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This paper reports the-reshilts of two.studies. The first study was ),5 ¥
designed to create a short, objective instrument te’measure self righteous-
ness.- The second study tested thg validity and reliability of-the scales pro-
duced by the instrument developed gn-the-fivst study. Lo S o
'..Se1f-righteOUSﬁE§§ was defined here as the convictiop that one's beliefs ¢ .
_and actions are correct; especially in cantrast with the beliefs and actions’
. ,0f others. These studies were motivated by the assumption- that self- -
righteousness may have positive effects'on an -individual's mental health; <
v yEti in'a pluralistic democracy,,se1f-r19hﬁéousness may lead'to an uphealthy
. society. - - ' . , ' L S B '
. From the outset elf-righteousness was regarded as a multidimensional
. conddruct combining at least two, central components: (1)"certainty L .
DAL negardﬁig one"s own correctness and (2) belittlement of alternative viewpoints. .
' It 1s‘avguedv%ere that self-righteouspess is.a defense mechanism that people - o
USE~w¥en4théy perceive that others gisagree with them regarding proper
beliefs or behavior. ~ . * .. 7 N -

¢

. a

* Study One | , ' ; R

-5, The-goal of the first study was to create a self-righteousness ,7‘ ‘{f

" inventory®that consisted of items independent of socially desirable.responding,

as well ds 'dogmatism and intolerance for ambiguity. While se¢1f-righteousness,

. dogmatism, and -ambiguity intolerance-all represent some degree of .closéd-

- . mindedness, they differ in key respects. The dogmatism scale contains many

« . statements of political opinion (e.g., "Even though freedom of speech- for 911/

' ‘groups is & worthiwhile-goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the
freedom of ' certain\political graups.") .which make it appropriate for the _f
‘jnvebtigation of .political, but not necessapily-other types of closed-, °
mindedness. The .self-righteousness sca1e.W£stesignéd so that it would be .

appropriate for research involving a wide range of issues, ﬁncluding\Physica1. .

fitness- and fundamentalist religion. * . i ' - -
Self-righteousness differs from ambiguity intolerance in that the two

represent differént domains of closed-mindedness. Ambigytty intolerahce

. concerns an 1nqjv1dua1‘s discomfort arising from information perceived as

vague or incansistent (e.g., "If I am uncertain about the. responsibilities of

@ job, I. get-very anxious,").  Self-rightegusness is regarded here as not

only arising froM a perceived.threat to ones values or beliefs but also ‘as

including a conviction that o:i's qwn.be1iefs/behaviors are|c6rrect,'whiTe

R
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L

¢

alternatives.are wrong. ' . S
. Potential itemz, in the form of 140 complete sentences expressing an
opinion, were generated by a group.of 13 educdtional psychology graduate
. students and the first-authot.  These items were evaluated in terms of thefr
relevance to the definition:of se1f-rightqusness and redundancy with each
other. Eighty-five itenfs were regarded by the group (N=14) as diverging
~ from the construct or being redundant, leaving the 55 items which appeared on .
~the preliminary instrument. Each item was followed by a 5-point rating scale
* ranging from strongly agree to stronaly disagree. Twenty-six of the 55 items
were worded such that they.expressed opinions regarded as opposite to those
- thought: to express self-righteousness . ' This instrument wa$ entitled "Your
-% ~Opinions Questionnaire"-and was the first instrument of a series administered
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. to 120 subJects, ranﬁdng in age from 17- 63 years. . The other 1nstruments¢ :
were: .Tolerance for Ambiguity (MAT-5Q, Norton, 1975), State-Trait Anxiety . -

. Jnventory. (Spielberger, Gorsuch,.& Lushene, 1970), Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach,

1956) ,~Socidl Desirability Scage (Crowne & Marlowe/ 1955), and the- UCLA

____ﬁLonellness Scale {Russell, Peblau,.& Ferguson, 1978).

The 55 items were each correlated with the dogmatism, soc1a1 ﬁes1r—
-ability, and amb1gu1%y tolerance scale scores. ‘Nineteen items did not have
a- significant correﬂat1on with one or more of these scales. Scores from - .
these 19 items were factor analyzed using a principal components analysis
with varimax rotation. Although eight factors were produced by the first -

;. analysis, only three possessed eigenvalues. greater than 1. Therefore,-a , °

. N

+ with oneself. T

sec¢ond factor analysis was conducted which restricted the number of

factors to.be produced to three.—Ftems were se]ected as 10ad1ng on each

factor if théy had, advﬁTue of .40 or greater.” ¥

. The first factor produced by the second ana1ys1s had an e1genva1ue of :
1.51. ang accounted for 42% of. the variance.  Two items loaded onto this .
factor (1) Peop]e who d1sagree with me. %re wrong,.(2) . When people B
disagree with me, I ‘figure.they're just no up to my level of thinking.

e second factor had an eignvalue of 1.06 and accounted . '
.for ZQV of the.variance Two 1tems loaded on the second factor:- (1) One * .
persons’' oprn1pns are just as va11d as the next, (2) Most people. natura11y '
do the right thing. The’ second, factor appears to measure the acceptance of

~ _This first. factoaiappears to measure the be11tt11ng of those who 'disagree

- others. The“third factor had.an eignvalue of 1.06 and also accounted for ¢\

- 29% of* the variance. Three items loaded here: (1) One religion is Just '

-as-good an another, (2) To me, things don't seem black and white, they're’ - :
.mostly shades of gray, (3) I am not conviriced that my beliefs. are the right A, 0 -,

beliefs. The third ‘factor appears to measure uncertainty regarding. be11efs

The remaining items failed to load onto any of these factors at the .

‘feve], all of the'seven items that did load at th1s level had strong 1oad1ngs :
on on1y one of these factors. ' e
... The items associated with each factor were added together and these

”Scores were correlated with each other and with the other scale.scores.
- The three factors were not significantly correlated with each other. How-

ever, two correlations of borderline significance.were found. The first '
factor (belittling alternative viewpdints) was negatively correlated,

“with the. segond (acceptance of others), - r(120)=-.22, p<.02, and had no re1a-

tionship to anxiety. The third factor (uncertainty) was positively, related:

to loneliness, r(120)=.24, p<.01, and trait, not state, anxiety, r(120)=.24, p<. 01
These_correlations point to the potential benefits ot self-righteousness.

That is, people who are dertain of their beliefs and willing to belittle

alternative viewpoints are less dnxious and lonely than others. Not only

" does self-righteousness appear to reduce anxiety but it appears to bolster

and individual's sense of group affiliation with. 1ike-minded ,Individualg
No significant gender"differences were found an any of the subscales; nor - -
was age ,of subject significant1y related to any of the subsca]es._

Stud Two
- The second study was conducted to test the va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of

the seven-item instrument developed in study one. This study consisted of
a two-wave survey of individuals who registered to run in a 10 kilometer

-vace. The first wave quest10nna1re,.ent1t1ed "Capitol 10,000 Questionnaire"s

consisted of the se items .phrased. to be specific to the race, named the

" Capitol10,000. For éxample, the itém, "People who disagree with me are-

‘wrong," was changed to, "Peop]e who_disagree with me about entering the/

Capitol 10,000 are wrong." ‘In addition, this survey asked subjects to . -

"+ indicate the1r goal in running the race, their age and sex, the number of

. the race.

miles per week and 10k races per year they ran, and the1r phone . number after

+ v ’
.4 ‘ . S
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The SUbJects were 111 (73 men, 38 women) volunteers who were. selected
randomly as they came to pick up their T- shlrts and race information packets
These volunteers ranged in age from 17 tg-hs years.

+ reached by telephone after the race to participate in the second wave of the

survey .

of these, 84 could be

Thig second survey consisted ‘of ‘the same seven self- rlghteousness

items a¥ in the first wave, plus an item asklhg subjects whelher they ran the

race and,

.if so, what thelr time was. ..

Table One presents the correla ions pf the seven |tems measured beane '

»

. "'( e N wo I
| _ able 1 T~
: *  Correlations Qf Seven Items Measured
> <> uefore After the Race
' . » Befote Race - . ,
- | ftem 1 Item 2 Ttem 3 Item 4 ltemrsn- Item 6 Item 7
Item'l . .47% »  .26% .08 17 .06 13, 25w
frop Ttem 2 L5 46% 121k .04 . =.03, g%t -12 !
ey Item 3 -.09 Se2¥ 43% =01 -.07 -.06 -.08
~ Item 4 .09 : <,08 .02 .58% "~.01 4 .04 . . 29%
S ItemS - .07  -.06« -.03 " -.11 60% .13 .15
: Item 6 .06 T T .24k = 30% .04 .13 .56% .03 -
Item 7 -29% .17 W12 .04 .25*‘ .02 29%
. N=77 *p<.05. . ' K : 7 S

!

the race with the same items re;

item taken befo
taken after the

another (item 7 with item4); note that
same subscale, uncertainity. - These results suggest that the subjects’ respon

re the race had. 1
race.

v ‘ i
ponded to after ‘the

race.

As you /can see,, each— = .

highest correlation with the same item,

self-righteousness about running the race could havelchanged as

to the items were remarkably stable, especially considering thaﬁktheir

run the race. .

In addition, ‘no gender diff

5negative ‘association between age and belittling

erences were found.

a-.26, p<.005, and after the race, r{76)=-.20p<. 04
others more than older -runnersé¢
First wave scores for the t

scores derived

frdm the second weve survey.

L S

There was a significant
others, both before, r(100)
ounger runners beliccled\

In only onecase did an item correlate as highly with
oth of these items load onto the

result o

hree subcales were correlated wiCh .the same

The results are presented, in

Table 2 ‘ ’
A - , |
‘ . ) i Ta})le 2 : w
\ CorrelaCions of Three Subscale Scores Measured
C e . R Befbre and After the Race
A N
After Race 'Before Race '
: / Belittlement | Acceptance . UncerCainc
Belittlement .53% -.08 ° K\\f{
Acceptance -.16 .50% ) - ‘
weUncertainty .04 -.02 .65*,
. T& r
N=75 *p<.05. ,

haying
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As you can see frém Table,%{pthe highest correlations were found on -
" the diagonal’of ‘this matrix:: For example, subscale one (belittlement) S

. scores’ collected before the:.race had the highest correlation with belittle--
" ment, scores cCollected after the race These correlations syggest that

these three- subscales are reliahie measures of beLittlementw‘hcceptance,‘
and uncertainty. A\ - !

In orddr to test th alidity of the self-righteodhness scales,athe 84

" subjects whg partig¢ipated in both waves’of the survey were grouped ..~ ' ., -

according #o whethel they had achjgvedstheir, goal in running. Symbolic self-.
complet theory  (Wicklund & Gol it22$§g=§82) would predict that self-
righteousness ‘about a specific behavior would. be related to whether %ﬂr
individual had achieved his or her behayforal gaal. Argui nggfrom a
Lewininan perspective, Wicklund and Gol witze state that eople experience‘
‘a’ pressure within themselves to attain specific gohls.‘ If progrese towards
achieving these goals is temporarily blocked, individuals become increasingly
impatientgandsresort to a variety of ways to reélease this pressure. It is
argued’ here that self-righteousness about attaining the specified goal is
one of the ways individuals copge with such a temporary blockage.

. Four groups, of subjects emerged.  First, some (N=6) did nat' run the
race. Setond, some (N=15) ran the race faster than their goal. Third, some
(N=33) ran the race slowervthan their. goar Fourth, some. .(N=22) had the.goal
of simply finishing the race, regardless of the time it took; and they did

finish, . - ¥ - "
"~ On the 'basis of symbolic self-completion theory, o/e—yould expect ther
subjects who finfshed faster than their goal to & expkess 'the least self- , *

righteousness aboyt runaning the.race. In addition, those who/had’ planned to -

- run, but did not run the race, would be expected to’ express a higher amount ’
- of self-righteousness than would those who had syrpassed their goals.

Those whd reached their goal of simply finishing the- race would be expecte ‘

to express less self-righteousness than those who failed 'te,achieve ﬂﬂeir oal. . -

The mean subscale scores that produced a significﬂnt F associated With N

the four goal groups are presented in Table 3. ﬁ one gancale, beligtlement,

i

'p;oduced a pignificant F. --Although no significanf’ fferénces b den t our
" groups were found on the three subscale scores taken before the-face, th¢ ~°
groups differed significantly on,thei post-race belittlement scores, F( ,75)
=2.87, p<.04. A series off planned comparisons indicated that those who
finished faster thafi their ‘goal belittléed -alternative viewpoints less.thfin any
other -group. differences were found between ‘the o her three grOups on
’mean‘belittlement scores. That is, those who ran slower. than expected or ﬂ
not at all were ndt significantly different from/those whose goal it was to ¢
finish and did. ' o

. These results suggest: that only those‘who hnve specific goals and

surpaes ‘them are_tqlefant of alternative viewpoints regarding, théir,gbals.x ‘
Those who tried bu ailed to reach their sp’cific goals and those who did .

¢ e

\
<.

L ' o : .
! Table 3 s ¥ . . .
- Mean PoBt-Race Belittlement. cores by Gﬁpﬁp \4 ‘
' ¢ Vo "’J / i ;’r. ,’: /“v“ ‘ ,"“ . - *
Subscple . ’ e Groyp e , SR i} 1
Belittlement Better than 'Worae than !Finis d pid-Not
N < Goal (N 15)( ! Goal (Ng33) =22 “ Run' (NSG)
. - 3 202 4 85 “f 5%00 < .50

. "l .

Note: N=76 Means¢with di&ferent,euprascripts nre si&nificantly different.

',,', .
. "o f . '
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not run belitt{ed others more than those-who surpassed thelr goal. Inter-
“estingly, and contrary. to prediction,—those who had the general goal of
finishing the race and did accomplish it, scored high on the belittlement
scale. Perhaps the generalness of their goaL indicated a tentativeness : -
about their' committment to the goal, or a fear of failure that the otheg
three'groubs.gid‘nog have. Because they minimalized their goal, they may
not have expérienced the release of pressure to achieve that'characterized
. those who §Ur§3$;ed their goal.: o 1 o
.The failure of the“other two subscales to differentidte the groups
may indifate that:acceptance of bthgrs and uncertainty may not be relevant
gonstructs to the. act of reachingxpne's goals in running a\race.  Future
rgsearch needs to be.devoted to determining whéthér'thege’two subscales are
‘useful in discriminating goal achievement groups. - T ’

Conclusion : : A

-

-

Overall, ‘then,the results of these two studies provide a 7-item scale, -
measuring three components ‘of self-righteousness.” The brevity of the scale
makes it easy to administer. Fu;thef, the items can be genaral or adjusted
tospecify the beliefs and behaviof particular to the area of study, such as*
physical fitness political activism, or religious convictions. The second
study demgnstrated that the instrumemt could'be used in telephone interviews..

. The tgst-retesy correlations of the subscales are’in the moderate.range.
‘JHowever, strong correlations of.subscales with themselves indicates the factor
structure does’maintain its integrity over time and ddministrative settings.

An additional. attribute of the Self-Righteousness Questionnaire (SRQ)
is that it is not redundant with- already existing‘scales designed to measure -

»dogmatism and ambiguity tolérance. . Scores.on the*subscales of the SRQ do not
corrélate with scfiles mepsuring socially desirable response a€ts. -No sex’
d@fferences'hav been found on responses to any of the three subscales.

" "Although ddditional research is necessary to establish. the validity
‘of the three subscales of the :SRQ, the information produced by the two
' studies is supportive. _First, belittlement of alterqqtfvg viewpoints was
negatively correlated with loneliness. This suggests that people who: '
belittle alternative viewpoints feel more a part of some socilal metwork thén,

. those who do less belittling.. In addition, runners who Surpassedvthqiff _

" goals belittled others less than people who'didn't achievé their goal.gyThie

suggests’'that once one has satisfied one's_goals, one can express greater
tolerance of alternative viewpoints. Sébégg, uncertainty about one's beliefs

1

\

‘nqd beha§ior was found to be positively relAted to loneliness and anxiety.
~This suggestg the possession of a cOnv;éti n that one is correct .is associated

“with ‘the sense of belonging to a social network and lower levels of chronic
anxiety. To date, no assoclations have been "found betwcen the acceptance

of others subscale and scales measuring potentially relevant constructs.

he SRQ is avallable for use to anyone willing 'to share his/her results /.
with the authors. Inquiries and information should be sent to: Dr. Toni Falbo,
Department of Educational Psychology, University of Texas, Austig, TX 78712
e . -
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- 5 . YOUR OPINIONS QUESTIONNAIRE
‘ ' > ' |
The following statements repnesenc commonly held: opinions chac you may
or may not agree with, For each item, indicateé how much you agree or disagree
with the statement, as it refers to yourself, by circling the letter (A,B,C,D, or E)
that best represents xou o _ / .

\} ’

1. People who disagree‘yith me are wrong.

A B\ ¢ . D E"

Strongly - - Slightly b Nelther agree Slightly - Strongly
agree- - © agree § mor disagree disagree disagree
2. When people disagrse wicﬂ\me, I'figufe'chey'ré jusc‘ooc up to my level
of thinking. y ‘ : 5 : . '
. ’ \ o .
A B N Cc. ‘ D ’ E
- Strongly +  Slightly Neither agree Slightly Strongly ,
.} ~ agree " agree nor\disagree . disagree = = disagree

3. One person's opinions are just \as valid as the next.

‘A B o D E

Strongly _ - Slightly Neither'agree ' Slightly Strongly
agree ' agree . nor disagree , disagree - '~ disagree

" 4., Most people naturally do the right ﬁhiog.

. _ to b
A B - C E D 3 E :
Strongly" . Slightly Neither agreé * Slightly Strongly
agree . ' agree nor disggree B .~ disagree disagree

5. One.religion 1is "just-as good ng'anochor.t

A " . B . c . p E

Strongly Slighcly Neither agree ‘ Slightly © Stromgly
. agree agreg . nor disagrea . disagree disagrof

6. To me, things don't seem black and white, they're mostly shades of gray.

A B ___ c . D E
Strongly - Slightly ‘Neither agree Slightly Strongly
agree : agree nor disagree disagree disagree

7.' I am not convinced that my beliefs are the right bciiefa.;
_ . '

A, B ¢ ’ D - , E
Strongly Slightly Neither. agree . Slightly Strongly !

agree . agree nor disagree . disagree disagree

@ AL nt\hfs VL&!N&&
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'PHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME ' . * PHONE NO.

1. Were ydu able ﬁo run the Capitol 10,000? S

2. If yes, vhat was your time?

The fdllowing statements represent commonly held opiniona thnt you may or

may not agree with., After each statement, I will state 5 options that
express degrees of agreement or disagreement with the statement, Let me

kiow the extent of your agreement with the statement by telling me which one
of theae five Options best representa you.

1. *ONE FORM OF EXERCISE IS JUST AS GOGQ_AS ANOTHER.

A B c _ — D . _E
STRONGLY SLIGHTLY _ NEITHER AGREE.  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY .
AGREE . AGREE [~ NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE  °  DISAGREE
2. PEOPLE WHO DISAGREE WITH ME ABOUT ENTERING THE CAPITOL 10,000 ARE WRONG.

A B: C ‘ D E
STRONGLY SLIGHTLY NEITHER AGREE  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
AGREE | AGREE NOR DISAGREE  DISAGREE DISAGREE

3. ONE PERSON'S OPINIONS ABOUTiENTERING THE CAPITOL 10,000 ARE JUST AS
VALID AS THE NEXT.

A, > B c D - E
STRONGL SLIGHTLY NELTHER AGREE SLIGHTLY . STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
4. TO-Mf, THE DECISION TO ENTER THE CAPLTOL 10,000 WASN'T BLACK AND WHITE,
"IT WAS MOSTLY SHADES OF GRAY. ) %
A B ¢ ' p £
\ STRONGLY . SLIGHTLY NELTHER AGREE - SLICHTLY ~STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE . NOR DISAGREE" DISAGREE o  DISAGREE

5. MOST PEOPLE NATURALLY DO THE RIGHT THING WHEN IT COMES TO ENTERING
THE CAPITOL 10, 000.

A c_ . b 5 P,
STRONGLY SLIGHTLY NEXTHER AGREE -~ SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
AGREE . AGREE = . NOR DISAGREE - ;DISAGREE DISAGREE

6. WHEN PEOPLE DISAGREE WITH ME ABOUT ENTERING THE CAPITOL 10,000, I
FIGURE TBSY'RE JUST NOT UP TO MY LEVEL OF THINKING.

i

: B - b__ i B
STRONGLY SLIGHTLY - NELTHER AGREE = SLIGHTLY STRONGLY- -
AGREE ' AGREE NOR DISAGREE . DISAGREE DISAGREE
7. 1 AM NOT CONVINCED THAT MY BELLEFS ABOUT ENTERING THE CAPITOL 10,000
ARE THE 'RIGHT BELIEFS. . ‘
A B ' G o B
STRONGLY SLIGHTLY NEITHER AGREE SLIGHTLY STRONGLY

ACGREE =~ - ACREE . . » NOR-DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
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