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Abstract. We investigated whether religiosity, political partisanship activism on the 

Ukraine-Russia conflict, decision making style, and time taken to complete an 

online Questionnaire predict willingness to forward the online Questionnaire to 

others.  The Questionnaire study was conducted May - September 2024 on Qualtrics 

with an online sample of N=204. The online Questionnaire measured political 

support for Ukraine, Russia, or neither in the Ukraine-Russia War, decision making 

style on the Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire (MDMQ), political activism, 

religiosity, and willingness to forward the Questionnaire.  We found more support 

for Ukraine (73.5%) than for Russia (3.9%), than for neither side (22.5%). 

Religiosity was a factor in willingness to forward the Questionnaire. There was a 

tendency for religious participants to be more willing to forward the Questionnaire.  

A 2x2 MANOVA found that politically active participants were more willing to 

forward the Questionnaire and religious participants with a less vigilant decisional 

style were more willing to forward the Questionnaire. We measured time taken to 

complete the online Questionnaire.  Participants neutral in the Ukraine-Russia 

conflict and who spent more time on the Questionnaire were more willing to forward 

the Questionnaire.  The findings suggest people who are less vigilant, have stronger 

political viewpoints, and take more time completing Questionnaires, are more likely 

to spread information and accordingly might pose greater security risks in 

organisations. 

Keywords. Decisional Style, Email, Conflict, Support, Forwarding 

1. Introduction 

The Russo-Ukrainian conflict started in 2014 [1] and continued and escalated from 2022 

[2].  As support for Ukraine may have consequences [2] it is important to consider factors 

that may influence such support [3].   

A requirement to make a decision of support or forward a message [4], can be a 

source of conflict [5].  Poor decisions can have serious political repercussions [6] and 

create security problems [7].  Indeed, the processes underlying decisions can be 

documented [6], and the information the decision maker accessed can be tracked [8,9]. 
Janis and Mann’s [5] conflict model of decision making suggests that it is important 

to engage in a vigilant decision-making style that involves a rational consideration of the 
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balance of evidence before making a decision.  However suboptimal outcomes may arise 

due to: procrastination and faulty time management [10]; inadequate resourcing leading 

to panic [11]; or pessimism and buckpassing that prevents people from properly 

canvassing the options [12].  Mann et al [13] developed a self-report instrument - the 

Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire - to assess people’s typical decision-making 

styles (i.e. Vigilance, Procrastination, Buckpassing, Hypervigilance). 

In the online environment it is quite feasible to go beyond self-report to monitor 

actual behaviours.  Vigilance scores have been linked to the quality of outcomes such as 

university grades [9,14].  Whereas the Hypervigilance subscale has been associated with 

increased levels of posting on Discussion boards [14].  Procrastination scores also may 

predict the posting [15] and reading [16] of emails.  Such self-report inventories can offer 

insights into the motivations underpinning email use, and provide a “best guess” as to 
what someone might be doing when unmonitored or off-line. 

The decision to choose and support a side in the Ukraine conflict potentially flags 

that a user has specific interests [17] and belongs to a specific group (homophily) [18].  

This information can be used for marketing purposes [17] and customise further 

consumer recommendations [18].   

Two factors that might encourage people to forward links were political activism 

and pacifism [4].  The concurrent Gaza war elicited considerable protest [19], which in 

part appears to have reflected a groundswell of comment against the dominant political 

narrative [20].  As such, one might expect that political activism might create a greater 

willingness to forward the link to our questionnaire.  It was expected that a greater 

engagement in political activism would enhance responses to our survey. 

By contrast, religion tends to have a role for people coping with the prospect of 

mortality [21].  In particular, religions may encourage pacifism [22,23].  Hence, 

subscribing to religious beliefs may also influence orientation towards the Ukraine war 

and encourage people to forward the link to our survey. 

The present study considered whether political activism, religious beliefs and 

decisional style would predict preferences in the Ukraine conflict and a willingness to 

forward the questionnaire. 

2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

Of the 210 individuals completing the questionnaire, there were 109 Males, 77 Females, 

and 19 describing themselves as Other.  Participants were 29.61 years old (SD=10.13) 

and had 16.58 years of education (SD=3.51).  The majority subscribed to no religion 

(58.6%) while smaller proportions described themselves as Christian (23.3%), Buddhist 

(2.4%), Jewish (4.3%), Hindu (1.4%), Muslim (1.0%), Sikh (0.5%) or Other (8.6%).  All 

procedures were approved by the institutional ethics committee.   

 

2.2. Materials 

The questionnaire was hosted online on Qualtrics.  Qualtrics recorded the total time 

participants spent answering the questionnaire.  Participants were asked for demographic 
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details followed by the Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire (MDMQ) [13].  

Participants were also asked about their involvement in political activism. 

The MDMQ was utilised to assess the participants’ natural decision-making 

processes.  The MDMQ is a validated 22-item self-report inventory developed to 

measure tendencies to use four major coping patterns in decision-making in situations of 

decisional-conflict.  The MDMQ also contains a measure of decisional self-esteem.  For 

the MDMQ in the present sample, Cronbach’s alphas were: Decisional Self-esteem .73; 

Vigilance .66;  Buck-passing .84; Procrastination .83;  Hypervigilance .78. 

Participants were then asked about their engagement in political activism (e.g. 

petitions, demonstrations, meetings, discussions, letters).  Responses were coded on a 3 

point Likert scale as Yes, Sometimes or No.  Responses were summed to produce an 

Activism scale ranging from 3 to 18.  The Activism scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of  .78. 
Penultimate questions asked participants who they supported in Gaza and Ukraine 

conflicts, and given an opportunity to provide reasons for their support.  At the end of 

the questionnaire participants were told that:  

 “we would like to get as many respondents as possible into this Study.  Can you 
assist?  Would you be prepared to forward this questionnaire to some of your 

friends?” 

Links and QR codes were provided at the end of the questionnaire for this purpose. 

3. Results 

Participants were grouped as religious or not religious.  There was a relationship between 

Religiosity and Support for the Ukrainian conflict (χ2=15.666, 2df, N=204,  p<.001).  As 

may be seen in Table 1, few participants were supportive of Russia in this conflict and 

religious participants tended to be pacifists. 

 

Table 1. Cross-tabulations of Religious affiliation with support for protagonists in the Ukraine war, and the 

willingness to forward the survey to others. 

 Approve/Supporting Willing to Forward? 

 Russia Ukraine Neither Total Yes No Total 

Non-religious 2 101 18 121 34 81 115 

Religious 6 49 28 83 34 48 82 

Total 8 150 46 204 68 129 197 

 

Due to their smaller numbers, participants supporting Russia were excluded from 

MDMQ analysis.  Participants’ responses to the MDMQ were analysed using a 2x2 
Support (Ukraine, Neither) by Religiosity (None, Any Religion) Multivariate Analysis 

of Variance (MANOVA). 

Although the main Multivariate effect of Support for Ukraine or Neither was not 

significant (V=.04, F(6,181)=1.270, p=.273, η2=.04), there was a significant main 

Multivariate effect of Religiosity (V=.073, F(6,181)=2.367, p=.032, η2=.07).  The 

significant univariate main effect of Religiosity for Hypervigilance (F(1,186)=6.296,  

p=.013, η2=.03)  indicated that Religious participants (M=4.804, SE=0.33) were more 



Annual Review of Cybertherapy and Telemedicine 2025 
 

231 

Hypervigilant than Non-religious participants (M=3.569, SE=0.361), implying a role of 

religion in “terror-management”. 
However there was also a significant Support by Religiosity interaction (V=.12, 

F(6,181)=4.273, p<.001, η2=.12).  The interaction was due to the significant univariate 

differences in Vigilance (F(1,186)=8.907,  p=.003, η2=.05) (see Figure 1) and Activism 

(F(1,186)=5.396,  p=.021, η2=.03) (see Figure 2).   

Religious participants that supported Ukraine were more vigilant than those that 

supported Neither in this conflict.  Some religious people are pacifists and are less likely 

to support Ukraine in this war, but this seems to reflect a lack of Vigilance and careful 

consideration on their part.     

 

 

Figure 1. Vigilance, support and willingness to forward. 
 

The interaction involving Activism may be seen in Figure 2.  Non-religious 

participants that supported Ukraine were more likely to be politically active than those 

that supported neither side in this conflict.  It seems that non-religious types that were 

supporting neither side in this conflict were just less politically active. 

 

 
Figure 2. Activism, support and religion. 

The willingness for such support during this conflict to convert to meaningful action 

was examined by asking whether participants would forward the questionnaire to others.  

There was a tendency for religious participants to be more willing to forward the 

questionnaire (χ2=2.998, 1df, n=197, p=.083) (see Table 1).   

Participants’ MDMQ scores were analysed using a 2x2 Willingness (Not-forward, 

Forward) by Religiosity (No-religion, Religious) MANOVA.  For this analysis 

participants supporting Russia were included. 
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The main multivariate effects of Willingness (V=.087, F(6,180)=2.864, p=.011, 

η2=.09) was significant.   Univariate tests indicate those that were willing to forward the 

questionnaire (M=4.90, SE=0.31) were significantly (F(1,185)=16.270,  p=.011, η2=.08 ) 

more politically active than those not willing to forward (M=3.35, SE=0.23). 

Although the main effect of Religiosity (V=.033, F(6,180)=1.011, p=.42, η2=.03) 

was not significant, there was a significant interaction between Religiosity and 

Willingness to forward the questionnaire (V=.068, F(6,180)=2.205, p=.045, η2=.07).  

Univariate tests indicated there were significant differences in Vigilance 

(F(1,185)=7.241, p=.008, η2=.04) (see Figure 1).  Those religious types that were 

prepared to forward the questionnaire were less Vigilant.   

The time spent completing the questionnaire was analysed.  As times were positively 

skewed, they were Log+1 transformed.  Although significance tests were performed on 

transformed data, the raw scores (mean times in minutes) are reported for interpretability.  

Participants that were willing to forward the questionnaire (M=66.67min, SE=60.81) 

spent significantly longer (F(1,188)=4.174, p=.042, η2=.02) on the questionnaire than 

participants that were not forwarders (M=37.62min, SE=46.57).   

Participants that supported Neither side in this conflict (M=66.80min, SE=60.81) 

spent significantly (F(1,188)=2.205, p=.012, η2=.03) longer on the questionnaire than 

participants that did not support Ukraine (M=37.51min, SE=38.91).   

People clearly were prepared to forward the survey, and the time spent online 

indicated that this may have happened.  However, the rate with which people responding 

to the first generation survey, forwarded the second generation survey link was negligible 

(1%), and was therefore not analysed.    

4. Discussion 

Three themes emerged in our data: religious pacifism, apathy and political activism.  

Religious individuals tended to be hypervigilant and not supportive of either side of the 

Ukraine conflict.  However, an online pacifist stance seemed to be associated with 

reduced Vigilance and more time spent on the questionnaire.  In addition, people that 

supported neither side were less politically active.  Whereas questionnaire forwarders 

were more politically active and spent more time on the survey.  

Religions have been found to play a role in Terror Management [21], and pacifism 

[22,23].  The present study found religious participants had higher levels of 

Hypervigilance indicating predispositions towards panic and anxiety [24].  Higher 

proportions of religious participants (33.7%) supported Neither side than non-religious 

participants (15%).  Higher proportions (41.5%) of religious participants were 

forwarders than the non-religious participants (29.6%).  However, the pacifist tendency 

to forward and support neither side of the Ukraine conflict was associated with lower 

Vigilance scores.  The higher Hypervigilance and lower Vigilance scores suggest that 

some people would act without thinking of consequences and forward online links.  

In contrast, non-religious respondents were more likely to support Ukraine (83.3%).  

Such tendencies may reflect the composition of our sample.  Other researchers have 

suggested that militancy and belief in a Divine Power can be greater in specific cultural 

groups [25]. 

Questionnaire forwarders reported more political activism and spent more time 

completing the questionnaire.  The greater amount of time could have reflected the time 

spent providing reasons for their support, or time spent forwarding the initial survey link.  
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The present data indicate that forwarders were more “engaged” with questionnaire and 

that politically active populations are more likely to forward links, and that this could be 

a concern when using an organisation’s email account [26]. 

In response to a survey assessing support for recent conflicts, non-religious 

participants supported Ukraine, whereas religious participants tended to be pacifists and 

supported neither Russia nor Ukraine.  As religious participants seemed to be 

hypervigilant and less considered in their decision-making they potentially pose a 

security risk.  Politically active participants were also more willing to forward the 

questionnaire.  Such methodology has the potential to identify groups with similar 

interests, but inducements may be necessary to produce usable response rates.   

References 

[1] Dodds K, Taylor Z, Akbari A, Broto VC, Detterbeck K, Inverardi-Ferri C, et al. The Russian invasion of 

Ukraine: implications for politics, territory and governance. Territ Politic Gov. 2023 11(8):1519–36, 

doi:10.1080/21622671.2023.2256119 

[2] Götz E, Ekman P.  Russia’s war against Ukraine: context, causes, and consequences. Prob Post  

Communism 2024 71(3):193–205, doi:10.1080/10758216.2024.2343640 

[3] Bøggild T, Göbel S, Lutscher P, Nyrup, J. Standing with Ukraine? How citizens trade off self-interest 

and principles in supporting war-torn international partners. Res Polit. 2024 11(2),   

doi:10.1177/20531680241252399 

[4]   Milgram S, Mann L, Harter S. The lost letter technique: A tool of social research. Public Opin Quart. 

1965 29:437–8. https://doi.org/10.1086/267344 

[5] Janis IL, Mann L. Emergency decision making: A theoretical analysis of responses to disaster warnings. 

J Hum Stress 1977 3(2):35–48. doi:10.1080/0097840X.1977.9936085 

[6] Herek GM, Janis IL, Huth P. Decision making during international crises: Is quality of process related to 

outcome? J Conflict Resolution 1987 31(2):203–26,  doi:10.1177/0022002787031002001 

[7] Hanoch Y, Wood, S. The scams among us: who falls prey and why. Curr Dir Psychol Sci. 2021 

30(3):260–6. doi:10.1177/0963721421995489 

[8] Ball C, Mann L, Stamm C. Decision-making abilities of intellectually gifted and non-gifted children. 

Aust J Psychol. 1994 46(1):13–20, doi:10.1080/00049539408259464 

[9] Phillips JG, Landhuis CE. Decisional styles and online study activity: Efficient, inefficient, misdirected 

or avoidant. Behav Info Tech. 2021 41(11):2275–82,  doi:10.1080/0144929X.2021.1912180  

[10] Beswick G, Rothblum ED, Mann L. Psychological antecedents of student procrastination. Aust Psychol. 

1988 23(2):207–17, doi:10.1080/00050068808255605 

[11] Mann L, Tan C. The hassled decision maker: the effects of perceived time pressure on information 

processing in decision making. Aust J Manag. 1993 18(2):197-209, doi:10.1177/031289629301800204 

[12] Radford MH, Mann L, Kalucy RS. Psychiatric disturbance and decision-making. Aust NZ J Psychiat. 

1986 20(2):210–7, doi:10.3109/00048678609161333 

[13] Mann L, Burnett P, Radford M, Ford, S. The Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire: An instrument 

for measuring patterns for coping with decisional conflict. J Behav Decis Making 1997 10(1):1–19, 

doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-0771(199703)10:1<1::AID-BDM242>3.0.CO;2-X 

[14] Phillips JG, Jory M, Mogford N.  Decisional style and eParticipation. In: Thomas B, Billinghurst M,  

editors. OZCHI '07: Proceedings of the 19th Australasian conference on Computer-Human Interaction; 

2007 28-30 Nov; Adelaide Australia. New York, ACM; 2007. p. 139-141.  

doi:10.1145/1324892.1324917 

[15] Phillips JG, Reddie, L. Decisional style and self-reported Email use in the workplace. Comp Hum Behav. 

2007 23(5):2414–28, doi:10.1016/j.chb.2006.03.016 

[16] Shirren S, Phillips JG. Decisional style, mood and work communication: email diaries. Ergonomics 2011 

54(10):891–903, doi:10.1080/00140139.2011.609283 

[17] Leskovec J, Adamic LA, Huberman BA. The dynamics of viral marketing. ACM Transactions on the 

Web 2005 1(1): Article 5, http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1232722.1232727 

[18] Perugini S, Gonçalves MA, Fox EA. Recommender systems research: A connection-centric survey. J 

Intell Info Sys. 2004 23(2):107-43, doi:10.1023/B:JIIS.0000039532.05533.99 

[19] Chenoweth E, Hammam S, Pressman J, Ulfelder J.  Protests in the United States on Palestine and Israel, 

2023–2024. Soc Move Stud. 2024, 1–14. doi:10.1080/14742837.2024.2415674 



Annual Review of Cybertherapy and Telemedicine 2025 
 

234 

[20] Sadiki L, Saleh L. The Gaza War: the tie that binds global protest. Protest 2024 4(2):111-4. 

doi:10.1163/2667372X-04020002 

[21] Vail KE, Soenke, M., Waggoner, B. Terror Management Theory and religious belief.  In:  Routledge C, 

Vess M, editors.  Handbook of Terror Management Theory.  New York: Academic Press; 2019. p. 259-

85.  doi:10.1016/B978-0-12-811844-3.00011-1 

[22] Kellenberger J. Religion, pacifism, and nonviolence.  Champaign Illinois: Palgrave MacMillan; 2018. 

doi:10.1007/978-3-319-95010-5 

[23] Neigenfind LK. Is nonviolence and pacifism in Christian and Buddhist ethics obligatory or 

supererogatory?  Buddhist-Christian Studies 2020 40:387-401.  University of Hawai'i Press 

10.1353/bcs.2020.0021: 

[24] Umeh K, Omari-Asor L. Emotional vulnerability and coping styles for resolving decisional conflict.  J 

Psychol. 2011 145(4):297–312, doi:10.1080/00223980.2011.565381 

[25] Stankov L, Saucier G, Knežević G. Militant extremist mind-set: Proviolence, Vile World, and Divine 

Power. Psychol Assess. 2010 22(1):70–86. doi:10.1037/a0016925 

[26] Lichtash A. Inappropriate use of E-Mail and the Internet in the workplace: The arbitration picture. Dispute 

Resolution J. 2004 59(1):26–36. 

 


