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Power Analyses
Religion & Privilege Registered Report Power Analyses
2024-01-30
library(pwr2ppl)
##Power analysis for Study 1 of Registered Report on Religion & Privilege 
#Power analysis for correlational hypotheses will be based on correlational results presented in pilot
#Hypothesis 2a, Privilege denial & parochial religiousness (Christian Nationalism): r = -.50
corr(
   r = .50,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    1.000
  250    1.000
  300    1.000
  350    1.000
  400    1.000
#Hypothesis 2a, Willingness to confront privilege & parochial religiousness (Christian Nationalism): r = -.35
corr(
   r = .35,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    0.9995
  250    1.000
  300    1.000
  350    1.000
  400    1.000
#Hypothesis 2a, Privilege remorse & parochial religiousness (Christian Nationalism): r = -.31
corr(
   r = .31,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    0.9954
  250    0.9992
  300    0.9999
  350    1.000
  400    1.000
#Hypothesis 3a, Privilege denial & attitudes toward religious outgroups (Atheists): r = .29
corr(
   r = .29,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    0.9888
  250    0.9974
  300    0.9994
  350    0.9999
  400    1.000
#Hypothesis 3b, Willingness to confront privilege & attitudes toward religious outgroups (Atheists): r = .26
corr(
   r = .26,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    0.9649
  250    0.9882
  300    0.9962
  350    0.9989
  400    0.9997
#Hypothesis 3b, Privilege remorse & attitudes toward religious outgroups (Atheists): r = .15
corr(
   r = .15,
   alpha = .05,
   nlow = 200, 
   nhigh = 400, 
   by = 50)
    N     Power
  200    0.5653
  250    0.6628
  300    0.7424
  350    0.8058
  400    0.8553
## Sample size needed to detect smallest effect = 400 (85.53% power achieved)
##Power analysis for Study 2 of Registered Report on Religion & Privilege
#Hypotheses 1a-2b, ANOVAs
#m1 = merit based threat mean, m2 = group image based threat, m3 = no info control
#Life hardships
anova1f_3(
  m1 = 4.30,
  m2 = 3.92,
  m3 = 3.60,
  s1 = 1.02,
  s2 = 1.30,
  s3 = 1.30,
  n1 = 150,
  n2 = 150,
  n3 = 150,
  alpha = 0.05)
## Sample size overall = 450
## Power  = 0.9963 for eta-squared = 0.053
#Power analysis for increasing belief in privilege
anova1f_3(
  m1 = 4.33,
  m2 = 4.08,
  m3 = 4.50,
  s1 = 1.48,
  s2 = 1.30,
  s3 = 1.30,
  n1 = 240,
  n2 = 240,
  n3 = 240,
  alpha = 0.05)
## Sample size overall = 720
## Power  = 0.8684 for eta-squared = 0.0158
#Power analysis for dismantling privilege 
anova1f_3(
  m1 = 3.40,
  m2 = 3.24,
  m3 = 3.59,
  s1 = 1.27,
  s2 = 1.08,
  s3 = 1.25,
  n1 = 240,
  n2 = 240,
  n3 = 240,
  alpha = 0.05)
## Sample size overall = 720
## Power  = 0.821 for eta-squared = 0.014
#Study 2 Hypotheses 3a-4 are all correlational. See Study 1 power analyses.
##Power analysis for Study 3 of Registered Report on Religion & Privilege
#Hypotheses 1a and 1b are correlational. See Study 1 power analyses.
#Hypotheses 2a-2e involve  ANOVAs with the same dependent variables as in Study 2. See Study 2 power analyses.



Study 1 Outlier Exclusions Summary 
	All study variables were evaluated for normality and extreme outliers prior to analysis. Outliers beyond 3.29 standard deviations from the mean were identified for variables religious intellectual humility and gratitude toward God. 

Analyses involving religious intellectual humility (M = 3.84, SD = 0.66) reflect a reduced sample (n = 392) excluding participants (n = 3) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.42, 1.50, 1.67.

 Analyses involving gratitude toward God (M = 4.39, SD = 0.77) reflect a reduced sample (n = 393) excluding participants (n = 2) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.00, 1.25.

Study 2 Outlier Exclusions Summary 
All study variables were evaluated for normality and extreme outliers prior to analysis. Outliers beyond 3.29 standard deviations from the mean were identified for variables religious intellectual humility, gratitude toward God, willingness to dismantle Christian privilege, remorse for Christian privilege, intergroup anger, intergroup fear, and esteem for the religious ingroup. 

Analyses involving religious intellectual humility (M = 3.99, SD = 0.59) reflect a reduced sample (n = 735) excluding participants (n = 2) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.92, 1.58.

 Analyses involving gratitude toward God (M = 3.47, SD = 0.84) reflect a reduced sample (n = 718) excluding participants (n = 19) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 0, 0, 0, 0,0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0. 

Analyses involving willingness to dismantle Christian privilege (M = 2.36, SD = 1.07) reflect a reduced sample (n = 736) excluding participants (n = 1) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 5.92.

Analyses involving remorse for Christian privilege (M = 1.93, SD = 1.12) reflect a reduced sample (n = 733) excluding participants (n = 4) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 5.83, 5.83, 6.00, 6.00.

Analyses involving intergroup anger (M = 1.63, SD = 0.83) reflect a reduced sample (n = 736) excluding participants (n = 1) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 4.67.

Analyses involving intergroup fear (M = 1.78, SD = 0.81) reflect a reduced sample (n = 731) excluding participants (n = 6) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 4.71, 4.71, 5.00, 4.57, 4.57, 4.57.

Analyses involving esteem for the religious ingroup (M = 5.93, SD = 1.24) reflect a reduced sample (n = 732) excluding participants (n = 5) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.00, 1.75, 1.00, 1.75, 1.50.

Study 2 Manipulations

The merit-based privilege passage read: 
“Christians in the United States experience a large number of unearned privileges. In a blatant example of how affiliation with Christianity is valued more highly than merit, during the most recent confirmation hearing for a Supreme Court nominee, a U.S. senator used the nominee’s frequency of church attendance as a metric with which to judge their deservingness of the position. Further, politicians, including all U.S. presidents to date, have used their affiliation with Christianity to win elections against arguably more qualified candidates. These religious privileges seen in American leadership are a reflection of unearned advantages enjoyed by Christians more generally in society. Clearly, Christians advance in American society in large part due to their religious group membership, rather than solely through hard work and merit.”

The group-based privilege passage read: 
“Christians’ unfair status and privilege in the United States are eroding their moral standing. For example, Christians take for granted that state and federal laws will mandate paid time off for major Christian holidays, such as Christmas and Easter, while individuals outside of Christianity have to use their own limited vacation days for their significant religious holidays. According to a recent national poll, a majority of non-Christian Americans disapprove of the preferential and exclusive use of Christian values as standards with which to judge political leaders and influence laws. Clearly, with a multitude of evidence pointing to a large social advantage over other religious groups, Christians appear self-serving and uncompassionate.”

Study 2 Manipulation Checks 

Participants in the Merit-based and Group-based privilege conditions were asked to respond to the following question as a manipulation check:

“Which of the following statements best summarizes the paragraph you just read?”
a. Christians are advancing due to their religious group membership, rather than through hard work. [Christians’ privilege and unfair status make them look bad.]
b. America benefits from having citizens of many different religious backgrounds.
c. Religion is an important part of America’s heritage. 
d. Religion is an important part of many people’s lives.

Participants were not exposed to the topic from the opposite condition. The correct answer for participants in the merit threat condition was, “Christians are advancing due to their religious group membership, rather than through hard work,” and the correct answer for those in the group threat condition was, “Christians’ privilege and unfair status make them look bad.”

	Condition
	Answer choice a (correct response)
	Answer choice b
	Answer choice c
	Answer choice d

	Merit-based
	235 (95.5%)
	4 (1.6%)
	6 (2.4%)
	1 (0.4%)

	Group-based
	224 (92.2%)
	6 (2.5%)
	4 (1.6%)
	9 (3.7%)



Perceived inequity of privilege
Participants were asked to rate their agreement with the following statement on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree): “Differences in status between religious groups are the result of unfair privileges”. Participants in the privilege exposure conditions (merit-based and group-based) were asked to rate their agreement according to the passage, whereas participants in the control condition were asked to rate their agreement without reference to a passage. 

Conditions significantly differed in perceived inequity of privilege, F(2, 734) = 166.9, R2 = .31, p < .001. Participants in the merit-based (M = 5.65, SD = 1.58) and group-based (M = 5.74, SD = 1.60) privilege conditions agreed with the statement significantly more than participants in the control condition (M = 3.31, SD = 1.83). The merit-based condition and group-based condition did not differ from each other.

Study 3 Outlier Exclusions Summary 
All study variables were evaluated for normality and extreme outliers prior to analysis. Outliers beyond 3.29 standard deviations from the mean were identified for variables religious intellectual humility, gratitude toward God, remorse for Christian privilege, intergroup anger, intergroup fear, esteem for the religious ingroup, and social dominance orientation. 

Analyses involving religious intellectual humility (M = 3.98, SD = 0.59) reflect a reduced sample (n = 698) excluding participants (n = 1) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.58.

 Analyses involving gratitude toward God (M = 3.51, SD = 0.76) reflect a reduced sample (n = 686) excluding participants (n = 13) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0. 

Analyses involving remorse for Christian privilege (M = 1.96, SD = 1.14) reflect a reduced sample (n = 695) excluding participants (n = 4) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 6.0, 6.0, 6.0, 6.0.

Analyses involving intergroup anger (M = 1.86, SD = 0.91) reflect a reduced sample (n = 697) excluding participants (n = 2) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 5.0, 5.0.

Analyses involving intergroup fear (M = 1.91, SD = 0.79) reflect a reduced sample (n = 697) excluding participants (n = 2) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 5.0, 5.0.

Analyses involving esteem for the religious ingroup (M = 5.95, SD = 1.19) reflect a reduced sample (n = 697) excluding participants (n = 2) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 1.0, 2.0.

Analyses involving social dominance orientation (M = 2.73, SD = 1.28) reflect a reduced sample (n = 696) excluding participants (n = 3) with scores > |3.29| standard deviations from the mean: 7.0, 7.0, 7.0.

Study 3 Manipulations

The universal religiousness task asked participants to respond to the following three writing prompts, modeled after the concept of religious intellectual humility (Hodge et al., 2019): 
This first part of the study involves a writing task. Please think about a time that you learned something insightful or useful from a religion different from your own. For instance, you may have learned a new piece of information, a different way of seeing the world, or a new way of doing something. Take a few minutes to think about the thoughts and feelings you had when you learned something new from a different religion. Then, in the spaces below, please write about the experience. Write in as much detail as you feel comfortable providing.
Prompt 1: What did you learn? What feelings did you experience when you learned something new from this religion? 
Prompt 2: How has learning about this new thing impacted your life for the better? 
Prompt 3: Write about how society would be improved if more people authentically listened to religious viewpoints other than their own and were willing to learn from each other.

The parochial religiousness task asked participants to respond to the following three writing prompts, meant to subtly induce some components of religious fundamentalism: 
This first part of the study involves a writing task. Please think about a time that you felt proud of your church/religion, or someone affiliated with your church/religion. For instance, you may have been proud of what your church believes, how they see the world, or actions that your church or a representative of your church has taken. Take a few minutes to think about the thoughts and feelings you had when you felt proud of your church. Then, in the spaces below, please write about the experience. Write in as much detail as you feel comfortable providing.
Prompt 1: What were you proud of? What feelings did you experience about your church or religion’s beliefs or actions?
Prompt 2: How has interacting with members of your church or religion impacted your life for the better?  
Prompt 3: Write about how society would be improved if more people upheld the beliefs and practices of your church or religion. 

The control group responded to three writing prompts asking them about their daily schedule, meant to be a neutral writing activity: 
This first part of the study involves a writing task. Think about the tasks that you complete for your daily routine. Take a few minutes to think about what you generally do each day. Then, in the spaces below, write down your routine, starting from when you wake up in the morning. Write in as much detail as you feel comfortable providing.
Prompt 1: What do you do when you first wake up? What does the rest of your morning routine look like? 
Prompt 2: What do you generally do in the afternoon? Where do you go and what tasks do you need to complete? 
Prompt 3: What does your evening routine look like? Write out the rest of your routine until you go to bed.  

Study 3 Manipulation Checks 

Similarly to Study 2, participants were asked to identify what the article was about from a list of options (see Study 2 Manipulation Checks). The correct answer was, “Christians are advancing due to their religious group membership, rather than through hard work.” 

	
	Answer choice a (correct response)
	Answer choice b
	Answer choice c
	Answer choice d

	Merit-based
	671 (96%)
	10 (1.4%)
	12 (1.7%)
	6 (0.9%)



Perceived inequity of privilege 
We measured perceived inequity of privilege to see how similarly participants in Study 3 viewed the privilege information compared to Study 2. Participants were asked to rate their agreement (7) or disagreement (1) with the statement, “According to the passage, difference in status between religious groups are the result of unfair privileges”. Participants indicated a similar level of agreement (M = 5.32, SD = 1.80) with the statement as participants in study 2 who were exposed to the same merit-based privilege manipulation. Religious priming conditions did not differ in perceived inequity of privilege, F(2,696) = 0.98, R2 < .001, p = .38. 









Supplemental Table 1
Demographics Information Across Studies 
	
	Study 1
(N = 395)
	Study 2
(N = 737)
	Study 3
(N = 699)

	Demographics
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Women
	203
	51%
	366
	49%
	366
	52%

	  Men
	185
	47%
	355
	48%
	332
	47%

	  Non-binary
	4
	1%
	1
	<1%
	1
	<1%

	  Other
	3
	<1%
	15
	2%
	0
	0%

	Race
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  European American/White
	267
	67%
	513
	70%
	475
	68%

	  African American/Black
	51
	13%
	92
	12%
	96
	14%

	   Latino/Hispanic
	38
	10%
	65
	9%
	73
	10%

	   Asian/Pacific Islander
	28
	7%
	55
	7%
	42
	6%

	   Native American
	3
	<1%
	3
	<1%
	4
	<1%

	   Bi-/Multi-racial
	6
	2%
	7
	1%
	7
	1%

	   Other
	2
	<1%
	2
	<1%
	2
	<1%

	Political Ideology
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Democrat
	162
	41%
	279
	38%
	248
	35%

	  Republican
	158
	40%
	284
	39%
	245
	35%

	  Libertarian
	12
	3%
	24
	3%
	27
	4%

	  Independent
	14
	4%
	34
	5%
	38
	5%

	  No preference
	45
	11%
	106
	14%
	139
	20%

	  Other 
	4
	1%
	10
	1%
	2
	<1%

	Christian Denomination
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Catholic
	176
	45%
	285
	39%
	267
	38%

	  Protestant
	171
	43%
	344
	47%
	325
	46%

	  Non- denominational
	45
	11%
	97
	13%
	103
	15%

	  Latter Day Saint
	1
	<1%
	3
	<1%
	0
	0%

	  Other
	2
	<1%
	8
	1%
	4
	<1%

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Age
	41.14
	13.41
	43.97
	14.46
	40.58
	15.45

































Supplemental Table 2

Results of Shapiro-Wilk Tests for Variables Across Studies 
	
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3

	General Religiousness
	W = .98, p < .001
	W= .98, p < .001
	W = .98, p < .001

	Religious Fundamentalism
	 W = .98, p < .001
	W = .98, p < .001
	W = .98, p < .001

	Christian Nationalism
	W = .97, p < .001
	W = .96, p < .001
	W = .97, p < .001

	Perceived Religious Threat 
	W = .89, p < .001
	W = .89, p < .001
	W = .89, p < .001

	Religious Intellectual Humility
	W = .98, p < .001
	W = .98, p < .001
	W = .98, p < .001

	Gratitude toward God
	W = .80, p < .001
	W = .73, p < .001
	W = .73, p < .001

	Sanctification of Social Justice 
	 W = .97, p < .001
	W = .97, p < .001
	W = .97, p < .001

	Social Dominance Orientation
	W = .93, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	W = .85, p < .001

	System Justification
	W = .99, p < .01
	 W = .99, p < .001
	W = .99, p < .001

	Political Conservatism
	W = .92, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	

	Denial of Christian Privilege
	W = 0.98, p < .001
	W = .96, p < .001
	W = .97, p < .001

	Remorse for Christian Privilege
	W = .85, p < .001
	W = .82, p < .001
	W=.83, p < .001

	Willingness to Dismantle Christian Privilege
	W = .97, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	W=.94, p < .001

	Attitudes toward Atheists
	 W = .93, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	W=.93, p < .001

	Attitudes toward Muslims
	W = .93, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	W=.94, p < .001

	Attitudes toward Hindus
	W = .94, p < .001
	W = .93, p < .001
	W = .94, p < .001

	Attitudes toward Buddhists
	W = .93, p < .001
	W = .91, p < .001
	W=.92, p < .001

	Attitudes toward Jews
	W = .92, p < .001
	W = .90, p <.001
	W = .01, p < .001

	Esteem for the religious ingroup
	
	W=.83, p < .001
	W=.84, p <.001

	Distancing from the religious ingroup
	
	W=.91, p < .001
	W=.89, p <.001

	Life hardship claims
	
	W =.99, p < .001
	W=.99, p < .001

	Metaperceptions of religious ingroup
	
	W = .99, p < .001
	W = .99, p < .01

	Intergroup Fear
	
	W = .86, p < .001
	W = .91, p < .001

	Intergroup Anger
	
	W = .77, p < .001
	W = .86, p < .001

	Collective Guilt: Acceptance
	
	W = .85, p < .001
	W = .88, p < .001

	Collective Guilt: Whole-group accountability
	
	W = .95, p < .001
	 W = .96, p < .001






Supplemental Table 3

Results of Levene’s Tests of Homogeneity of Variance for Study 2 Analyses

	Dependent variable
	Levene’s Statistic (F)
	DF1
	DF2
	p

	Intergroup fear
	0.33
	2
	728
	.723

	Intergroup anger
	0.63
	2
	733
	.531

	Collective Guilt: Acceptance
	0.94
	2
	734
	.391

	Collective Guilt: Whole-group accountability
	0.26
	2
	734
	.772

	Denial of Christian Privilege
	2.12
	2
	734
	.120

	Remorse for Christian Privilege
	2.65
	2
	730
	.071

	Willingness to dismantle Christian Privilege
	2.67
	2
	733
	.069

	Life hardship claims
	1.44
	2
	734
	.238

	Distancing from religious ingroup
	0.34
	2
	734
	.714

	Esteem for religious ingroup
	1.52
	2
	729
	.220

	Metaperceptions of religious ingroup
	2.29
	2
	734
	.101

	Attitudes toward Muslims
	2.00
	2
	733
	.136

	Attitudes toward Hindus
	1.19
	2
	733
	.304

	Attitudes toward Buddhists
	1.67
	2
	733
	.188

	Attitudes toward Jews
	2.60
	2
	733
	.075

	Attitudes toward Atheists
	0.89
	2
	731
	.411


Note. Test statistics represent test of homogeneity of variance across experimental conditions for each dependent variable.


Supplemental Table 4

Results of Levene’s Tests of Homogeneity of Variance for Study 3 Analyses

	Dependent Variable
	Levene’s Statistic (F)
	DF1
	DF2
	p

	Intergroup fear
	1.43
	2
	694
	.241

	Intergroup anger
	2.74
	2
	694
	.065

	Collective Guilt: Acceptance
	0.21
	2
	695
	.813

	Collective Guilt: Whole-group accountability
	0.10
	2
	696
	.904

	Denial of Christian Privilege
	1.28
	2
	696
	.278

	Remorse for Christian Privilege
	0.03
	2
	691
	.974

	Willingness to dismantle Christian Privilege
	1.47
	2
	696
	.229


Note. Test statistics represent test of homogeneity of variance across experimental conditions for each dependent variable. 

Supplemental Table 5
Components of General Religiousness and Attitudes toward Religious Privilege 
	
	
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study3

	
	
	Denial of Christian Privilege

	Religious Service Attendance
	rs
	.04
	.16
	.21

	
	p
	.410
	8.86e-06
	1.64e-08

	Prayer Frequency
	rs
	.15
	.33
	.33

	
	p
	.002
	2.64e-20
	2.44e-19

	Self-Reported Religiosity
	rs
	.19
	.37
	.35

	
	p
	.0001
	8.42e-26
	7.15e-22

	
	
	Remorse for Christian Privilege

	Religious Service Attendance
	rs
	-.01
	-.09
	-.04

	
	p
	.866
	.002
	.267

	Prayer Frequency
	rs
	-.11
	-.26
	-.20

	
	p
	.036
	6.97e-13
	9.88e-08

	Self-Reported Religiosity
	rs
	-.16
	-.27
	-.20

	
	p
	.001
	3.00e-13
	1.40e-07

	
	
	Willingness to Dismantle Christian Privilege

	Religious Service Attendance
	rs
	.10
	.03
	-.01

	
	p
	.042
	.480
	.820

	Prayer Frequency
	rs
	-.05
	-.17
	-.16

	
	p
	.286
	6.57e-06
	1.54e-05

	Self-Reported Religiosity
	rs
	-.05
	-.18
	-.13

	
	p
	.370
	.001
	.0005



Supplemental Table 6
Gratitude toward God and Indicators of Parochial Religiousness
	
	
	Gratitude toward God

	
	
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3

	General Religiousness
	rs
	.50
	.54
	.52

	
	p
	5.84e-26
	1.95e-55
	3.48e-48

	Religious Fundamentalism
	rs
	.54
	.49
	.50

	
	p
	1.85e-30
	2.33e-45
	2.17e-45

	Christian Nationalism
	rs
	.42
	.39
	.34

	
	p
	1.05e-17
	5.73e-27
	1.63e-19

	System Justification
	rs
	.15
	.18
	.04

	
	p
	.004
	1.92e-06
	.350

	Social Dominance Orientation
	rs
	.01
	.06
	.04

	
	p
	.793
	.126
	.289

	Political Conservatism
	rs
	.21
	.22
	.28

	
	p
	2.64e-05
	5.85e-09
	1.82e-13


Measure Validity and Exploratory Variables

Study 1
Predictor Variables. General religiousness was measured using a composite of prayer frequency, religious service attendance, and self-reported religiousness. This measure of general religiousness was included in our Pilot Study 3 (see supplemental p. 215) and was highly correlated positively with the Religious Commitment Inventory (Worthington et al., 2003), r = .79. 
Parochial Religiousness. The Religious Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004) has been successfully used in various religions and cultures (e.g., Saroglou et al., 2020) and is associated with prejudice against several religious outgroups and atheists (Saroglou et al., 2020) and a restrictive, parochial morality (Saroglou & Craninx, 2021).  
The six-item Christian nationalism scale (Whitehead & Perry, 2020) has shown good reliability and predicts constructs such as gender traditionalism (Whitehead & Perry, 2020) as well as feelings of religious threat in response to information about changing religious demographics (Al-Kire et al., 2021). 
Religious threat was measured using two items modified from Pasek and Cook (2019). Al-Kire et al. (2021) found that a similar set of two items were rated higher when participants were told that Christians would soon be in the minority in the United States. This composite was also positively correlated with Christian Nationalism and intentions to vote for President Trump (Al-Kire et al., 2021). Together, religious fundamentalism, Christian nationalism, and perceptions of religious threat seem to measure different aspects of parochial, ingroup-oriented religiousness.
Universal Religiousness. Religious intellectual humility was measured by adapting Hook et al.’s (2013) 12-item Cultural Humility Scale to the religious context. The original Cultural Humility Scale asked participants to rate their therapist based on how the therapist addressed “core aspects of [their] cultural background”, showed good reliability, and predicted outcomes such as working alliance and perceived improvement in therapy. Hook et al. (2017) adapted the Cultural Humility Scale to apply to the self and asked specifically about religiousness, rather than culture. This adapted version of the Cultural Humility Scale had good reliability and was related to religious tolerance. 
Trait gratitude toward God was measured using Krause’s (2006) 4-item measure. A shortened version of this measure has been found to be positively associated with feelings of connection with others (Krause & Ellison, 2009) and religious meaning in life (Krause, 2012), whereas the four-item measure has also been shown to be positively related to religious commitment, religious meaning, and humility (Krause & Hayward, 2015). This suggests that gratitude toward God is a self-transcendent disposition.  
Sanctification of social justice was measured using Todd, Houston et al.’s (2014) 5-item measure. Todd, Houston et al. found that their Sanctification of Social Justice scale had good psychometric properties and was positively correlated with religious identification and religious attendance, social justice interest and commitment, as well as with interconnectedness with others. Together, religious intellectual humility, gratitude toward God, and sanctification of social justice seem to measure different aspects of self-transcendent, universalizing religiousness. 
Non-Religious Ideology. Social dominance orientation (SDO) is the preference for maintaining social hierarchies and the oppression of low status groups (Ho et al., 2015). Ho et al.’s scale is positively associated with racism, zero-sum competition, support for aggression against low status groups, political conservatism, and system justification, suggesting that SDO would be related to hostile reactions to being confronted with privilege.  
System justification was measured with the System Justification Scale (Kay & Jost, 2003), which has good reliability and has been shown to be responsive to victim derogation in the context of causally linked traits and outcomes (Kay et al., 2005). 
Political orientation was measured with the item, “In general, how would you describe your political views?” (1=very conservative, 7=very liberal). This single-item measure was used by Al-Kire et al. (2021) and was correlated with perceived threat in response to information related to changing religious demographics. 
Criterion Variables. Attitudes toward Christian privilege, including denial, dismantling, and remorse, were assessed using the White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS; Pinterits et al., 2009), modified to address Christian privilege. Subscales of the WPAS, such as Willingness to dismantle White privilege and White privilege remorse have been shown to be negatively correlated with prejudice-relevant variables such as color-blind ideology, modern racism, and social dominance orientation, whereas White privilege denial has been shown to be positively correlated with these measures of prejudice (Pinterits et al., 2009). The adapted version of this measure, concerned with attitudes toward Christian privilege, was included in our Pilot Study 3 (see supplemental p. 215). Subscales assessing willingness to dismantle Christian privilege, denial of Christian privilege, and Christian privilege remorse demonstrated acceptable to excellent reliability (.90, .65, and .96, respectively), and supported convergent validity with White privilege remorse and social dominance orientation.  See supplemental p. 215 for more details about Pilot Study 3. 
Religious intergroup attitudes toward Muslims, atheists, Hindus, Buddhists, Jews, and Christians were assessed using thermometer items. Similar outgroup and ingroup thermometer items were used in Al-Kire et al. (2022) to assess intergroup attitudes. These thermometer items were run through latent profile analyses to group participants based on similar intergroup attitudes, and the profiles based on responses to these thermometer items predicted right-wing authoritarianism in theoretically consistent ways. 
Attention Checks. To assess whether participants have been paying attention to study materials, we included the following attention check questions dispersed throughout the survey: “What is the solution to four plus three (answer using words)” (free response), “If I’m paying attention, I’ll choose ‘strongly agree’ for this question.” Attention check items were used in our exclusion criteria for inattentive participants (see pre-registered exclusion criteria on OSF).
Debrief Questions. Participants were asked several funnel debrief questions, including, “Did you think there was anything extra going on in this study, and did it affect how you responded to questions?” and “What do you think this experiment was trying to study?”. Debrief items were used in our exclusion criteria for suspicious participants (see pre-registered exclusion criteria on OSF).
Exploratory Variables.  Exploratory variables included Lowery et al.’s (2007) Perceived Religious Common Fate scale, Shuman et al.’s (2022) Defend-Deny-Distance-Dismantle (4D) scale modified to address Christian privilege, K.A. Johnson et al.’s (2019) LAMBI scale, and Hashimoto and Yamagishi’s (2013) revised measure of self-construal.    
Studies 2 and 3
Manipulation check. Perceived inequity of privilege, modified from Lowery et al. (2012) was used as a manipulation check. Lowery et al. (2012) found that participants exposed to evidence of ingroup privilege indicated agreement with the statement that differences between groups are the result of injustice. 
Criterion Variables. See Study 1 section above for validity information for our measures of Christian privilege, thermometer items of religious outgroup derogation, and perceived religious threat (Pasek & Cook, 2019).
Life hardships (Phillips & Lowery, 2015) was measured as another indicator of denial of privilege. This scale has shown good reliability in studies investigating responses to both White privilege (𝛼=.86-.90; Phillips & Lowery, 2015) and class privilege (𝛼=.88; Phillips & Lowery, 2020). In both contexts, life hardship claims were correlated with denial of personal privilege (White privilege: r = |.24|, Class privilege: r = |.33|), supporting the validity of the scale as a measure of distancing from the role of privilege in one’s life. 
Distancing from the ingroup was assessed with a scale designed to measure ingroup identity centrality (Chow et al., 2008). This scale has shown good reliability (𝛼=.74-.83; Chow et al., 2008) and is associated with disengagement following exposure to evidence of ingroup privilege (Lowery & Wout, 2010).
Esteem for the religious ingroup was measured using the Private Regard subscale of Luhtanen & Corcker’s (1992) Collective Self-Esteem scale, adapted to include the religious ingroup as the target. This scale has shown good reliability (𝛼=.74-.81; Chow et al., 2008). Higher scores on this group-esteem measure have been associated with less support for policies that harm the ingroup (Lowery et al., 2012).
Metaperceptions of the religious ingroup were measured with ten items assessing how participants think that other religions view Christians. These items were created for use in this study but were based on Pasek & Cook’s (2019) single item measure of meta-stereotypes about the ingroup.
We created several items to assess privilege-relevant threat in response to the merit- and group-based passages. Emotion items, including “worried”, “alarmed”, “upset”, “offended”, “threatened”, “distressed”, “anxious”, and “calm” (reverse scored), were designed in light of previous work that shows that evidence of ingroup privilege elicits heightened arousal which is an antecedent to behavioral responses (e.g., Dover, 2022). Several “anger” items (e.g., “at non-Christians”, “at Christians”, “on behalf of Christians”) were included due to the association between anger and dismantling responses (e.g., Leach et al., 2006; Mallet et al., 2008). We included a number of anger items to account for the possibility that the target of the anger predicts distinct responses. The four additional statements (e.g., “Christians are undeserving”) were included to assess whether a specific type of threat is elicited by the manipulations. 
The collective guilt scale (Branscombe et al., 2004) demonstrates good psychometric properties and is associated with willingness to make reparations and with state feelings of guilt. 
Individual Differences. See Study 1 section above for validity information for individual differences variables, including general religiousness, religious intellectual humility, trait gratitude toward God, sanctification of social justice, religious fundamentalism, Christian nationalism, system justification, social dominance orientation, and conservative political orientation. 
Attention Checks. See Study 1 section above for attention checks. 
Debrief Questions. See Study 1 section above for debreif questions.
Exploratory Variables. Study 2 exploratory variables included Lowery et al.’s (2007) Perceived Religious Common Fate scale, Shuman et al.’s (2022) Defend-Deny-Distance-Dismantle (4D) scale modified to address Christian privilege, and K. A. Johnson et al. (2019)’s LAMBI scale. 
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Pilot Study 1 Table S1
Intercorrelations for Pilot Study Variables
	Variable
	1 
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14

	1. Confront 
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Aware
	.77**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Remorse
	.85**
	.76**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. LH
	-.17**
	-.26**
	-.21**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. SDO
	-.50**
	-.53**
	-.42**
	-.03
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. SJ
	-.26**
	-.38**
	-.26**
	-.18**
	.37**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. CRT
	-.19**
	-.26**
	-.25**
	.24**
	.25**
	-.05
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. CN
	-.35**
	-.50**
	-.31**
	.09
	.43**
	.34**
	.23**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Black
	.31**
	.26**
	.25**
	-.03
	-.48**
	-.01
	-.19**
	-.18**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Asian
	.18**
	.18**
	.15**
	-.01
	-.39**
	-.04
	-.14**
	-.17**
	.76**
	1
	
	
	
	

	11. Latino
	.19**
	.16**
	.15**
	-.06
	-.37**
	-.03
	-.11
	-.16**
	.76**
	.82**
	1
	
	
	

	12. Atheist
	.26**
	.29**
	.15**
	.00
	-.38**
	-.09
	-.18**
	-.33**
	.48**
	.50**
	.49**
	1
	
	

	13. White
	-.10
	-.10
	-.15**
	-.04
	.01
	.26**
	.03
	.17**
	.41**
	.52**
	.49**
	.26**
	1
	

	14. Christian
	-.24**
	-.30**
	-.27**
	.03
	.15**
	.30**
	.10
	.50**
	.27**
	.30**
	.30**
	.08
	.57**
	1


Note. * p < .05, **p < .01; Confront = Willingness to confront White Privilege, Aware = White Privilege awareness, Remorse = White Privilege remorse, LH = Life Hardships, SDO = Social Dominance Orientation, SJ = System Justification, CRT = Composite Racial Threat, CN = Christian Nationalism, Black = warmth toward Black people, Asian = warmth toward Asian people, Latino = warmth toward Latino/a people, Atheist = warmth toward atheists, White = warmth toward White people, Christian = warmth toward Christians
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Pilot Study 1 Codebook

	Scale 
	Citation
	Variable as it appears in data
	Example item/Description
	Scoring 
	Item Reverse Scored


	Pilot Study Variables

	WPAS: Willingness to Confront White Privilege (F1)
	White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS); Pinterits et al., 2009
	WP1
(Mean score of subscale)
	“I intend to work toward dismantling White Privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	WP1_1
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_2
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_3
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_4
	
	
	Y

	
	
	WP1_5
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_6
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_7
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_8
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_9
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_10
	
	
	

	
	
	WP1_11
	
	
	Y

	
	
	WP1_12
	
	
	

	WPAS: White Privilege Awareness (F3)
	White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS); Pinterits et al., 2009
	WP3
(Mean score of subscale)
	“Our social structure promotes White Privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	WP3_1
	
	
	Y

	
	
	WP3_2
	
	
	

	
	
	WP3_3
	
	
	

	
	
	WP3_4
	
	
	Y

	WPAS: White Privilege Remorse (F4)
	White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS); Pinterits et al., 2009
	WP4 (Mean score of subscale)
	“I am ashamed of my White Privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	WP4_1
	
	
	

	
	
	WP4_2
	
	
	

	
	
	WP4_3
	
	
	

	
	
	WP4_4
	
	
	

	
	
	WP4_5
	
	
	

	
	
	WP4_6
	
	
	

	Life Hardships
	Phillips & Lowery, 2015
	LH 
(Mean score)
	“My life has been full of hardships”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 
7 = Strongly agree

	
	
	LH_1
	
	
	

	
	
	LH_2
	
	
	

	
	
	LH_3
	
	
	

	
	
	LH_4
	
	
	Y

	
	
	LH_5
	
	
	

	Social Dominance Orientation
	Ho et al., 2015
	SDO 
(Mean score)
	“Some groups are simply inferior to other groups”
	1 = Strongly oppose; 
7 = Strongly favor

	
	
	SDO_1
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_2
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_3
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_4
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_5
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_6
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_7
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_8
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_9
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_10
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_11
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_12
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_13
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_14
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_15
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SDO_16
	
	
	Y

	System Justification
	Kay & Jost, 2003
	SJ (Mean score)
	“In general, the American political system operates as it should”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 
9 = Strongly agree

	
	
	SJ_1
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ_2
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ_3
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SJ_4
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ_5
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ_6
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ_7
	
	
	Y

	
	
	SJ_8
	
	
	

	Christian Nationalism
	Perry & Whitehead, 2015
	CN 
(Mean score)
	“The federal government should declare the United States a Christian nation”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 
5 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CN_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CN_2
	
	
	

	
	
	CN_3
	
	
	

	
	
	CN_4
	
	
	

	
	
	CN_5
	
	
	

	
	
	CN_6
	
	
	Y

	Composite Racial Threat
	Pasek & Cook, 2019 (adapted from Pinel, 1999)
	CRT (Mean score)
	“White people are under attack in the U.S.”
	1 = Not at all; 5 = Very much

	
	
	CRT_A1
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT_A2
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT_st1
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT_st2
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT1
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT2
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT3
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT4
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT5
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT6
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT7
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT8
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT9
	
	
	

	
	
	CRT10
	
	
	

	Thermometer items for target outgroups
	
	“Please rate how you feel about members of the following groups on a scale of 0 (cold, negative) to 100 (warm, positive).”

	
	Black
	
	
	

	
	Asian
	
	
	

	
	Latino
	
	
	

	
	Atheist
	
	
	

	Thermometer items for target ingroups
	
	“Please rate how you feel about members of the following groups on a scale of 0 (cold, negative) to 100 (warm, positive).”

	
	White
	
	
	

	
	Christian
	
	
	

	Attention check 
	attn
	“If I am paying attention, I will choose ‘strongly agree’ for this item”
	1= Strongly disagree; 
7= Strongly agree

	Demographic Variables

	Age
	age
	“Please type your age (in years) in the space provided”

	Race
	race
	“With which racial or ethnic group do you most closely identify?”
	1= African American/Black
2= Asian/Pacific Islander
3=Hispanic
4=Native American
5=Caucasian/White
6=Another race/ethnicity (please specify)

	Gender
	gender
	“What is your gender?”
	1= Cis-gender man
2= Cis-gender woman
3= Non-binary
4= Transgender man
5= Transgender woman
6= Prefer not to say 
7= Other (please specify)

	Subjective Socio-economic class
	class
	“What is your current socio-economic bracket?”
	1= Upper class
2= Upper-middle class
3= Middle class
4= Lower-middle class
5= Lower class

	Annual Income
	income
	“By your best estimate, what was your household income last year, before taxes?”
	1= <$10k
2= $10k-20k
3= $20k-35k
4= $35k-50k
5= $50k-100k
6= $100k-150k
7= >$150k

	Religious Affiliation
	relig
	“What is your primary religious affiliation?”
	1= Christian
2= Hindu
3= Buddhist
4= Jewish 
5= Muslim
6= Atheist
7= Agnostic
8= None
9= Other (please specify)

	Christian Denomination 
	denom
	“What is your primary Christian affiliation?”
	1= Catholic
2= Protestant 
3= Non-denominational
4= Latter Day Saint (LDS)
5= Another denomination (please specify)

	Political Party Affiliation
	party
	“What is your political orientation?”
	1= Republican
2= Libertarian 
3= Democrat
4= No preference
5= Other (please specify)

	
	party_5
	Text entry for selected option 5 [Other (please specify)]

	Political Ideology
	poli
	“How would you describe yourself politically?”
	1= Very conservative; 
6= Very liberal
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Pilot Study 2 Summary 

Given the lack of effective Christian privilege manipulations in existing literature (Cook & Franks, 2022), we conducted a brief pilot study to ascertain the viability of our experimental manipulations in inducing emotional states theoretically antecedent to attitudes toward Christian privilege. In May 2023, we recruited 210 undergraduate students from a private Christian institution in the southern United States. Participants were compensated with extra credit from their respective professors. After excluding participants who did not self-identify as Christian, a final sample of 173 participants (MAge = 19.8, 76.3% cis-gender women, 59.5% White) was used in the pilot analyses. 
	In an online Qualtrics survey, participants were randomly assigned to read a passage presenting evidence of merit-based privilege (n = 59), group-based privilege (n = 55), or a control (n = 59) where no evidence of privilege was presented (See Study 2 Procedure for materials). Participants then completed the following measures: PANAS modified to include threat-relevant emotions (Watson et al., 1988), Collective Guilt scale modified to apply to Christians (Branscombe et al., 2004), attention checks, and demographic information. Participants were then debriefed. 
	A two-tailed one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of experimental condition on collective guilt acceptance, F(2,170) = 4.99, p < .01. As expected, participants exposed to evidence of group-based privilege (M = 3.37, SD = 1.62) reported significantly more collective guilt acceptance (p < .01) than participants in the control condition (M = 2.48, SD = 1.52). Participants exposed to evidence of merit-based privilege (M = 3.09, SD = 1.49) also reported greater collective guilt acceptance than participants in the control condition, but this difference was not statistically significant (p = .08). 
	Two-tailed one-way ANOVAs also revealed significant differences between conditions in the extent to which participants felt offended [F(2,170) = 5.29, p < .01], upset [F(2,170) = 3.06, p < .05], and alarmed [F(2,170) = 7.19, p < .01], suggesting that evidence of Christian privilege is indeed perceived as threatening. Participants exposed to evidence of group-based privilege (M = 1.84, SD = 1.15) felt significantly more offended (p < .01) than participants in the control condition (M = 1.25, SD = 0.68). Participants exposed to evidence of merit-based privilege (M = 1.68, SD = 1.09) also reported feeling more offended than participants in the control condition, but this difference was not statistically significant (p = .06). Participants exposed to evidence of group-based privilege (M = 2.16, SD = 1.21) felt significantly more upset (p < .01) than participants in the control condition (M = 1.66, SD = 0.96). Participants exposed to evidence of group-based privilege (M = 2.11, SD = 1.08) felt significantly more alarmed (p < .001) than participants in the control condition (M = 1.44, SD = 0.75). Participants exposed to evidence of merit-based privilege (M = 1.70, SD = 0.99) also reported feeling more alarmed than participants in the control condition, but this difference was not statistically significant (p = .05). 

Pilot Study 2 Codebook

	Scale 
	Citation
	Variable as it appears in data
	Example item/Description
	Scoring 
	Item Reverse Scored


	Experimental Condition

	Control
	control
	Dummy coded condition membership
	1= control, 
0 = other condition

	Group-based privilege
	group
	Dummy coded condition membership
	1= group-based privilege, 
0 = other condition

	Merit-based privilege 
	merit
	Dummy coded condition membership
	1= merit-based privilege, 
0 = other condition

	
	cond3
	Factor variable for condition
	1= Control
2=Group-based privilege
3= Merit-based privilege 

	Pilot Study Variables

	Collective Guilt: Acceptance 
	Modified Collective Guilt scale; Branscombe et al., 2004 
	CGA
(Mean score of subscale)
	“I feel regret that Christians have historically benefitted over other religious groups in the United States”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
7 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CGA_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CGA_2
	
	
	

	
	
	CGA_3
	
	
	

	
	
	CGA_4
	
	
	

	
	
	CGA_5
	
	
	

	Collective Guilt: Whole Group Accountab
ility
	Modified Collective Guilt scale; Branscombe et al., 2004 
	CGWGA
(Mean score of subscale)
	“If a group harms members of another group, then the whole group should feel guilty”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
7 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CGWGA_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CGWGA_2
	
	
	

	
	
	CGWGA_3
	
	
	

	
	
	CGWGA_4
	
	
	

	
	
	CGWGA_5
	
	
	

	PANAS Expanded 
	Watson et al., 1988
	“Please indicate the extent to which you feel each item at this moment”
	1 = Very slightly or not at all; 5 = Extremely

	
	
	PANAS_1
	Interested
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_2
	Distressed
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_3
	Excited
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_4
	Upset
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_5
	Strong
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_6
	Guilty
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_7
	Scared
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_8
	Hostile
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_9
	Enthusiastic
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_10
	Proud
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_11
	Irritable
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_12
	Alert
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_13
	Ashamed
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_14
	Inspired
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_15
	Nervous
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_16
	Determined
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_17
	Attentive
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_18
	Jittery 
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_19
	Active
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_20
	Afraid
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_21
	Elevation
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_22
	Gratitude
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_23
	Admiration
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_24
	Awe
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_25
	Compassion
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_26
	Appreciative
	
	

	
	
	PANAS_27
	Thankful
	
	

	Threat-relevant emotion
	“Please indicate the extent to which you currently feel the following emotions.”
	1= Not at all;
5= Extremely

	
	worry
	Worried
	
	

	
	alarm
	Alarmed
	
	

	
	upset
	Upset
	
	

	
	offend
	Offended
	
	

	
	threatn
	Threatened
	
	

	
	distress
	Distressed
	
	

	
	anxious
	Anxious
	
	

	
	calm
	Calm
	
	

	
	angry_at
	Angry at Christians
	
	

	
	angry_of
	Angry on behalf of Christians
	
	

	
Group-based perceptions
	group_threat1
	“Christians are selfish.”
	
1= Strongly disagree; 
7= Strongly agree

	
	group_threat2
	“Christians are uncompassionate.”
	

	
Merit-based perceptions
	merit_threat1
	“Christians are undeserving.”
	1= Strongly disagree; 
7= Strongly agree

	
	merit_threat2
	“Christians are favored for their group membership, not their merit.”
	

	Perceived inequality 
*Participants responded to either perceived_ineq_mer or perceived_ineq_gp, depending on assigned condition
	perceived_ineq_mer
	“If the information in the passage were true, to what extent would differences in statuses between religious groups be the result of unfair privileges?”
	1= Not at all; 
7= Very much

	
	perceived_ineq_gp
	
	

	Perceived inequality 
*Control group only
	perceived_ineq_contr
	“Differences in status between religious groups are the result of unfair privileges.”
	1= Strongly disagree; 
7= Strongly agree

	Demographic Variables

	Age
	age
	“Please type your age (in years) in the space provided”

	Race
	race
	“With which racial or ethnic group do you most closely identify?”
	1= African American/Black
2= Asian/Pacific Islander
3=Latino/Hispanic
4=Native American
5=European American /White
6=Another race/ethnicity (please specify)

	
	race_6_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 6 [Other (please specify)]

	Gender
	gender
	“What is your gender?”
	1= Cis-gender man
2= Cis-gender woman
3= Non-binary
4= Transgender man
5= Transgender woman
6= Prefer not to say 
7= Other (please specify)

	
	gender_7_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 7 [Other (please specify)]

	Subjective Socio-economic class
	class
	“What is your current socio-economic bracket?”
	1= Upper class
2= Upper-middle class
3= Middle class
4= Lower-middle class
5= Lower class

	Annual Income
	income
	“By your best estimate, what was your household income last year, before taxes?”
	1= <$10k
2= $10k-20k
3= $20k-35k
4= $35k-50k
5= $50k-100k
6= $100k-150k
7= >$150k

	Belief in God
	God
	“Do you believe in God?”
	1=No, 2=Uncertain, 3=Yes

	Religious Affiliation
	relig
	“What is your primary religious affiliation?”
	3= Christian
5= Buddhist
6= Hindu
7= Jewish 
8= Muslim
9= None
10= Atheist
11= Agnostic
12= Other (please specify)

	
	relig_12_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 12 [Other (please specify)]

	Christian Denomination 
	denom
	“What is your primary Christian affiliation?”
	1= Catholic
2= Protestant 
3= Non-denominational
4= Latter Day Saint (LDS)
5= Another denomination (please specify)

	
	denom_5_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 5 [Other (please specify)]

	Political Party Affiliation
	party
	“What is your political orientation?”
	1= Republican
2= Libertarian 
3= Democrat
4= No preference
5= Other (please specify)

	
	party_5_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 5 [Other (please specify)]

	Political Ideology
	poli
	“How would you describe yourself politically?”
	1= Very conservative; 
6= Very liberal















Pilot Study 3

Pilot Study 3 Data 

Link to access Pilot 3 data as .csv

Pilot Study 3 Summary 

At the recommendation of reviewers, we conducted a brief pilot study to ascertain the validity of the Christian privilege measures adapted from Pinterits et al.’s (2009) White Privilege Attitudes Scale. As part of a larger study, we recruited 375 Christian U.S.-based adults from CloudResearch Connect in January 2024. After excluding participants who did not self-identify as Christian (n=11), a final sample of 364 participants (MAge = 39.84, 57.41% women, 71.43% White) was used in the pilot analyses. Protestants made up 53.02% of the sample, followed by Catholics (45.87%), and un-specified Christians (1.10%). 

Reliability 
The Willingness to dismantle Christian Privilege factor demonstrated good reliability, 𝛼 = .90. Internal consistency would not be improved by dropping any items. 

The Christian Privilege Denial factor demonstrated acceptable reliability, 𝛼 = .65. Analysis revealed that internal consistency could be improved to 𝛼 = .72 by removing one item (“Plenty of people in other religions are more privileged than Christians”). 

The Christian Privilege Remorse factor demonstrated excellent reliability, 𝛼 = .96. Internal consistency would not be improved by dropping any items. 

Convergent Validity 
	Convergent validity for the Christian privilege measures was assessed with theoretically related constructs, including White privilege remorse (Pinterits et al., 2009), Social Dominance Orientation (Ho et al., 2015), and System Justification (Roccatto et al., 2014). Coefficient alphas for each scale were .97, .93, and .79, respectively. See Pilot Study 3 Table 1. 
	Consistent with expectations, higher scores on Willingness to dismantle Christian Privilege were significantly associated with higher scores on Christian Privilege Remorse and White Privilege Remorse, and lower scores on Christian Privilege Denial and Social Dominance Orientation. 
	Higher scores on Christian Privilege Denial were significantly associated with higher scores on Social Dominance Orientation and lower scores on Willingness to Dismantle Christian Privilege, Christian Privilege Remorse, and White Privilege Remorse. 
	Higher scores on Christian Privilege Remorse were significantly associated with higher scores on Willingness to Dismantle Christian Privilege and White Privilege Remorse and lower scores on Christian Privilege Denial. 



Pilot Study 3 Table 1
Intercorrelations for Pilot Study Variables
	Scale
	M (SD)
	1 
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1. Dismantle Christian Privilege  
	2.50(1.10)
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Christian Privilege Denial
	3.88 (1.19)
	-.57**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Christian Privilege Remorse
	1.99(1.22)
	.64**
	-.53**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. White Privilege Remorse
	2.34(1.39)
	.54**
	-.52**
	.74**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Social Dominance Orientation
	2.89(1.27)
	-.13*
	.30**
	-.05
	-.20**
	1
	
	
	
	

	6. System Justification
	4.63(1.44)
	.00
	.10
	-.06
	-.13
	.13*
	1
	
	
	

	7. Political Orientation 
	3.78(1.79)
	.34**
	-.54**
	.37**
	.45**
	-.39**
	-.06
	1
	
	

	8. General Religiousness
	3.83(1.38)
	.12*
	.21**
	-.07
	-.12
	.04
	.08
	-.25**
	1
	

	9. Religious Commitment   
	29.34(12.39)
	.14*
	.25**
	-.05
	-.04
	.05
	.12*
	-.33**
	.79**
	1


Note. * p < .05, **p < .01; Political Orientation (1=Very conservative, 7=Very liberal); General religiousness = mean score of prayer frequency and religious service attendence (higher score = more religious); Religious Commitment = Religious Commitment Inventory (Worthington et al., 2003)


Pilot Study 3 Codebook 

Additional measures and procedures included in the larger study can be found on OSF (https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/ZGRCN). 
	Scale 
	Citation
	Variable as it appears in data
	Example item/Description
	Scoring 
	Item Reverse Scored


	Pilot Study Variables

	Willingness to dismantle Christian privilege 
	Adapted from Pinterits et al. (2009)
	CP_WTC (Mean score of subscale)
	“I intend to work toward dismantling Christian privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CP1_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_2
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_3
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_4
	
	
	CP1_4r

	
	
	CP1_5
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_6
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_7
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_8
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_9
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_10
	
	
	

	
	
	CP1_11
	
	
	CP1_11r

	
	
	CP1_12
	
	
	

	Christian Privilege Denial 
	Adapted from Pinterits et al. (2009)
	CP_deny (Mean score of subscale)
	“Everyone has equal opportunity, so this so-called Christian privilege is really Christian-bashing”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CP3_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CP3_2
	
	
	CP3_2r

	
	
	CP3_3
	
	
	CP3_3r

	
	
	CP3_4
	
	
	

	Christian Privilege Remorse 
	Adapted from Pinterits et al. (2009)
	CP_rem (Mean score of subscale)
	“I am ashamed of my Christian privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	CP4_1
	
	
	

	
	
	CP4_2
	
	
	

	
	
	CP4_3
	
	
	

	
	
	CP4_4
	
	
	

	
	
	CP4_5
	
	
	

	
	
	CP4_6
	
	
	

	White Privilege Remorse 
	White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS); Pinterits et al., 2009
	WPR_tot (Mean score of subscale)
	“I am ashamed of my White Privilege”
	1 = Strongly disagree;
 6 = Strongly agree

	
	
	wht_priv_1
	
	
	

	
	
	wht_priv_2
	
	
	

	
	
	wht_priv_3
	
	
	

	
	
	wht_priv_4
	
	
	

	
	
	wht_priv_5
	
	
	

	
	
	wht_priv_6
	
	
	

	Social Dominance Orientation
	Ho et al., 2015
	SDO_tot
(Mean score)
	“Some groups are simply inferior to other groups”
	1 = Strongly oppose; 
7 = Strongly favor

	
	
	SDO_1
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_2
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_3
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_4
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_5
	
	
	SDO_5r

	
	
	SDO_6
	
	
	SDO_6r

	
	
	SDO_7
	
	
	SDO_7r

	
	
	SDO_8
	
	
	SDO_8r

	
	
	SDO_9
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_10
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_11
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_12
	
	
	

	
	
	SDO_13
	
	
	SDO_13r

	
	
	SDO_14
	
	
	SDO_14r

	
	
	SDO_15
	
	
	SDO_15r

	
	
	SDO_16
	
	
	SDO_16r

	System Justification
	Roccatto et al., (2014)
	SJ_tot (Mean score)
	“In general, the American political system operates as it should”
	1 = Strongly disagree; 
9 = Strongly agree

	
	
	SJ1_r
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ2_r
	
	
	

	
	
	sys_just_3
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ4_r
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ5_r
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ6_r
	
	
	

	
	
	sys_just_7
	
	
	

	
	
	SJ8_r
	
	
	

	Religious Commitment Inventory 
	Worthington et al., (2003)
	RCI_tot (Sum score)
	“My religious beliefs influence all my dealings in life”
	1= Not at all true of me, 5 = Totally true of me

	
	
	RCI_1
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_2
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_3
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_4
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_5
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_6
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_7
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_8
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_9
	
	
	

	
	
	RCI_10
	
	
	

	Demographic Variables

	Age
	age
	“Please type your age (in years) in the space provided”

	Race
	race_ethn
	“With which racial or ethnic group do you most closely identify?”
	1= African American/Black
2= Asian/Pacific Islander
3=Latino/Hispanic
4=Native American
5=White
6=Another race/ethnicity (please specify)

	
	race_ethn_6_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 6 [Other (please specify)]

	Gender
	gender
	“What is your gender?”
	1= Male
2= Female
3= Other

	
	Q1_3_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option 3 [Other (please specify)]

	Religious Affiliation
	relig
	“What is your primary religious affiliation?”
	1=Protestant
2=Catholic 
3=Buddhist
4=Hindu
5=Jewish
6=Muslim
7=None
8=Atheist
9=Agnostic
10=Other (please specify)
11=Other Christian

	
	relig_TEXT
	Text entry for selected option  [Other]

	Political Orientation 
	political_2.1
	“How would you describe yourself politically?”
	1=Very conservative, 7=Very liberal

	General Religiousness
	gen_rel (Mean score across 2 items)

	
	pray
	“How frequently do you pray?”
	1=Never, 6 = More than once a day

	
	rel_attend
	“How often do you attend religious services?”
	1=Never, 6 = More than once a week




