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weakens resilience [3]
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Study 3 replicates the low-income condition in Study 1 with a third control hardship belief level.

Measures

Conclusion

Additional Findings:
 Study 3 found that subjects in a control condition expressed beliefs more
similar to those in the “hardship strengthen” condition.
« Exploratory analysis found that when led believe that hardship confers resilience,
higher-income subjects perceive greater fault in residents affected by flooding

Fig 1. Fixed-effects meta-analysis results. DVs are on the y-axis. For Study 1-2, Cohen’s d
compares marginal means between hardship belief conditions. Bolded indices represent the
mean scores of individual measures listed below each index.
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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.
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