Introduction

The popular belief that experiencing adversity strengthens (vs. weakens)

“What does not kill you makes you stronger”:

Lay hardship beliefs impact judgments of climate vulnerability and resilience
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Hypothesis 1: Hardship Belief Main Effects
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Study 3 replicated study 1 materials and

condition.

Measures
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Fig 1. Fixed-effects meta-analysis results. DVs are on the y-axis. For Study 1-2, Cohen’s d
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mean scores of individual measures listed below each index.

Hypothesis 2: Interaction Effects
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Conclusion

Additional Findings:

« Study 3 replicated Study 1 materials and included a hardship belief control
condition. Subjects in the control condition expressed beliefs more similar to
those in the “hardship strengthen” condition.

« Exploratory Analysis found that the hardship belief effects are stronger among
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Fig 2. Contrasts in hardship belief levels based on community demographics (Study 1: low-income
vs. middle-upper income; Study 2: low-income Black vs. low-income White). Hardship beliefs show
a stronger effect among more disadvantaged communities, with only one exception.

People would recover much more quickly
after a similar flood in the future.
(Response: 1=Strongly disagree to
5=Strongly agree)

References
[1] Schuldt, J. P., & Pearson, A. R. (2023). Public recognition of climate change inequities within the United States. Climatic Change, 176(8), 114.

[2[ Bonilla , Yarimar. (2022). “Why Must Puerto Ricans Always Be Resilient?”” The New York Times.

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/10/10/opinion/fema-fiona-puerto-rico.html



	Slide 1

