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This study examined the structure of belief in a just world, as measured by the Personal and General Belief in a 
Just World Questionnaire. The primary objective of the study was to compare the basic two-factor model with three 
competing models. The sample consisted of 629 Ukrainians aged 18 to 74 years (64.2% female). Statistical analysis 
included confirmatory factor analysis, assessment of reliability indices, and correlation analysis. The two-factor 
model showed a good fit to the data, while the single-factor model showed unsatisfactory fit indices, and the model 
with orthogonal factors showed even lower fit indices. The second-order factor model showed fit indices comparable 
to the baseline model, allowing belief in a just world for oneself and belief in a just world for all to be considered 
manifestations of the basic desire for justice. Measurement invariance of the questionnaire was confirmed for two 
gender and two age groups, and no significant differences were found between these groups. The nomological 
validity of the Ukrainian-language instrument was confirmed: both measures of belief in a just world were positively 
associated with life satisfaction and negatively with belief in a dangerous world, with these associations being 
stronger for belief in personal justice. The findings confirm the two-dimensional structure of the construct and 
demonstrate satisfactory psychometric properties of the Ukrainian version of the questionnaire, opening prospects 
for research on justice beliefs among the Ukrainian-speaking population, including in cross-cultural studies.
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Justice
Psychometric properties
Measurement invariance
Satisfaction with life

Este estudio examinó la estructura de la creencia en un mundo justo, medida mediante el cuestionario de Creencia 
en un Mundo Justo Personal y General. El principal objetivo del estudio fue comparar el modelo básico de 
dos factores con tres modelos alternativos. Un total de 629 ucranianos de entre 18 y 74 años (64.2 % mujeres) 
participaron en el estudio. El análisis estadístico incluyó análisis factorial confirmatorio, evaluación de los 
índices de fiabilidad y análisis de correlaciones. El modelo de dos factores mostró un buen ajuste, mientras que el 
unifactorial presentó un ajuste insatisfactorio, y el modelo con factores ortogonales mostró índices aún más bajos. 
El modelo de segundo orden presentó índices de ajuste comparables con el básico, lo que permite considerar la 
creencia en un mundo justo para uno mismo y para todos como manifestaciones del deseo fundamental de justicia. 
Se confirmó la invarianza de medida para ambos géneros y dos grupos de edad, no se encontraron diferencias 
significativas entre estos grupos. Se confirmó la validez nomológica del instrumento en lengua ucraniana: ambas 
medidas de creencia en un mundo justo se asociaron positivamente con la satisfacción con la vida y negativamente 
con la creencia en un mundo peligroso, siendo estas asociaciones más fuertes para la creencia en la justicia 
personal. Los resultados confirman la estructura bidimensional del constructo y demuestran propiedades 
psicométricas satisfactorias de su versión en ucraniano, abriendo perspectivas para la investigación sobre las 
creencias en la justicia en la población de habla ucraniana, incluso en estudios transculturales.
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The original concept of the Belief in a Just World (BJW), 
formulated by Lerner, refers to human striving to believe that 
people get what they deserve and deserve what they get (Lerner, 
1977, 1980). BJW, as a fundamental belief, performs an adap-
tive function: it helps to perceive social reality as “ordered, 
meaningful, and predictable” (Lerner & Miller, 1978), assisting 
in making sense of one’s own experience, reducing existential 
uncertainty, and maintaining readiness for delayed gratification 
(Lerner, 1980).

The empirical study of the phenomenon of BJW was accom-
panied by the development of specialized measurement instru-
ments reflecting the gradual evolution of the theoretical con-
ceptualization of the construct. One of the first was the BJW 
Scale proposed by Rubin & Peplau (1975). The scale comprised 
20 items reflecting both generalized and concrete-specific 
aspects of perceptions of justice, which complicated interpre-
tation. This limitation was soon noted (Dalbert, et al., 1987) 
and led to the development of more conceptually consistent and 
psychometrically reliable instruments. In particular, the Gen-
eral BJW (GBJW) Scale (Dalbert et al., 1987) consisting of 6 
items and the Global BJW Scale (Lipkus, 1991) consisting of 
7 items were developed. Both scales focused on measuring the 
BJW for all people in general. Subsequent studies confirmed 
that these scales have high internal consistency (Barreiro et 
al., 2014; Dalbert & Katona-Sallay, 1996; Reich & Wang, 2015; 
Ríos Rodríguez et al., 2024).

Further progress in the conceptualization of BJW led to the 
differentiation of general BJW from BJW for the self and BJW 
for others. In their joint study, Lipkus and collegues (1996) posed 
the question of what significance BJW has for psychological 
well-being depending on whom the justice concerns: the person 
themselves (BJW-self), or other people (BJW-others). Based on 
the Global BJW Scale (Lipkus, 1991), two scales were developed, 
each consisting of 8 items with similar wording differing only in 
the “recipient of justice”: “I” or (other) “people” (Lipkus et al., 
1996). It was also found in the study that BJW-self predicts life 
satisfaction more strongly and more stable than BJW-others.

The issue raised by Lipkus et al. (1996) was developed in a 
numerous studies that emphasized differences in perceived jus-
tice in relation to oneself and to others, and established that BJW-
self serves as a resource for psychological health and facilitates 
adaptation, whereas BJW-others is associated with rigid social 
attitudes, such as harsh treatment of the elderly and the poor, as 
well as with readiness for dishonest behavior (Begue & Bastou-
nis, 2003; Sutton & Douglas, 2005; Sutton et al., 2008; Sutton et 
al., 2017; Wenzel et al., 2017).

Later, the BJW-self vs. BJW-others dichotomy was consid-
ered key in studies of beliefs about procedural justice and distrib-
utive justice in the context of issues of psychological well-being, 
social judgment, and forgiveness (Lucas et al., 2011; Lucas et al., 
2018). Thus, whereas Lipkus et al. (1996) addressed the ques-
tion of the specificity of BJW-self in comparison to BJW-others 
and to BJW in general, their followers focused on the opposition 
between BJW-self and BJW-others.

The continuation of research on BJW with regard to one-
self personally was initiated by Dalbert (1999). Relying on the 

evidence obtained in the joint work (Lipkus et al., 1996) regard-
ing the role of BJW-self as a significant factor of psychological 
well-being, she proposed a specific instrument for measuring 
person’s belief in the justice of their “personal world.” She des-
ignated this instrument as the Personal BJW (PBJW) Scale 
(Dalbert, 1999). Dalbert not only developed the PBJW Scale but 
also examined the factor structure of the data obtained using a 
questionnaire that included both the GBJW and PBJW scales 
(Dalbert, 1999). The existence of two latent factors - BJW for 
everyone (GBJW) and for oneself (PBJW) was confirmed. It 
was empirically shown that respondents generally “believe 
more strongly that the world is just for them personally than 
in general” (Dalbert, 1999). PBJW proved to be a stable and 
stronger predictor of subjective well-being (SWB) and self-es-
teem compared to GBJW, and its predictive contribution 
remained significant when GBJW was statistically controlled 
(Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert, 2001).

The PBJW 7-point scale and the GBJW 6-point scale together 
form the BJW Questionnaire (Dalbert, 2000). This instrument, 
originally developed in German and English (Dalbert et al., 1987; 
Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert, 2002), was subsequently translated into 
Hungarian (Dalbert & Katona-Sallay, 1996), Slovak (Dzuka & 
Dalbert, 2002), Urdu (Fatima & Khalid, 2007), Chinese (Wu et 
al., 2010; Yu & Yang, 2024), Latvian (Nesterova et al., 2015), Por-
tuguese in Portugal and Brazil (Correia & Dalbert, 2007; Gouveia 
et al., 2018), Polish (Larionow & Mudło-Głagolska, 2021), Italian 
(Esposito et al., 2022), Persian (Mikani et al., 2022), and others. 
At present, the BJW questionnaire is widely used in research on 
justice-related beliefs and has undergone psychometric evalua-
tion in a number of countries.

Dalbert (1999) was the first to analyze the factor structure 
of the BJW questionnaire, which included 7 PBJW items and 
6 GBJW items, using exploratory factor analysis on data from 
three samples. Principal component analysis with oblique rota-
tion revealed two interrelated factors corresponding to PBJW 
and GBJW, with correlations between them ranging from .33 to 
.47 (p < .001). Later, Fatima and Khalid (2007), when examin-
ing the factor structure of the Urdu-adapted version of the ques-
tionnaire, applied orthogonal rotation and obtained two factors 
corresponding to PBJW and GBJW. However, two items with 
low factor loadings had to be excluded from the GBJW scale, 
and even in this modified version, the GBJW scale showed a 
significant correlation with the PBJW (r = .56, p < .001). Thus, 
exploratory factor analysis in both studies confirmed the dis-
tinctiveness of PBJW and GBJW while simultaneously indicat-
ing their conceptual relatedness.

Starting with the study by Wu et al. (2010), confirmatory 
factor analysis has been used to assess the structural validity of 
the BJW questionnaire, with a model of two correlated factors 
considered as the baseline. This model generally demonstrated 
acceptable, and less frequently good, fit indices to the empiri-
cal data, although in some cases it was necessary to introduce 
covariances between the residuals of PBJW and/or GBJW items 
(Esposito et al., 2022; Gouveia et al., 2018; Mikani et al., 2022), 
and the authors of the Italian adaptation considered it necessary, 
in addition to this, to exclude the first item from the PBJW scale 
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(Esposito et al., 2022). Reliability indices were sufficiently high 
for both PBJW and GBJW. In all cases, a substantial covariance 
between the two factors was observed, ranging from .59 to .86.

Although the baseline model did not achieve good fit indi-
ces in all cases, only two studies, conducted on Chinese (Wu 
et al., 2010) and Italian (Esposito et al., 2022) samples, consid-
ered competing models: a single-factor model and one with two 
unrelated factors. In the Chinese study, the fit indices of the 
one-factor model fell within the acceptable range (CFI = .92, 
SRMR = .08), although they were lower than those of the model 
with correlated factors (CFI = .95, SRMR = .06). The model 
with two independent factors showed a relatively low CFI = .91 
and an unsatisfactory SRMR = .26 (Wu et al., 2010), which indi-
cated a poor fit of this model to the data. The results obtained 
on the Italian sample, on the contrary, indicated a very poor 
fit of the one-factor model to the data (CFI = .732; TLI = .673; 
RMSEA = .115; SRMR = .084), in contrast to the model with 
uncorrelated factors (Esposito et al., 2022). Although the latter 
was inferior to the modified baseline model with two correlated 
factors, its fit indices fell within the acceptable range (CFI = 
.935; TLI = .902; RMSEA = .063; SRMR = .032). 

The divergence in the evaluations of the two alternative 
models in China and Italy may reflect differences in BJW 
between Western individualistic and Eastern collectivistic cul-
tures. Evidence of such differences is provided by a compara-
tive study (Reich & Wang, 2015), which confirmed that global 
BJW is higher among Chinese respondents compared to North 
Americans. It can also be noted that in Western culture PBJW 
scores are higher than GBJW (Dalbert, 1999; Gouveia et al., 
2018; Larionow & Mudło-Głagolska, 2021; Nesterova et al., 
2015), whereas in China (Wu et al., 2010) and Iran (Mikani et 
al., 2022) GBJW is more pronounced than PBJW. In a study of a 
new Chinese adaptation of the BJW questionnaire (Yu & Yang, 
2024), in which only the baseline two-factor model with corre-
lated PBJW and GBJW factors was tested, a high covariance 
of .86 between the two factors indicated a high degree of close-
ness between PBJW and GBJW in a sample of contemporary 
Chinese youth. Considering that RMSEA = .091 indicated poor 
fit, it would be reasonable to raise the question of alternative 
models - a one-factor model and a second-order factor model, 
with a latent variable manifested through the first-order PBJW 
and GBJW factors. 

The second-order factor explaining the latent factors of 
PBJW and GBJW was tested only in more complex models 
that included not only BJW as a latent second-order factor but 
also SWB as another second-order factor associated with BJW 
and manifested through the latent factors of the components of 
SWB (Donat et al., 2025; Hafer et al., 2020). In both cases, the 
results of confirmatory factor analysis supported the validity of 
introducing a second-order factor; however, outside the context 
of SWB, such a hierarchical BJW model has not been tested or 
compared with the baseline two-factor model.

According to theory, BJW helps individuals perceive the 
social environment as if it were stable and orderly (Lerner & 
Miller, 1978), thereby contributing to the maintenance of men-
tal health and SWB. The latter has been confirmed by a number 

of studies, many of which considered life satisfaction as an indi-
cator of SWB (Correia & Dalbert, 2007; Dalbert, 1999; Dalbert 
& Katona-Sallay, 1996; Harding et al., 2020; Correia & Dalbert, 
2007; Lipkus et al., 1996; Lucas et al., 2011; Lv et al., 2025; 
Mikani et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2010). As a positive illusion, BJW 
is associated with the perception of the world as safe and benev-
olent, which stands in opposition to the view of the world as 
dangerous and threatening. These beliefs, although distinct, can 
be viewed as part of a higher-level Safe–Dangerous cluster that 
reflects a generalized tendency to perceive the world as threat-
ening across different types of threats (Clifton et al., 2018). 

The present study 

In the context of large-scale war, perceptions of justice 
become important for meaning-making and psychological 
adjustment, making BJW a theoretically critical construct for 
Ukrainian samples. A validated Ukrainian version of the BJW 
questionnaire is therefore required to examine how PBJW 
and GBJW relate to well-being under conditions of chronic 
socio-political threat.

This study aims to develop and psychometrically validate 
the Ukrainian adaptation of the BJM questionnaire, including 
the analysis of model fit indices for four models: the basic model 
with two correlated factors (PBJW and GBJW), a one-factor 
model, a model with uncorrelated factors, and a second-order 
factor model. It was hypothesized that the model with two cor-
related factors, PBJW and GBJW, and the second-order factor 
model will describe the data structure better than the one-fac-
tor model and the model with uncorrelated factors. It was also 
hypothesized that PBJW will be higher than GBJW in the 
Ukrainian sample.

In addition, the task of testing measurement invariance 
was set for two gender groups and for two age groups (younger 
individuals up to 35 years of age and mature individuals aged 
36 years and older). It was assumed that the parameters of the 
two-factor BJW model would be equivalent across gender 
groups and equivalent across age groups. Based on theoreti-
cal considerations, the task of testing nomological validity was 
addressed by examining the associations between BJW and life 
satisfaction, as well as belief in a dangerous world (BDW). It 
was expected that both BJW indicators would show positive 
correlations with life satisfaction and negative correlations with 
BDW. 

Method

Participants and procedure

The study involved 629 Ukrainians from the different 
regions of Ukraine aged 18 to 74 years (Mdn = 28; M = 30.46; 
SD = 10.96), of whom 433 (68.8%) were younger than 35 years. 
The sample included 404 (64.2%) women and 225 (35.8%) men, 
recruited using the snowball sampling method. The participants 
were asked to complete a Google Form consisting of a socio-de-
mographic section and psychometric instruments. All respond-
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ents provided informed consent to participate in the study and 
for the further use of their responses. Of the sample, 74.1% (n = 
466) were employed, and 25.9% were students. 

Measurement

BJW. The translation of the English-language scales PBJW 
Scale (Dalbert, 1999) and GBJW Scale (Dalbert et al., 1987) 
was carried out by two bilingual psychologists using forward 
and back translation, followed by expert evaluation by a philol-
ogist specializing in Ukrainian (Appendix 1). The PBJW Scale 
consists of seven items, and the GBJW Scale (for all people) 
consists of six items. Respondents indicated the degree of their 
agreement with each statement on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 
= Strongly disagree to 6 = Strongly agree.

To assess nomological validity, the Ukrainian-language ver-
sion of Diener’s Satisfaction with Life (SWL) Scale (Olefir & 
Bosnyuk, 2024) and the Dangerous World Beliefs (DWB) Scale 
(Duckitt et al., 2002) were used. The SWL Scale includes five 
statements (example: “I have what I really need in my life”) 
(McDonald’s ω = .81). The DWB Scale consists of 5 direct and 
5 reverse statements (examples: “Any day now chaos and anar-
chy could erupt around us. All the signs are pointing to it”; “My 
knowledge and experience tell me that the world we live in is 
basically a safe, stable, and reliable place in which most people 
are fundamentally good”) (McDonald’s ω = .78). Both instru-
ments were rated on a 7-point scale from 1 = Absolutely disagree 
to 7 = Completely agree. The BJW questionnaire and the SWL 
Scale were completed by all 629 respondents; the BDW scale was 
administered to a subsample of 177 of these respondents.

Data analysis

Data analyses were conducted using JASP software (version 
0.19.2). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to test 
the structural validity of the questionnaire. Since Mardia’s Test 
indicated a deviation from multivariate normality in the data 
distribution (skewness = 13.248, p < .001; kurtosis = 256.553, 
p < .001), the WLSMV estimator (weighted least squares mean 
and variance adjusted), which does not assume normal distri-
bution, was employed. The following models were tested: a 
base model with two correlated factors, a second-order factor 
model, a two uncorrelated factors model, and one-factor model. 

Model fit to the empirical data was evaluated using the follow-
ing indices: χ² and χ²/df, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–
Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
tion (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR). CFI and TLI values from .90 to .92 were considered 
acceptable, from .92 to .95 good, and > .95 excellent. RMSEA 
and SRMR values < .08 indicated adequate model fit, and val-
ues < .05 were evaluated as excellent fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; 
Kline, 2016). In model evaluation, item factor loadings with a 
threshold value of .40 were also considered (Kline, 2016). 

When testing model invariance, the following criteria were 
considered critical: a decrease in CFI greater than .02 and an 
increase in RMSEA > .03 for metric invariance, and a decrease 
in CFI greater than .01 and an increase in RMSEA > .01 for sca-
lar and strict (residual) invariance (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).

The criteria for convergent and discriminant validity were 
AVE and HTMT. AVE > .50 indicated adequate convergent 
validity, and HTMT < .85 was applied as a strict discriminant 
validity threshold (Henseler et al., 2015). Scale reliability was 
assessed using Composite Reliability, McDonald’s ω, and Cron-
bach’s α, with values > .70 indicating good reliability. For the 
comparative analysis of the levels of PBJW and GBJW, a paired 
Student’s t-test for dependent samples (Paired Samples t-test) 
was applied. To compare the BJW scores obtained in male and 
female groups, as well as in two age groups (under 35 years and 
36 years and older), a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was conducted.

To confirm nomological validity, Pearson correlation coef-
ficients of both scales of the questionnaire with life satisfaction 
and BDW were examined.

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis and model fit

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis are pre-
sented in Table 1. The lowest and unsatisfactory fit indices were 
obtained for the model with two uncorrelated factors. All indices 
of the one-factor model were noticeably higher, but still unsatis-
factory. The model with two correlated factors and the two-factor 
model with a second-order factor were generally supported by 
the empirical data: CFI and TLI exceeded .95, while RMSEA 
and SRMR were substantially below the critical threshold of .08. 

Table 1
BJW models fit indices

Model χ2 / df ² CFI TLI RMSEA RMSEA 
90% CI SRMR

Base model 188.6/64 .975 .97 .056 .047-.065 .062
With a second-order factor 188.6/63 .975 .969 .056 .047-.066 .062
2 uncorrelated factors 1325.7/65 .75 .7 .176 .168-.184 .165
1 factor 629.6/65 .888 .866 .118 .109-.126 .114
Base model with residuals covariation 126.5/63 .987 .984 .04 .030-.050 .052

Note. All χ² test were significant at p < .001.
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Although the χ² test indicated a discrepancy between the empir-
ical data and each of these two theoretical models (p < .001), the 
χ²/df ratio was less than 3. Given the sample size, such a value can 
be interpreted as evidence of satisfactory model fit.

The fit indices of the model with correlated factors and the 
model with a second-order factor are nearly identical; however, 
the slight differences observed for χ²/df (2.95 and 2.99, respec-
tively) and TLI (.97 and .969) favor the two correlated factors 
model. All standardized factor loadings of the questionnaire 
items exceeded .5 ranging from .60 to .82 for the PBJW factor 
and from .52 to .7 for the GBJW factor. The correlation between 
the two factors was .51 (p < .001).

Model refinement and final baseline model

Since one of the objectives of this study was to test measure-
ment invariance of the model across gender and age, model fit 
indices were calculated separately for each gender and age group 
(Table 2). The worst fit indices were found in the group of older 
respondents (aged 36 and above), with SRMR indicating inade-
quate fit (.093). An analysis of the modification indices (MI) for 
this model, obtained both for the overall sample and for each of 

the groups under consideration, indicated high covariance of the 
residuals of items g3 (“I am confident that justice always prevails 
over injustice”) and g4 (“I am convinced that in the long run peo-
ple will be compensated for injustices.”) of the GBJW scale. After 
adding this covariance to the model, the fit indices improved 
substantially for the overall sample (Table 1), indicating good fit 
between the empirical data and the modified model. The residual 
covariance of items g3 and g4 was .5 (p < .001) (Fig. 1). Subse-
quent analyses were conducted on the modified baseline model.

Convergent and discriminant validity

To assess the internal convergent validity of the two scales, 
the AVE indices were used, which equaled .51 for PBJW and .4 
for GBJW. Good convergent validity with AVE > .5 was demon-
strated only by the PBJW factor. For the GBJW factor, the AVE 
index was .4. At the same time, according to Hair et al. (2021), a 
combination of AVE above .4 and a reliability coefficient above 
.6 provides grounds to consider convergent validity acceptable. 
In our case, the composite reliability (CR) and McDonald’s ω val-
ues were high for both factors: .88 and .86 for PBJW; .79 and .80 
for GBJW. The HTMT value of .47 is well below the strict thresh-

Figure 1
Two-factor model of BJW with residual covariance of items 3 and 4 of the GBJW scale (Fc1 – PBJW, Fc2 – GBJW). Note. p – PBJW; g – GBJW

Table 2
Fit indices of the model with two correlated factors calculated for separate respondent groups

Group n χ²/ df CFI TLI RMSEA RMSEA 90% CI SRMR
Up to 35 years old 433 109.6/64 .987 .984 .041 .027-.053 .057
36 years and older 196 124.9/64 .962 .954 .07 .051-.088 .093
Men 225 98.5/64 .975 .969 .048 .028-.068 .077
Women 404 131.2/64 .982 .978 .051 .038-.063 .064

Note. All χ² test were significant at p < .001.



Kryazh & Kholmanova Psychology, Society & Education

70

old of .85 (Henseler et al., 2015), which confirms the discriminant 
validity of the two factors, PBJW and GBJW (see Table 3).

Measurement invariance across gender and age

The results of testing the measurement invariance of the 
modified model for two gender and two age groups are pre-
sented in Table 4. They indicate that the Ukrainian adaptation 
of the BJW scales demonstrates invariance at all levels of test-
ing - configural, metric, scalar, and strict. The ∆CFI values did 
not reach the threshold of .01, ∆RMSEA did not exceed .015 
for metric invariance and was negative or zero at the scalar and 
strict levels, and ∆SRMR was below .01.

Group Comparisons and Scale Differences. A two-way 
analysis of variance with two independent variables—gender 
and age group—showed the absence of significant differences 
depending on gender, age group, as well as the absence of inter-
action effects between these two factors.

A comparative analysis using the paired Student’s t-test for 
dependent samples revealed significant differences between 
PBJW and GBJW (t = 14.4, p < .001) with a moderately expressed 
effect size (Cohen’s d = .574). In the Ukrainian sample over-
all, respondents tend rather to have confidence in a personally 
just world and doubts about the general justice of the world: the 

means and standard deviations were 3.92 (SD = 0.932) and 3.33 
(SD = 0.957), respectively. 

Nomological Validity. To confirm nomological validity, cor-
relation coefficients of the two BJW scales with life satisfaction 
and BDW were analyzed. Both BJW scales significantly corre-
lated with subjective SWB, with a significantly stronger associ-
ation observed for PBJW compared to GBJW (.52 and .33, both 
significant at p < .001, the difference between the correlations 
significant at p < .001). This result is fully consistent with Dal-
bert (1999) (.52 and .39). Both scales correlated negatively with 
BDW, with PBJW again showing the stronger correlation (-.45 
and -.28, p < .001). 

Discussion

The main objective of our study was to adapt and test the 
psychometric properties of the Ukrainian-language BJW scale, 
aimed at measuring individuals’ beliefs in the justice of the 
world in general and in the justice of the world as it relates to 
themselves. The question was raised regarding the factor struc-
ture that best describes these two beliefs. In previous studies, 
the model with two correlated factors, PBJW and GBJW, was 
treated as the basic and predominantly the only one. At the 
same time, a review of these studies provided grounds for test-

Table 3
AVE, HTMT, CR, and McDonald’s ω indices for the two scales PBJW and GBJW

Factor F1 AVE CR McDonald’s ω (95% CI) Cronbach’s α
PBJW .51 .88 .86 (.84 – .88) .85
GBJW HTMT .47 .4 .79 .8 (.78 – .83) .8
BJW .85 (.83 – .87) .84

Note. All χ² test were significant at p < .001.

Table 4
Testing measurement invariance of the modified two-factor model by gender and age

Model χ²/ df p CFI RMSEA SRMR Nested Model Δ CFI Δ RMSEA Δ SRMR
Gender
Men, n=225 67,6/63 .019 .997 .018 .066
Women, n=404 97,8/63 .003 .991 .037 .056
М0. Configural 165,4/126 .011 .992 .032 .059
М1. Metric 184,6/137 .004 .991 .033 .062 M1-M0 -.001 .001 .003
М2. Scalar 191,5/148 .009 .992 .031 .059 M2-M1 .001 -.002 -.003
М3. Strict 212,4/162 .005 .99 .031 .063 M3-M2 -.002 0 .004
Age group (up to 34, from 35)
Younger, n=433 81,9/63 .055 .995 .026 .05
Older, n=196 82,9/63 .047 .988 .04 .076
М0. Configural 164,8/126 .012 .992 .031 .058
М1. Metric 216,9/137 <.001 .984 .043 .066 M1-M0 -.008 .012 .008
М2. Scalar 230,5/148 <.001 .984 .042 .063 M2-M1 0 -.001 -.003
М3. Strict 242,3/162 <.001 .984 .04 .065 M3-M2 0 -.002 .002
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ing three additional models: a one-factor model, a two-factor 
orthogonal model, and a second-order factor model. A stepwise 
evaluation of the factor structure of the Ukrainian adaptation 
of the BJW scale demonstrated that the best fit indices, indi-
cating good agreement with the empirical data, were obtained 
for the basic model and the second-order factor model. The fact 
that the model with a second-order factor obtained acceptable 
fit indices allows us to consider BJW for oneself and BJW for 
all as manifestations of the basic desire for justice, as discussed 
by Lerner (1977, 1980).

The fit indices of the one-factor model and the orthogonal 
two-factor model indicated poor fit to the data, with the model 
comprising two uncorrelated factors performing substantially 
worse than the one-factor model. These results differ both from 
those obtained in Italy, where the model with uncorrelated factors 
demonstrated acceptable fit while the one-factor model failed to 
fit the data (Esposito et al., 2022), and from those obtained in 
China, where, conversely, the one-factor model yielded higher 
and nearly acceptable fit indices (Wu et al., 2010).

Considering the slightly higher fit indices of the baseline 
model compared to the second-order factor model, further anal-
yses were conducted using the baseline model. Introducing a 
residual covariance between items 3 and 4 of the GBJW scale 
substantially improved model fit: the indices indicated excellent 
and good fit to the data for the total sample as well as for the 
subsamples divided by gender and age. Both items concern the 
inevitability of the triumph of justice: “I am confident that justice 
always prevails over injustice” (g3) and “I am convinced that in 
the long run people will be compensated for injustices” (g4). The 
same modification (together with two additional covariances) 
was introduced into the baseline model for the Italian version of 
the scale, which was justified not only statistically but also by the 
semantic similarity of the items (Esposito et al., 2022). It should 
also be noted that item g4 was the only item in the entire scale that 
received significantly stronger support among Ukrainian IT spe-
cialists in wartime 2022 compared to peacetime 2021 (Kryazh & 
Kholmanova, 2024). Possibly, the strong residual covariance of 
g3 and g4 reflects the wartime intensification of the perceived 
importance of delayed but inevitable justice.

For the modified baseline model, the internal convergent 
and discriminant validity of the scales was confirmed. The 
insufficiently high AVE value for GBJW (.40) in the Ukrainian 
adaptation is consistent with the results obtained for all other 
adaptations, where AVE values ranged from .29 to .46 (Esposito 
et al., 2022; Larionov & Mudło-Głagolska, 2021; Mikani et al., 
2022). For PBJW, the AVE value in our case confirmed con-
vergent validity and was even higher than in other adaptations, 
where this value ranged from .39 to .50 (Esposito et al., 2022). 
Reliability indices for the Ukrainian BJW scales were suffi-
ciently high and close to those reported in other cross-cultural 
adaptations. The Ukrainian scale demonstrates validity and 
reliability comparable to other adaptations.

The positive associations of life satisfaction and the negative 
associations of BDW with BJW indicators established in the 
present study confirm the nomological validity of the Ukrainian 
adaptation of the questionnaire. At the same time, as in other 

studies (Dalbert, 1999; Larionov & Mudło-Głagolska, 2021), it 
is PBJW that manifests itself as an indicator of positive func-
tioning, being more strongly associated than GBJW with both 
conceptually related constructs.

In our study, measurement invariance of the BJW ques-
tionnaire for two gender and two age groups was confirmed 
for the first time. Previously, invariance testing had been con-
ducted only for the Italian adaptation, where data collected in 
three different regions of Italy were compared (Esposito et al., 
2022). The confirmed equivalence of the interpretation of the 
questionnaire scales by men and women, as well as by younger 
and older respondents, allowed for a comparative analysis of 
the indicators by gender and age group, considering possible 
interactions of these two factors. The results of previous stud-
ies presented a contradictory picture: the absence of signifi-
cant gender differences in Germany (Dalbert, 1999) and Iran 
(Mikani et al., 2022); lower GBJW in men in Poland (Larionov 
& Mudło-Głagolska, 2021); in Italy, a slight increase in GBJW 
with age and, at the level of a small effect, lower scores on both 
BJW scales in women (Esposito et al., 2022). Women were also 
found to have lower scores on BJW-Others in France (Bègue 
& Bastounis, 2003) and on BJW-Global in Spain (Rodríguez 
et al., 2024). In our study, no differences were found in either 
BJW indicator between groups of Ukrainian citizens differing 
by gender and age. 

The Ukrainian adaptation of the BJW scale provides a psycho-
metrically sound tool for identifying individuals at risk of reduced 
well-being due to weakened personal justice beliefs and for evalu-
ating the effectiveness of psychological interventions designed to 
support adaptive meaning-making in wartime. The availability of 
invariant and reliable measures of PBJW and GBJW across gen-
der and age groups makes it possible to use the scale in applied 
psychological assessment, population surveys, and longitudinal 
monitoring without the risk of measurement bias.

Limitations

The study was conducted under wartime conditions, which 
creates a risk of confounding culturally specific characteristics 
of respondents with the influence of the extreme sociocultural 
context. In addition, the sample was formed using the snowball 
method, which limits the generalizability of the results to the 
population. The psychometric evaluation of the instrument did 
not include an assessment of its test–retest reliability, making it 
impossible to draw conclusions about the temporal stability of 
the construct being measured.

Future research

The present findings open several directions for future 
research. First, the strong residual association between BJW scale 
items reflecting delayed justice (g3 and g4) suggests that beliefs 
about eventual moral compensation may represent a specific 
cognitive mechanism of coping under prolonged injustice. This 
hypothesis should be tested by examining links between these 
beliefs and constructs such as hope and posttraumatic growth.
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Further, future studies should examine whether the sec-
ond-order structure of BJW, in which PBJW and GBJW are 
organized under a higher-order justice belief, can be replicated 
across different cultural contexts and levels of societal stability.

Conclusions

The Ukrainian-language adaptation of the BJW Question-
naire demonstrates a reproducible two-factor structure with 
correlated latent variables of PBJW and GBJW, as well as 
satisfactory psychometric properties, including internal con-
sistency, convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity. 
The confirmed measurement invariance across gender and 
age ensures the methodological appropriateness of intergroup 
comparisons; in the present sample, no differences were found 
for these characteristics. The associations of BJW indicators 
with life satisfaction and BDW are consistent with theoretical 
expectations and point to the significance of PBJW for positive 
functioning. Taken together, the findings support the suitability 
of the instrument for applied and cross-cultural research in the 
Ukrainian context.
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Appendix 1. Ukrainian version of the BJW questionnaire

Запропоновані нижче твердження стосуються питання справедливості у житті.
Будь ласка, відзначте, наскільки ви згодні з кожним з тверджень, обрав відповідну цифру:
1 — зовсім не погоджуюся
2 — не погоджуюся
3 — скоріше не погоджуюся, ніж погоджуюся
4 — скоріше погоджуюся
5 — погоджуюся
6 — цілком погоджуюся

№ Шкала № 
1

О
со

би
ст

а 
ві

ра
 в

 
сп

ра
ве

дл
ив

ий
 с

ві
т 

(с
ві

т 
сп

ра
ве

дл
ив

ий
 д

ля
 м

ен
е)

1 Я вважаю, що здебільшого я заслуговую на те, що зі мною відбувається
2 2 Зазвичай зі мною поводяться справедливо.
3 3 Я переконана, що зазвичай отримую те, на що заслуговую.
4 4 Загалом, те, що відбувається в моєму житті, є справедливим.
5 5 У моєму житті несправедливість є скоріше винятком, ніж правилом.
6 6 Я вважаю, що більшість речей, які трапляються в моєму житті, справедливі.

7 7 Я вважаю, що важливі рішення, які приймаються щодо мене, зазвичай 
справедливі.

8

За
га

ль
на

 в
ір

а 
в 

сп
ра

ве
дл

ив
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 с
ві

т 
(с

ві
т 

сп
ра
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 в
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х)
W

1 Я думаю, що в основному світ є справедливим місцем.
9 2 Я вважаю, що загалом люди отримують те, на що заслуговують.
10 3 Я впевнений(а), що справедливість завжди перемагає несправедливість.

11 4 Я переконаний(а), якщо людина пережила несправедливість, то в майбутньому 
завдане буде відшкодовано.

12 5 Я твердо переконаний(а), що несправедливість у всіх сферах життя (наприклад, 
професійній, сімейній, політичній) є скоріше винятком, ніж правилом.

13 6 Я думаю, що люди, приймаючі важливі рішення, намагаються бути 
справедливими.
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