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RESUMEN

Segun la teoria de la guerra justa, las inter-
venciones militares deben cumplir varios
criterios para estar legitimadas (Haspel,
2002). Estos criterios se corresponden con
cuatro procesos de desconexion moral des-
critos por Bandura (1999): la justificacion
moral, la negacion de responsabilidad, el
menaosprecio de las consecuencias negativas
y la culpabilidad de la victima. A partir de
datos de un estudio ademéan en Internet con
1536 participantes, analizamos si estos as-
pectos de interpretacion se relacionan con la
actitud hacia la Guerra de Afganistén, s
existen model os especificos de desconexion
moral, y como se relacionan con las actitu-
des. Todos los aspectos de interpretacion se
relacionan entre si para apoyar a la guerra.
Sin embargo, nosotros identificamos varios
modelos de desconexion moral y solo e
menosprecio de las consecuencias negativas
y €l rechazo de responsabilidad se encontra-
ron en todos los model os.

ABSTRACT

According to just war theory, military inter-
ventions have to fulfill several criteria in
order to be legitimate (Haspel, 2002). These
criteria correspond broadly to four proc-
esses of moral disengagement described by
Bandura (1999): mora justification, denial
of responsibility, minimization of negative
consequences, and blame of the victim.
Using data from a German Internet study
with 1,536 participants, we examined whe-
ther these aspects of interpretation relate to
atitude toward the Afghanistan War,
whether there are specific patterns of moral
disengagement, and how these patterns
relate to attitudinal variables. All aspects of
interpretation related to support for war. We
identified various patterns of mora disen-
gagement. However, only minimization of
negative conseguences and denial of re-
sponsibility were found in al patterns.
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Why do moral people accept imposition of deadly violence on others?
According to Bandura (1991, 1999), there are four broad processes of
moral disengagement enabling this: (1) justification of the act (e.g., through
worthy purposes or ‘palliative’ comparisons), (2) denial, displacement, or
diffusion of responsibility, (3) blaming and dehumanization of the victim,
and (4) negation or minimization of negative consequences. These cogni-
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tive mechanisms can be applied to military intervention, or war (see Cohrs
& Moschner, 2002; Grussendorf, McAlister, Sandstroem, Udd, & Morri-
son, 2002; McAlister, 2001). For example, governments argue that (1) they
carry out a military intervention in pursuit of humanitarian purposes (e.g.,
to prevent massive violations of human rights), (2) they are forced to use
troops as a last resort and therefore bear no responsibility, (3) the interven-
tion has positive consegquences (negative consequences like human suffer-
ing due to bombings are kept out of sight), and (4) the enemy is dangerous,
immoral, and responsible for the conflict (e.g., think of the ‘slaughterer of
Belgrade’). These arguments relate broadly to normative criteria of evalua-
tion of war that are specified by just war theory (see Fuchs, 1996; Haspel,
2002; Walzer, 1992), namely right intention, last resort, proportionality,
and just cause. According to just war theory, awar is not justified unless al
of these criteria (and some more, e.g. legitimate authority, reasonable hope
of success, discrimination of combatants and noncombatants) are fulfilled.
In other words, the criteria are necessary conditions for a military interven-
tion to be legitimate.

Subjective interpretations relating to the four processes described by
Bandura (1991, 1999) are linked to positive evaluation of war. Cohrs and
Moschner (2002) showed that positive attitudes toward North Atlantic
Treaty Organization’s war in Yugoslavia (the Kosovo War) are strongly
related to belief in worthy purposes of the intervention, denial of responsi-
bility for the war, and minimization of negative consequences of the inter-
vention. The fourth cognitive aspect, blame of Y ugoslavia, was also present
in war critics and thus did not contribute to support for war. Detailed con-
siderations of two competing structural equation models led Cohrs and
Moschner (2002) to conclude that the cognitive interpretations both exert
causal effects on evaluation of war and function as subsequent justifications
of a pro-war position. In fact, preliminary longitudinal results concerning
the war in Afghanistan supported this view: Support for the war measured
a time 1 led to stronger denia of responsibility and observation of less
negative consequences measured at time 2, and anticipation of negative
consequences and denial of responsibility measured at time 1 led to
stronger support for the war measured at time 2 (Cohrs, Moschner, Kiel-
mann, & Maes, 2002).

However, it is not clear which of these interpretations or subsets of
interpretations are necessary, and sufficient conditions for support for mili-
tary intervention on an empirical level. If subjective appraisals of military
intervention correspond with the normative model specified by just war
theory, al of the processes described by Bandura (1999) need to be present
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in order to develop a pro-war attitude. If subjective assessments do not
follow just war theory, however, there may be subsets of processes that
lead to acceptance of military intervention, regardless whether other cogni-
tive interpretations are present or not. In this study, we explore the degree
of correspondence between subjective evaluations and normative require-
ments by examining whether there are specific patterns of interpretations of
war with regard to the war in Afghanistan that was waged by the United
States after the terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001. Furthermore, we
explore whether these different patterns of justification are related to vari-
ous political attitudes and other individua difference variables. This may
enable us to suggest some possible psychological origins for the different
patterns of interpretation of war.

Method

Participants

Our research questions were examined with data from a large-scae
study on attitudes toward September 11th, 2001, and related topics (see
Cohrs, Kielmann, Maes, & Moschner, 2002, for a detailed description of
the study). Data collection took place from February 27th to September
12th, 2002, and was done via the Internet (92%) and using traditional pa-
per-and-pencil guestionnaires (8%). The guestionnaire was in the German
language. The following results are based on a sample of 1,536 participants
(42% female, 58% male). The majority was of German nationality (93%).
Age ranged from 13 to 76 years (M = 32.04, SD = 11.18). Educational lev-
els were high, as 47% were university students and 36% had a university
degree. Politicaly, the sample was biased to the Ieft (political ideology,
indicated on a ten-point scale extending from 1 (extremely left) to 10 (ex-
tremely right): M = 4.13, SD = 1.54; voting intention: 30% Green party,
15% Socia Democrats, 12% Democratic Socidists, 8% Christian Demaoc-
rats, 9% Liberals, 17% no answer). Despite this bias, the sample includes a
substantial number of war supporters, asis shown in the Results section.

Instruments

Attitude toward the Afghanistan War was assessed by three items. “I
reject firmly the military intervention in Afghanistan” (reversed), “By and
large, | consider the military intervention in Afghanistan justified”, and
“The military intervention in Afghanistan clearly went beyond a justifiable
degree” (reversed). Internal consistency was very high (Cronbach’s a.=.91).
Two items asked for Attitudinal ambivalence: “The question whether the
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military intervention in Afghanistan was right is difficult to answer: On the
one hand, thereis alot to be said for it, but on the other hand, there is alot
to be said againgt it” and “In contrast to those who are undecided, | have a
firm opinion whether the military action in Afghanistan was justified or
not” (reversed). For these two items, Cronbach’'s o was .73. All of these
and the following items had to be answered on six-point rating scales with
answers being coded from 0 (do not agree at all) to 5 (agree completely).
Cognitive interpretations of the war were assessed by 37 items concern-
ing responsibility issues, blame of the Taliban, goals and motives for the
military action, and direct and long-term consequences of the intervention.
Two items concerning blame of the Taliban were excluded because of ceil-
ing effects. The remaining items were submitted to factor analysis, using
the principle components method and subsequent Varimax rotation. The
first eight eigenvalues were 12.71, 2.76, 1.64, 1.47, 1.33, 1.04, 1.00, and
0.88. In accordance with the paralel analysis criterion (see Enzmann,
1997), five components were extracted. The sixth eigenvalue was lower
than the corresponding eigenvalue based on random data. Four of these
factors were well interpretable. The fifth factor was characterized mostly by
residual loadings and was discarded. The first factor was named Justifica-
tion of the war. Here, items on U.S. motives (e.g., “contribute to democra-
tization in Afghanistan”, “free the Afghan people from the Taliban re-
gime”, “make the world a safer place in the long term”) and on long-term
effects of the intervention (e.g., “It will strengthen human rights’, “It will
make the world a safer place in the long term”, “It will deter future terrorist
attacks’) had high factor loadings. On the second factor, which was termed
Blame of the U.S, items referring to egoistic, dishonest motives of the U.S.
had high loadings (e.g., “maintain their leading position in the world”, “se-
cure economic advantages for themselves’, “get access to oil and gas
wells’, “demonstrate power and strength”). The third factor was named
Negative consequences. It was marked mainly by items on short-term ef-
fects of the intervention (e.g., “It has led to an uncontrollable escalation of
violence”, “It has destabilized the political situation in the world”, “It has
caused enormous suffering for innocent people”, “It has improved the hu-
manitarian situation of the Afghan people” [reversed]). The fourth factor
comprised items on responsibility issues and thus was termed Denial of
responsibility. Exemplary items are “If the U.S. wanted to protect their
freedom, they had no choice but to intervene by military means’, “ Realisti-
cally, the U.S. did not have any other aternative but to strike back with the
use of troops’, “There was enough scope for not being forced to resort to
military action” (reversed), and “In my estimation, the military action in
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Afghanistan was illegal according to international law” (reversed). For the
subsequent analyses, factor scores for the four components were computed.

A large number of other variables were assessed in the questionnaire
(see Cohrs, Kielmann et al., 2002). Here, only those measures that related
to the patterns of interpretation of the Afghanistan War (see below) and that
are included in the following analyses are mentioned. These measures are:
Attribution to the U.S/Western countries (belief that the terrorist attacks on
September 11th were due to ruthless American foreign policy and to mili-
tary presence of the West in Arabic countries, for instance; four items, o =
.67), Indignation at the U.S/Western countries (feelings of enragement by
the policies of the U.S. and European governments; two items, o = .83),
Hope (confidence that we will cope with worldwide terrorism; two items, o
= .65), Attitude toward the U.S. (general evaluations of U.S. foreign and
military policies and U.S. society and democracy; six items, o = .88), Belief
in ajust world (belief that the world is basically a just place where every-
body gets what he/she deserves, see Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987,
Lerner, 1980; six items, o = .77), and Reactivity of terrorism (belief that
terrorism is an understandabl e response to unjust oppression; three items, o
=.82).

Results

To replicate the results by Cohrs and Moschner (2002) concerning the
Kosovo War, we computed the correlations between the factor scores for
the cognitive interpretations and Attitude toward the Afghanistan War.
Attitude toward the Afghanistan War correlated with Justification of the
War (r =.30), Blame of the U.S. (r = -.31), Negative consequences (r = -.49)
and Denial of responsibility (r = .62, al ps < .001). As the factor scores are
orthogonal, each cognitive interpretation contributed uniquely to evaluation
of the war in aregression analysis: 81% of the variance in Attitude toward
the Afghanistan War could be explained. Thus, the relevance of the factors
of moral disengagement for attitudes toward military intervention has been
demonstrated again. Denial of responsibility and minimization of negative
consequences were most strongly related to support for vs. opposition to
the war in Afghanistan. The two other correlations were somewhat lower.
Does this mean that there are war supporters who both deny that the war
was justified and attribute blame to the U.S., so that these two cognitive
interpretations may not be necessarily linked to support for war? To explore
this question, we performed cluster analyses.
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First, we divided the sample into three groups. This was done by cluster
analysis based on the five items concerning attitude toward the war and
attitudinal ambivalence. Ward's (1963) method was used to get a prelimi-
nary solution, which was subsequently optimized by the k means algorithm
(MacQueen, 1967). To find an adequate number of clusters, three statistical
criteria were used (see Bacher, 2001): the amount of variance explained by
agiven number of clusters (n?), the proportional reduction of error over the
solution with one cluster less (PRE), and the F statistic analogous to the F
value in analysis of variance (Fna). In this case, al criteria were com-
pletely consistent in suggesting a solution with three clusters (see Table 1).
With three clusters, there was an ‘elbow’ in the amount of variance ex-
plained, the proportional reduction of error dropped substantially, and the
Fmax Value was highest. The three groups were easily interpretable as war
supporters (n = 374), undecided (n = 643), and war opponents (n = 519).
Mean scale values in Attitude toward the Afghanistan War of the three
groups were 4.14 (SD = 0.68), 2.17 (SD = 0.82), and 0.36 (SD = 0.50) re-
spectively, and mean values in Attitudinal ambivalence were 1.64 (SD=
1.04), 3.87 (SD = 0.87), and 1.07 (SD = 0.95) respectively.

Table1
Statistical Criteriafor Determining
the Number of Clusters (Main Groups)

Number of clusters n2 PRE Frnax

2 41 41 1049.96
3 .62 .36 1246.13
4 .68 15 1068.50
5 72 13 972.43
6 74 .08 867.28
7 .76 10 826.49
8 .79 .09 797.69
9 .80 .07 761.69
10 81 .06 730.99

The relationship between support for war and the cognitive interpreta-
tions found in the correlational results can also be illustrated by group dif-
ferences in the factor scores (see Table 3, below). The war supporters had
positive means in Justification of the war and Denial of responsibility and
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negative means in Blame of the U.S. and Minimization of negative conse-
guences. The standard deviations were highest for Justification of the War
and Blame of the U.S,, reflecting the lower correlations of these scales with
Attitude toward the war. The war opponents had positive means in Blame
of the U.S. and Minimization of negative consequences and negative means
in Justification of the war and Denial of responsibility. The undecided had
means close to zero in all four factors.

Now, in order to identify specific patterns of interpretation of the war,
we performed cluster analyses based on the factor scores for the four cogni-
tive interpretations separately for the war supporters, undecided, and war
opponents, in the same way as described above. The statistical criteria for
deciding on the appropriate number of clusters are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Statistical Criteriafor Determining the Number of Clusters (Subgroups)
War supporters Undecided War opponents

Noof clusters m2 PRE Fpa« 12 PRE Frnx 12 PRE F

2 25 .25 10857 .20 .20 14383 .19 .19 10572
3 40 20 10876 .34 .17 14238 .37 .23 13439
4 47 11 94.25 42 12 13276 .47 15 133.19
5 .50 .07 8177 49 12 13242 50 .06 114.30
6 .55 .09 7859 53 .08 12438 56 .12 11596
7 .57 .04 7041 56 .06 11647 59 .06 106.47
8 .62 .13 7571 58 .06 11039 .61 .07 101.88
9 .65 .06 73.27 .62 .08 11120 .63 .04 94.68
10 .67 .06 7130 .64 .06 10832 .65 .06 92.86

The Fax vValue was highest for two and three clusters among the war
supporters and among the undecided, and highest for three and four clusters
among the war opponents. In each case, we decided that the amount of
variance explained and the proportional reduction of error by the more dif-
ferentiated solution was sufficient to select the higher number of clusters.
Thus, three groups of war supporters, three groups of undecided, and four
groups of war opponents were formed. The characteristics of these ten sub-
groups in the factor scores that were the basis for the clustering are pre-
sented in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Means and Standard Deviations of the Main Groups
and Subgroups in the Factor Scores

N Justification  Blame of the Eloelgsaetjve
of the war u.s
guences

Denial of
responsibility

War supporters 374 0.49 (1.15) -0.45(1.18) -0.69(0.86) 0.89(0.83)

Woar supporters1 105 1.37 (0.75) -1.45(0.80) -0.59(0.73) 0.50(0.73)
War supporters2 109 -0.63(0.78) -0.75(0.77) -0.82(0.91) 0.94(0.86)
War supporters3 114 0.75 (0.84) 0.76 (0.63) -0.65(0.90) 1.23(0.72)

Undecided 643 -0.06(0.96) 0.06(0.94) -0.02(0.96) 0.04(0.85)

Undecided 1 212 -0.09(0.78) 0.32(0.78) -0.79(0.66) -0.52(0.73)
Undecided 2 199 060(0.75) 0.39(0.73) 0.63(0.69) 0.34(0.73)
Undecided 3 154 -0.89(0.75) -0.74(0.92) 0.22(0.86) 0.43(0.74)

War opponents 519 -0.27(0.79) 0.25(0.80) 0.51(0.84) -0.69(0.72)

War opponents1 125 0.56 (0.56) 0.56(0.56) 0.72(0.59) -0.92(0.56)
War opponents2 142 -0.79(0.52) 0.48(0.52) 0.97(0.56) 0.01(0.51)

War opponents3 123 -0.52(0.54) 0.41(0.61) -0.44(0.57) -1.10(0.54)
War opponents4 68  -0.27 (0.76) -1.06 (0.71) 0.89(0.75) -1.00(0.60)

Let us first have a look at the war supporters. Here, all three groups
minimized negative consequences and all three groups denied U.S. respon-
sibility for the war. Thus, in our sample, ignoring single exceptions, these
two factors may be interpreted as necessary conditions for support for war.
In contrast, there is one group (cluster 2) that did not believe that the war
was judtified and still approved of the military intervention. Analogously,
there is one group (cluster 3) that attributed blame to the United States but
still supported the intervention. Thus, these two interpretations are not nec-
essary for support for war. Overall, among the war supporters, at least three
of the four legitimizing cognitive interpretations were present.

Secondly, among the war opponents, all groups believed U.S. responsi-
ble for the war, pointing again to the significance of this factor. The other
three factors do not represent necessary conditions for opposition to war.
There is one group (cluster 3) that minimized negative consequences of the
war, one group (cluster 1) that believed that the war was justified, and one
group (cluster 4) that strongly rejected attribution of blame to the United
States. Overall, at least three of the four legitimizing interpretations were
rejected by the war opponents.
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Thirdly, the undecided were characterized by stronger conflict among
the four factors. This corresponds with the high mean score in attitudinal
ambivalence mentioned above. In cluster 1, minimization of negative con-
seguences was present, but also blame of the United States and denial of
U.S. responsibility for the war. In cluster 2, the war was seen as justified
and responsibility was denied, but there was also blame of the U.S. and
observation of negative effects of the war. In cluster 3, there was denial of
responsibility and rejection of blame of the U.S., but also rejection of moral
justification of the war and some observation of negative consequences.

How do the clusters differ from one another in more generalized attitu-
dinal variables? There are significant differences between the three main
clusters in all attitudinal variables. The war supporters scored lowest in
Attribution to the U.S./Western countries, Indignation at the U.S./Western
countries, and Reactivity of terrorism and highest in Hope, Attitude toward
the U.S., and Belief in ajust world, while the opposite was true for the war
opponents. As regards political ideology, for example, the supporters were
most right (M =5.09, SD = 1.59), the undecided were moderate (M = 4.12,
SD = 1.38), and the opponents were most left (M = 3.54, SD = 1.44).

However, how do the different patterns of interpretation relate to these
attitudinal variables? This was analyzed by examining group differences
among the three clusters of war supporters, the three undecided, and the
four war opponents, respectively. First, there were significant and substan-
tial (i.e., with effect sizes greater than .05) differences among the groups of
supporters in attitudinal variables that may be interpreted consistently.
These characteristics are presented in Table 4.

The first cluster, in which all four factors of cognitive interpretation
were oriented to a pro-war position (see Table 3), did not attribute blame
for the terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001, to the U.S. and to West-
ern countries, was not at all incensed by the United States and European
governments, was confident that we will cope with terrorism, had a positive
general attitude toward the U.S., was relatively high in belief in a just
world, and did not believe that terrorism is a reaction to oppression. Thus,
this cluster appears to have adopted the official position regarding the war
against terrorism. Asthe high levels of confidence and belief in ajust world
indicate, this may have resulted from idealization tendencies or unrealistic
optimism. The clusters 2 and 3 were also conspicuous in most of these
variables in comparison with the war opponents and undecided (see column
“Other” in Table 4). However, they were much less extreme in their orien-
tations than cluster 1. We do not see any obvious psychological interpreta-
tion of differences between these two clusters.
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Table 4
Subgroup Means and Standard Deviationsin External Variables (War Supporters)

Supporters 1 Supporters2 Supporters3 Other

Attributiontothe U.S/West 1.72(0.99) 2.36(0.97)  2.85 (0.91) f(')_lgg)
Indignation at the U.S/West 145(1.31) 2.60(139) 2.8 (1.46) ?6.2961)
Hope 254(123) 163(1.16) 1.93(1.23) (114_1271)
Attitudetoward the U.S.  2.95(0.87) 2.15(0.94) 2.25(0.97) (1(')_1?6)
Belief in ajust world 187(085 132(0.72) 1.38(0.72) (16?;32)
Reactivity of terrorism 1.71(1.05) 235(1.12) 2.67(0.99) ?0331)

Note. All variables are scaled from O (full disagreement) to 5 (full agreement).

Concerning the subgroups of war opponents, effect sizes greater than
.05 emerged only for two variables (see Table 5). Cluster 4 of the oppo-
nents, which rejected blame of the U.S. (see Table 3), did not attribute
blame for the terrorist attacks to the U.S. and Western countries and did not
feel particularly incensed by the U.S. and European governments. The most
extreme values occurred in cluster 2. Finally, among the undecided, there
were no substantial differences between the subgroups in external vari-
ables.

Table5
Subgroup Means and Standard Deviationsin External Variables (War Opponents)

Opp.1 Opp.2 Opp.3 Opp.4 Other

Attribution to 341 3.53 3.32 2.86 2.78
U.S./West (0.87) (0.90) (0.85) (1.03) (0.97)
Indignation at 4.64 4.82 4.63 4.18 3.37
U.S./West (0.54) (0.41) (0.50) (0.94) (1.43)
Discussion

This paper showed that in general, denial or displacement of responsi-
bility for the war, minimization of negative consequences of the war, justi-
fication of the war, and low attribution of blame to the U.S. were strongly
related to evaluation of the Afghanistan War, supporting the view that Ban-
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dura's (1991, 1999) model of moral disengagement can be applied to
evaluation of war. This can be regarded as a replication of the findings by
Cohrs and Moschner (2002) concerning attitude toward the Kosovo War.

Furthermore, our cluster-analytical results suggest a more differentiated
view, as subgroups of war supporters, undecided, and war opponents were
characterized by specific patterns of interpretation of the war. The most
important aspect seemed to be denial of responsibility, that is, estimation
whether on the one hand, military action can be avoided or, on the other
hand, there is no alternative to military intervention and it is supported by
international law. All groups of war supporters, and none of the groups of
war opponents, showed this cognition, so it may be regarded as a crucia
factor in war attitudes. Similarly, all groups of war supporters minimized
negative conseguences of the intervention, so this factor may also be seen
as an important condition for support for war. However, on the other side,
one may minimize negative consequences but still be opposed to war, asis
reflected in cluster 3 of the war opponents. For peace activists, these find-
ings point to the significance of uncovering and popularizing alternative
ways of conflict management and stressing negative consequences of awar.

Moral justification of the war and absence of blame of the U.S. turned
out to be not that crucial in determining war attitudes. There were groups of
war supporters that did not believe that the war was morally justified or did
believe that the U.S. intervened because of dishonest maotives. Obviously,
this did not prevent them from approving of the war. Y et, according to just
war theory, this should be the case (Fuchs, 1996; Haspel, 2002): A war
should only be regarded as legitimate when a whole number of conditions
are fulfilled. Thus, evaluation of military force on an empirical level does
not follow the normative requirements specified by just war theory.

Further exploratory analyses suggested that —given a pro-war, anti-war,
or moderate position —the role of more generalized attitudinal factors in
determining which pattern of interpretation of the war emerged is limited.
There are substantial attitudinal and personality differences between war
opponents and war supporters (see also Cohrs, in press), but in our analyses
we found only small differences between subtypes of war opponents and
between subtypes of war supporters. Among the war supporters, however, a
group could be identified that was characterized by seemingly uncritical
adoption of the official position regarding the war. This very consistent
pro-war position may have been due to tendencies of unredlistic idediza
tion or illusionary optimism, as high values in hope and belief in a just
world indicated.



116  Psicologia Palitica, N° 27, Noviembre 2003

References

Bacher, J. (2001). Teststatistiken zur Bestimmung der Clusterzahl fir QUICK CLUS
TER [Test statistics for determining the number of clusters for QUICK CLUS-
TER]. ZA-Information, 48, 71-97.

Bandura, A. (1991). Socia cognitive theory of mora thought and action. In W. M.
Kurtines & J. L. Gewirtz (Eds.), Handbook of moral behavior and development.
Volume 1: Theory (pp. 45-103). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bandura, A. (1999). Moral disengagement in the perpetration of inhumanities. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 3, 193-2009.

Cohrs, J. C. (in press). Militarismus-Pazifismus als Einstellungsdimension [Militarism-
pacifism as an attitude dimension]. In G. Sommer & A. Fuchs (Eds.), Krieg und
Frieden: Handbuch der Konflikt- und Friedenspsychologie [War and peace: Hand-
book of conflict and peace psychology] (pp. 290-302). Weinheim, Germany: Beltz.

Cohrs, J. C., Kielmann, S. O., Maes, J., & Moschner, B. (2002). Befragung zum 11.
September 2001 und den Folgen: Bericht Uber die zweite Erhebungsphase [Survey
on September 11th and the conseguences: Report on the second wave of data col-
lection] (Reports from the working group “Verantwortung, Gerechtigkeit, Mora”,
No. 149). Trier, Germany: University of Trier, Faculty | — Psychology.

Cohrs, J. C., & Moschner, B. (2002). Zur kognitiven Konstruktion von (Un-)
Gerechtigkeit militérischer Gewalt: Die moralische Beurteilung des Kosovo-Kriegs
[Cognitive construction of the (un-)justness of military intervention: The moral
evaluation of the Kosovo War]. Zeitschrift fir Sozial psychologie, 33, 13-24.

Cohrs, J. C., Moschner, B., Kielmann, S. O., & Maes, J. (2002, July). Reaktionen auf
die Terroranschldge vom 11. September und Einstellungen zum Krieg in Afghani-
stan [Reactions to the terrorist attacks on September 11th and attitudes toward the
war in Afghanistan]. Paper presented in the colloquium of socia psychological re-
search at the University of Bielefeld, Germany, July 4, 2002.

Dalbert, C., Montada, L., & Schmitt, M. (1987). Glaube an eine gerechte Welt als Mo-
tiv: Validierungskorrelate zweier Skalen [Belief in ajust world as a motive: Valid-
ity correlates of two scales]. Psychologische Beitrage, 29, 596-615.

Enzmann, D. (1997). RanEigen: A program to determine the parallel analysis criterion
for the number of principal components. Applied Psychol. Measurement, 21, 232.

Fuchs, A. (1996). Wie wird militérische Gewalt zur “friedensschaffenden Mal3nahme”?
Kognitionspsychologische Aspekte der moralischen Beurteilung der Intervention
am Golf durch deutsche Bischtéfe [How does military force turn into “peace-
making”? Cognitive-psychological aspects of moral evaluation of the Persian Gulf
intervention by German bishops]. Zeitschrift fir Politische Psychologie, 4, 319-
336.

Grussendorf, J., McAlister, A., Sandstroem, P., Udd, L., & Morrison, T. C. (2002).
Resisting moral disengagement in support for war. Use of the “Peace Test Scale’
among student groups in 21 nations. Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psy-
chology, 8, 73-84.

Haspel, M. (2002). Friedensethik und humanitare Intervention. Der Kosovo-Krieg als
Herausforderung evangelischer Friedensethik [Peace ethics and humanitarian in-
tervention. The Kosovo War as a challenge to protestant peace ethics].
Neukirchen-VIuyn, Germany: Neukirchener.



Patterns of justification of the Afghanistan war... 117

Lerner, M. J. (1980). The belief in a just world. A fundamental delusion. New Y ork:
Plenum.

MacQueen, J. (1967). Some methods for classification and analysis of multivariate
observations. In L. M. Necam & J. Neyman (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fifth Berke-
ley Symposium in Mathematical Statistics and Probability, 1956/66 (pp. 281-297).
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

McAlister, A. L. (2001). Mora disengagement: Measurement and modification. Jour-
nal of Peace Research, 38, 87-99.

Walzer, M. (1992). Just and unjust wars. A moral argument with historical illustrations
(2nd ed.). New Y ork: Basic Books.

Ward, J. H. (1963). Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objective function. Journal of
the American Statistical Association, 58, 236-244.

1. It should be noted that one of the mechanisms described by Bandura (1991, 1999) is not
represented by these factors, namely attribution of blame to the opponent. Items tapping this
aspect have been dropped because of ceiling effects. The second factor, blame of the U.S,,
was not described by Bandura, but may be seen as a mirror image of attribution of blame to
the opponent.

A short version of this paper was presented at the 26th Annual Scientific Meeting of the
International Society of Political Psychology in Boston, MA, July 6 to 9, 2003.

We want to thank Andrea Abele-Brehm for helpful comments on an earlier version of this
article

J. Christopher Cohrs works in the Social Psychology Section at the Frie-
drich Alexander University of Erlangen-Nuremberg. His current research is
on attitudes toward war, patriotism, ideology and prejudice, and career devel-
opment. A recent publication is “Antiwar knowledge and generalized political
attitudes as determinants of attitude toward the Kosovo War”.

Jurgen Maes received his Dr. rer. nat. from the University of Trier, where he
currently works in the Educational and Applied Psychology Section. Barbara
Moschner received her Dr. rer. nat.. from the University of Trier. She cur-
rently works as a professor in the School of Education at the Carl von Os-
sietzky University of Oldenburg. And Sven Kielmann currently works on his
diplomathesis at the University of Trier.

Address: Christopher Cohrs, Friedrich-Alexander-Universitét Erlangen-Nurn-
berg, Lehrstuhl Sozialpsycholoige, Bismarckstr. 6, D-91054 Erlangen, Ger-
many.




