22
F .53 10.94*** 15.76***

ΔR2 .13 .09
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analyses were conducted to investigate the effects of GBJW, 
PBJW, perceived likelihood punishment, and demographics 
on perceived likelihood of kin favoritism. As can be seen 
in Table 6, we entered age and gender as controll varia-
bles in the first step before entering GBJW and PBJW in 
the second step. As expected, PBJW predicted perceived 
likelihood of kin favoritism (β = -0.24, t = -3.10, p < 0.001). 
GBJW (β = -0.21, t = -3.10, p = 0.002) also predicted per-
ceived likelihood of kin favoritism, but less strongly. In the 
third step, perceived likelihood of punishment was included 
as a variable in the regression analysis and emerged as the 
strongest variable to negatively predict perceived likeli-
hood of kin favoritism (β = -0.30, t = -5.52, p < 0.001). The 
effect of PBJW (β = -0.18, t = -2.84, p = 0.005) and GBJW 
(β = -0.15, t = -2.26, p = 0.024) remained significant after 
including perceived likelihood punishment.

Then, we further investigated the mediating effect of per-
ceived likelihood of punishment in the relationship of GBJW 
and PBJW with perceived likelihood of kin favoritism by 
the bootstrapping method (5000 bootstrap samples). The 
results showed that the indirect effect of GBJW (β = -0.12, 
p < 0.001) and PBJW (β = -0.12, p = 0.001) on perceived 

likelihood of kin favoritism were significant. The direct 
effects of GBJW (β = -0.32, p < 0.001) and PBJW (β = -0.31, 
p < 0.001) on perceived likelihood of kin favoritism were 
also significant.

Discussion

In study 3, the distinction between GBJW and PBJW was 
further confirmed. When individuals imagine themselves 
as targets of potentially unjust behavior, they utilize both 
GBJW and PBJW in their perception of the risk of injustice 
but the effect of PBJW is slightly stronger. Again, as antici-
pated, perceived likelihood of punishment partially mediated 
the relationship of GBJW and PBJW with perceived likeli-
hood of kin favoritism.

General discussion

This set of studies provided support for the use of BJW 
scales in a predominantly Muslim country. As in the case of 
the original versions of the scales, the two-factor model that 

Table 5   Correlations among 
Study 3 variables

Gender was dummy-coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW per-
sonal belief in a just world. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. GBJW 2.56 1.34
2. PBJW 3.60 1.45 .62***

3. Perceived Likeli-
hood of Punish-
ment

4.15 1.58 -.38*** -.40***

4. Perceived 
Likelihood of Kin 
Favoritism

6.35 1.57 .33*** .34** -.42***

5. Age 32.65 7.25 -.20** -.12* .11* -.02
6. Gender .79 .40 -.15** -.17** -.12* -.12* .23**

Table 6   The results of 
hierarchical regression for 
predicting the likelihood of kin 
favoritism when individuals are 
potential victims of injustice

Gender was dummy-coded as 0 for male and 1 for female. GBJW general belief in a just world, PBJW per-
sonal belief in a just world. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variables β t β t Β t

Age .06 1.04 .01 -.22 .03 .56
Gender .15 2.54 .09 .22 .07 1.40
GBJW -.21 -3.10** -.15 -2.26*

PBJW -.24 -3.65** -.18 -2.84**

Perceived Likelihood of 
Punishment

-.30 -5.52***

R2 .03 .20 .27
F 5.26 18.01*** 21.99***

ΔR2 .17 .07
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includes GBJW and PBJW was proved to fit well. Study 1 
findings confirm the two-dimensional structure of the GBJW 
and PBJW scales in Iran, thus replicating the previous find-
ings (Dalbert, 1999; Nartova-Bochaver et al., 2018). Con-
sistent with the literature (Dalbert, 1999; Nartova-Bochaver 
et al., 2018; Sutton & Douglas, 2005), GBJW among Irani-
ans was higher than PBJW. Regarding the relations between 
age and BJW dimensions, we found that older individuals 
believed more strongly in GBJW than younger people. 
However, there was no significant relation between PBJW 
and age. Furthermore, in line with prior research (Nartova-
Bochaver et al., 2018; Sutton & Douglas, 2005), GBJW and 
PBJW scores were not different with respect to gender.

The validity of GBJW and PBJW scales was further 
investigated by examining the associations between these 
dimensions and self-esteem, life satisfaction, religiosity, big 
five personality factors, and dark triad traits. Consistent with 
the literature, GBJW and PBJW were correlated with these 
constructs with different strengths. The significant positive 
relations between BJW dimensions and self-esteem as well 
as life satisfaction and religiosity demonstrate the convergent 
validity of GBJW and PBJW scales. Moreover, the stronger 
correlations of PBJW, compared to GBJW, with self-esteem 
and life satisfaction indicate that well-being may be more 
dependent on individuals’ belief in being treated fairly by 
others rather than their belief in the existence of justice for 
people in general. Conversely, the stronger correlation of 
GBJW, compared to PBJW, with religiosity implies that 
religion may be more involved with the aspects of justice in 
society and for people in general. In addition to replicating 
previous research on BJW correlates (Bègue, 2002; Donat 
et al., 2016; Nartova-Bochaver et al., 2019), these findings 
support the different psychological functioning of GBJW 
and PBJW.

Our findings showed weak effect sizes or non-significant 
correlations of BJW dimensions with big five personality 
factors which partially confirm the divergent validity of BJW 
scales. However, as we will discuss in the limitations of this 
study, these findings should be interpreted cautiously due 
to low internal consistency of the scales. In line with previ-
ous studies (Nudelman, 2013), there were positive corre-
lations of GBJW and PBJW with extraversion suggesting 
that believing in a just world may contribute to sociability 
and energetic behavior by reducing feelings of vulnerabil-
ity. Furthermore, our findings on the relations between BJW 
dimensions and conscientiousness were consistent with the 
meta-analysis of Nudelman and Otto (2021). We found posi-
tive correlations of both GBJW and PBJW with conscien-
tiousness which demonstrates that just-world beliefs may be 
positively related to diligence, carefulness, and deliberation 
because believers in a just world are convinced that being 
conscientious will lead to deserved outcomes. Also, the pos-
itive associations between BJW dimensions and emotional 

stability were consistent with previous research (Nudem-
lan, 2013). This finding supports the notion that GBJW and 
PBJW are buffers against unfortunate incidents in people’s 
life that decrease anxiety and depression (Furnham, 2003; 
Lipkus et al., 1996). Finally, agreeableness and openness 
did not have a significant relationship with BJW dimensions 
which supports findings of previous research (Bollmann 
et al., 2015; Nudelman, 2013).

Regarding the relations with dark triad traits, there was 
no relationship between BJW dimensions and Machiavel-
lianism as well as narcissism which further confirms the 
divergent validity of BJW scales. As people high in Machi-
avellianism and narcissism may not simply care about justice 
and fairness, they may not feel the need to form a particular 
view about the existence of justice in the world. Although 
psychopathy had weak positive correlations with GBJW 
and PBJW, this finding is unreliable because the internal 
consistency coefficient of psychopathy scale in this study 
was very low.

Study 2 and study 3 provided additional support for the 
distinction between GBJW and PBJW by exploring percep-
tions of injustice in two different conditions. Both GBJW 
and PBJW predicted perceived likelihood of kin favoritism 
when individuals imagined themselves as either observers 
or potential victims of unjust behavior, and perceived like-
lihood of punishment partially mediated the associations. 
Importantly, when individuals imagined themselves as mere 
observers of injustice (study 2), GBJW was a stronger pre-
dictor. On the other hand, when they imagined themselves as 
potential victims, PBJW was slightly more important. While 
our findings are consistent with previous research (Bai et al., 
2014; Modesto et al., 2020), they extend the literature by 
stressing the important role of people’s perspectives when 
imagining unjust behavior in their perception of outcomes 
and how it can be predicted by GBJW and PBJW. Overall, 
our findings provide empirical support for the distinction 
between GBJW and PBJW and underscore the importance 
of considering this distinction in research on the functions 
of just world beliefs in risk perception and trust in justice 
(Cubela Adoric & Kvartuc, 2007; Hafer & Gosse, 2011). 
While replicating previous research on the role of BJW in 
risk perception and trust in others, we examined GBJW and 
PBJW scales’ roles in perceived threat of becoming a vic-
tim of injustice in the context of kin favoritism which is an 
overlooked and pervasive form of injustice.

Practical and theoretical implications

The present study validated a much-needed scale of GBJW 
and PBJW in the Iranian context. Iranian psychologists can 
now use these scales to further study different aspects of 
BJW and develop interventions. For instance, consistent 
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with previous research, BJW and perceived punishment can 
also influence people’s intention for corrupt behavior (Bai 
et al., 2016). Thus, emphasizing the importance of justice 
and highlighting punishment can be potential interventions 
for corruption and rule-breaking behavior. Overall, with the 
prevalence of kin favoritism and other forms of corruption 
in Iran, researchers can leverage how BJW and other rel-
evant factors interact to develop measures for preventing 
corruption.

The current study contributes to understanding individual 
differences in the prediction of injustice and corrupt behav-
ior. As suggested in our results, both GBJW and PBJW may 
have a role in perceived corruption. However, their role may 
be different when they perceive themselves or other people 
as victims of corruption. We also replicated previous find-
ings regarding the important role of perceived punishment in 
explaining the link between BJW and corruption perception.

Limitations

There were some limitations in the present studies. First, our 
samples mainly consisted of educated people living in Teh-
ran which is the capital of Iran with a population of above-
average education, economic status, and liberal political ori-
entation. Thus, the results of our studies can be generalized 
to only some degree.

A major limitation concerns our measures of the big five 
personality factors and dark triad traits. Big five personality 
dimensions were assessed using a short measure with two 
items for each factor. Given the brevity of the TIPI scales, 
it is not surprising that they usually have low alpha coef-
ficients (Atari & Yaghoubirad, 2016; Ehrhart et al., 2009; 
Romero et al., 2012). The original creators of TIPI have 
noted that the scale was designed to maximize the content 
validity and breadth of coverage in a few adjectives which 
would cost them the standards of internal consistency. Nev-
ertheless, future studies could use longer versions of the big 
five personality factors scales to rule out measurement errors 
of short scales. Moreover, the internal consistency of the 
psychopathy subscale in the dark triad traits scale was very 
low. Therefore, we encourage future researchers to consider 
these issues in their work.

Furthermore, there was a relatively high correlation 
between GBJW and PBJW throughout the three studies 
which is consistent to the literature. While multicollinear-
ity was checked and was not found to be problem, readers 
should be cautious in interpreting the effect sizes of GBJW 
and PBJW in our regression analyses.

Finally, a methodological limitation of the current studies 
is their correlational nature which implies that one should be 
cautious in ascribing causality to our findings. Future studies 
should use experimental designs for investigating BJW’s role 

in well-being, religiosity, and perceived threat of injustice. 
Although GBJW and PBJW are usually measured as traits, 
it is also possible to manipulate them (see Kogut, 2011).

Concluding remarks

Here we applied the just-world theory to the Iranian context 
and showed how it is relevant to Iranians’ perception of kin 
favoritism as a common corrupt behavior in Iran and prob-
ably similar societies with strong family structures. After 
validating the Persian version of GBJW and PBJW scales, 
we demonstrated the importance of people’s perspectives 
as victims or observers of potential injustice in how GBJW 
and PBJW can predict perceived likelihood of punishment 
and kin favoritism.

Appendix 1

Kin Favoritism Scenarios

1.	 You are a PhD student in one of Iran’s prestigious uni-
versities. Your supervisor has been given an opportunity 
to choose a student to study abroad as a visiting scholar 
for 6 months. He/she must choose among you and other 
students under his/her supervision. You are the one with 
the best GPA and resume but one of the other students 
is a relative of your supervisor. The supervisor clearly 
knows that any kind of discrimination is against the uni-
versity’s rules and regulations.

2.	 You are a film director and the movie you have recently 
made is going to be reviewed in an influential film maga-
zine. This week, another movie with a much lower qual-
ity is going to be evaluated beside yours, and one of the 
movies will be chosen and featured as the “best movie 
of the week”. Various critics work under the supervision 
of the chief editor of the magazine. Coincidentally, the 
critic who is in charge of this week’s review process is a 
relative of the other movie’s director. This critic clearly 
knows that discrimination and choosing a movie based 
on anything other than cinematic standards is against the 
magazine’s rules and regulations.

3.	 You have taken your lawsuit to a local court. After 
reviewing the case carefully, your lawyer has assured 
you that you have the upper hand, and the judge will 
give a verdict in your favor. Coincidentally, the judge 
that is assigned to your case is a relative of the other 
party. All the judges in the courthouse work under the 
supervision of the Department of Justice. The judge 
clearly knows that discrimination and giving a verdict 
based on anything other than the case material is against 
the law.
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4.	 You have been chosen as one of the two final candidates 
for a government job position. Considering the resumes, 
you are clearly better qualified for the job than the other 
candidate. A recruiter who works under the supervision 
of higher ranks has to do an interview with you and 
the other candidate to decide who gets the job. Coinci-
dentally, the recruiter turned out to be a relative of the 
other candidate. This recruiter knows that discriminating 
between candidates and not choosing the most qualified 
person is against the rules.

5.	 You have had a car accident in a secluded area of the 
city and both cars have had minimal damage. The other 
driver is clearly to blame for this accident. A police 
officer arrives and investigates the scene of the accident. 
Coincidentally, the officer called for this accident is a 
relative of the other driver. This police officer clearly 
knows discrimination for any reason is against the law.
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