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The Ideological Underpinnings of Distributive Unfairness Evaluations: Evidence from
Latin America Between 1997 and 2020
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Calle 13, Latinoameérica

Social inequality has been one of Latin America’s (LA) defining characteristics since its
colonization (Pérez, 2014). By 2021, the top 1% of the population in LA captured 46.1% of the wealth
and 24.8% of the income, while the bottom 50% of the people only own 0.27% of the wealth and
concentrate 9.82% of the total incomes in the region. These economic inequalities have been maintained
over the years since the elites have always concentrated most of the wealth (See Figure 1), and the

poorest people have been impoverished. Despite the social developments and slight reductions in

economic inequality, LA still reflects long-standing divided and unequal societies.

Figure 1.Net personal wealth inequality for the top 1% (upper-left) and the bottom 50% of the
population (upper-right), and National income for the top 1% (bottom-left) and the bottom 50%
(bottom-right) of the population by regions of the world.
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These critical and permanent inequalities make Latin American societies vulnerable to
economic, social, and health crises, as recently shown by the severe impact of the coronavirus pandemic.
At the time of this writing, LA comprised about 8.5% of the world’s population but had 18.3% of total
COVID-19 cases and about 30% of COVID-19 deaths (Sullivan et al., 2020). Besides these health
correlations of inequality, LA has one of the highest homicide rates worldwide (UNODC, 2019), along
with excessive unemployment, work informality, and poverty (Maurizio, 2021). However, it is not only
important to understand the consequences of these social realities but also to comprehend how people
perceive and respond to them. Indeed, some research has found that perceptions and beliefs about
inequality are better predictors of political attitudes than objective economic disparities (Gimpelson &

Treisman, 2015; Hauser & Norton, 2017; Loveless & Whitefield, 2011).

In this vein, objective economic inequality does not always motivate people to support measures
to reduce it (Breznau & Hommerich, 2019; Choi, 2019). Instead, inequality perceptions and unfairness
evaluations are crucial to mobilize people toward reaching a more just society (Oxendine, 2019; Willis
et al., 2022). Similarly, the willingness to participate in protest and collective actions is driven by
citizens' outrage and unfair evaluations rather than objective inequalities (Ortiz et al., 2022; Yagci,
2017). Indeed, despite the reduction of economic inequality in LA over the last years, protests increased
because of people’s injustice assessment (Justino & Martorano, 2019). Therefore, it is necessary to study
the distributive unfairness evaluations to understand how this subjective dimension of inequality

experienced in LA can shape people’s responses to social and political issues.

This chapter aims to study distributive justice evaluations in LA over the last 23 years (from
1997 to 2020). We argue that (a) fairness evaluations of the income distribution would vary substantially
due to individual and contextual characteristics and (b) those objective facts do not account for such
variations; it depends on people’s ideological beliefs. Specifically, we argue that system-justifying

ideologies shape evaluations of income distribution beyond country-level objective conditions.

We start our approach to the study of fairness evaluations of economic income distribution from

the theory of distributive justice. However, we add a social psychological perspective by integrating
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insights from the social psychology of economic inequality (Easterbrook, 2021; Jetten & Peters, 2019).
We argue that people evaluate more unfairness when living in an unequal context but that such an
evaluation differs as a function of people’s ideologies. As such, we empirically examine how societal

factors and ideologies shape distributive fairness evaluations in LA over time.

The social psychology of economic inequality is an emerging field that covers how income
disparities shape people's thoughts about interpersonal relations (Jetten & Peters, 2019). Although
economic inequality refers to the unequal distribution of income, wealth, and opportunity between
different groups in society (IZA World of Labor, 2022); economic inequality also represents power
differences in the capitalist market between different groups of people (social classes) (Pérez, 2014).
This definition focuses on societal and material resource disparities but overlooks psychological
processes that guide people’s attitudes and behaviors. Economic inequality has been studied to
understand societies’ development, but less work has explored how economic inequality influences

people’s behaviors, beliefs, or emotions (Castillo et al., 2022; Willis et al., 2022).

As such, the social psychology of inequality aims to understand the interaction between unequal
contexts or situations and people’s characteristics. For instance, some research questions under this
research agenda cover how people perceive and legitimate inequality, how they behave under unequal
contexts, and which emotions they experience before unequal and unfair scenarios, among others.
However, this approach has mainly focused on Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic
(WEIRD) societies, omitting important insights from LA (Garcia-Castro et al., 2021) and other regions.
Furthermore, in terms of political attitudes, people respond more to subjective inequalities and
subjective experiences of relative deprivation rather than to objective indicators of inequality or scarcity
(Rodriguez-Bailon et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2012), which stresses the importance of understanding how

people make sense of the unequal distribution of resources to pursue and demand social change.

One area researchers have addressed for understanding people’s subjectivity related to economic
inequality is distributive fairness evaluations. Distributive justice theory focuses on the fairness

attributed to the distribution of outcomes, such as income or wealth (Jasso, 1980). This
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framework focuses on fair payment when gains are sufficiently fair and adequate and what information
guides such evaluations (Jasso, 2015). This approach allows an understanding of what leads people to
see fairness in unequal income distribution and to what extent such evaluations trigger social unrest.
Distributive justice theory relies on models that stress a type of rational thinking that implies
relationships between people’s estimates of current and ideal earnings. The theory also relies on models
based on moral principles that justify unequal distribution, such as merit, equity, or need (Zmerli &
Castillo, 2015). However, this perspective overlooks the role of individual ideological differences in

shaping fairness evaluations of income distribution.

Although distributive justice theory considers ideological differences for explaining fairness
evaluations (Jasso, 1980; Walster et al., 1978), such ideas are mostly framed as social norms at the
societal level. Therefore, we aim to revise the roles of ideologies and norms from a social psychological
perspective that accounts for people’s differences. We will do this by focusing on individuals’ system-
justifying ideologies, that is, belief systems that serve to legitimate inequality and resist social change
(Jost, 2017; Jost & Hunyady, 2005). Because people are likely to see the world through the lens of their
ideologies, this means that people would be motivated to match their evaluations of the current state of

affairs to their pre-existence beliefs (Jost, 2018; Jost & Banaji, 1994).

We discuss the contributions of distributive fairness evaluations as a function of people’s
understanding of their reality and the role of ideological beliefs that account for people’s justice
evaluations that address aspects beyond structural factors. This will allow us to broaden the scope of
distributive justice theory by showing that distributive fairness evaluations differ according to
individuals’ ideological differences. In other words, we argue that people evaluate the unfairness of the
income distribution when they are aware of great economic inequality and reject beliefs that legitimate
social disparities. We reason that, under the same unequal contexts, the extent of unfairness evaluated

by the people would be a function of people’s ideologies above and beyond their objective reality.

We have several goals in this chapter. First, we aim to examine whether distributive fairness

evaluations have changed in LA from 1997 to 2020 and, if so, how societal factors are associated with


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?VgbWwL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?qFKlwR
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?qFKlwR
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vJvigF
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?0BOSyw
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?1CS6JU

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 6

such change. Second, we test how ideological beliefs explain people’s distributive fairness evaluations
beyond structural and situational variables. Indeed, previous research showed that people evaluated less
unfairness in the income distribution in LA when objective inequality was reduced between 1997 and
2015 (Reyes & Gasparini, 2021). Our chapter builds on this research and extends it as we broaden the
period (from 1997-2020), use all the spectrum of fairness evaluations (from fair to unfair'), look at the
different patterns of change between countries and analyze the role of ideological beliefs on justice

evaluations.

These goals allow us to answer whether distributive fairness evaluations respond to the structural
changes experienced in LA over the years and whether those changes differ between countries.
Furthermore, we can also illustrate how ideological beliefs influence distributive fairness assessments,
thus shaping how much inequality is perceived and justified. These findings help us to understand
people’s distributive fairness evaluations by showing that people not only respond to structural changes

but also make their assessments depending on their worldviews.

Distributive Justice Evaluations and Psychological Motivations

Justice evaluations are cognitive processes that aim to understand how much fairness is assessed
in the resource’s distribution, why it is considered fair, and the potential implications for social justice.
Distributive justice theory states that people judge the implied fairness in the allocation of resources
(income or wealth) based on a set of moral principles (i.e., equality, merit, and need), the allocator’s and
awardees’ characteristics, and the social and historical context (Jasso, 1980, 2015). This approach relies
on other proposals, such as equity theory (Adams, 1965; Homans, 1961; Walster et al., 1978), status
value theory (Berger et al., 1972), social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), and relative deprivation
theory (Runciman, 1966). Similar to these theories, the justice evaluation framework proposes that
people make comparisons to determine a just distribution of resources: An observer makes a justice

evaluation comparing the actual reward (the result of an allocator’s decisions) and the just reward for a

! Gasparini and Reyes (2021) used a dichotomous variable that indicated whether income distribution was unfair
or very unfair, which left out about 20% of responses indicating fair and very fair distribution.
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given situation (Jasso, 2015). Thus, social comparison and relative deprivation go hand in hand to
calibrate distributive fairness evaluations and political responses toward the system (Osborne et al.,

2021).

Studies that cover different aspects of subjective inequality, such as perceptions, beliefs,
assessments, and preferences, among others, usually confuse justice evaluations with other terms
(Castillo et al., 2012; Heiserman & Simpson, 2021). To clarify common misunderstandings, a primary
distinction is between descriptive statements about what is (the amount of perceived disparity) and
normative ideas about what should be (the ideal or just amount of inequality) (Janmaat, 2013). In this
framework, the justice evaluation is a normative statement about a particular fairness situation, such as

the fairness of a country’s income distribution, which is this paper’s focus.

Regarding the determinants of distributive evaluations, self-interest theory proposes that people
reason and make choices based on expected utility (d’Anjou et al., 1995; Ng & Allen, 2005). People
should evaluate more fairness in distributing resources to benefit them, which is usually the case with
the upper classes. Other proposals, such as attribution theory, dictate that assignment for causes (internal
or external) for one’s behavior is related to unfairness evaluation (Ng & Allen, 2005). People who
believe that the differences between actual and just rewards are internal causes (e.g., laziness) tend to

evaluate those differences as fairer.

However, research on distributive justice evaluations has mainly focused on structural and
situational factors, overlooking the roles of ideologies and individual differences. For example, research
in this area has shown that people with a higher education evaluate less unfairness (c.f. for teen
population Salgado, 2020), while unemployed and older people estimate more unfairness (Reyes &
Gasparini, 2021). Similarly, studies also show that people assess more unfairness when identifying with

the middle class (Cramer & Kaufman, 2011).

From a social psychological perspective, there are cognitive and motivational approaches to
evaluating justice (Jost et al., 2009). From a cognitive perspective, fairness heuristic theory argues that

once people form their justice evaluations, they use such acquired knowledge as an anchor to infer (and
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bias) future justice evaluations (Lind, 2001; van den Bos et al., 2001). From a motivational perspective,
the justice motive theory claims that people have a fundamental need to believe in a just world in which
people get what they deserve and deserve what they get (Bobocel & Hafer, 2007; Lerner, 1980). Thus,
people engage in motivated reasoning to perceive situations according to their beliefs (Kunda, 1990)
and to rationalize (or justify) the status quo (Jost, 2019; Jost & Banaji, 1994). As such, justice evaluations

rely on the interplay between people’s assessment of their reality and their psychological motivations.

Ideological Approaches of Distributive Justice Evaluations

Distributive justice evaluations are not solely rational assessments of countries’ economic
performance and are not the confluence of moral principles. Instead, distributive justice evaluations
consist of a motivated process based on people’s ideologies. From a psychological perspective,
ideologies are conceptualized as belief systems about how the world should work, fulfilling
psychological needs of reducing uncertainty and increasing belongingness to social groups (Jost et al.,
2009). The role of ideologies in distributive justice evaluations is grounded in three theoretical
perspectives. First, according to the justice motive theory, people are psychologically motivated to
believe that the world is a fair place where people get what they deserve and deserve what they get
(Lerner, 1980). This approach has received empirical support across countries and has shown that just-
world beliefs serve as a coping mechanism to deal with stressful events (Dalbert & Stoeber, 2006;

Furnham, 2003).

Second, system justification theory argues that people are motivated to rationalize their status
quo to reduce uncertainty and restore a sense of control (Jost, 2019; Jost & Banaji, 1994). People rely
on system-justifying ideologies, which are belief systems that explain and reinforce inequality (Jost &
Hunyady, 2005). These ideologies fulfill psychological motivations to see the world as a fair and
legitimate place, contributing to coping with threats and anxieties related to system uncertainties (Jost

et al., 2015). Some examples of these system-justifying beliefs are classic political conservatism (left-
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right scale) (Jost, 2017), neoliberal beliefs (Azevedo et al., 2019), beliefs in upward social mobility

(Davidai & Wienk, 2021), and religiosity (Jost & Hunyady, 2005).

Third, the social cognitive theory claims that people use motivated reasoning to process
information (Kunda, 1990). Therefore, people perceive their world through the lens of their ideologies.
For instance, when people endorse system-justifying ideologies, they are less aware of ethnic
inequalities (Bahamondes et al., 2019), they justify more economic inequalities (Garcia-Sanchez et al.,
2021), and they reduce people’s support for redistribution (Alesina et al., 2012). These system-justifying
ideologies share a common goal of legitimating inequality by assessing less unfairness in the world. As
such, being conservative and supporting neoliberal ideology is also related to assessing the distribution
of resources as fair (Ng & Allen, 2005). Beliefs in upward social mobility enclose the idea that people
will benefit from an unequal system in the future (Hirschman & Rothschild, 1973). Finally, religiosity
is rooted in conservative values claiming that good deeds will be compensated, and evil deeds will be

punished (van der Toorn et al., 2017).

Some of the first empirical studies examining the relationship between ideology and justice
evaluations argued that people’s judgments correspond more to their worldviews than to their objective
reality (Kluegel, 1989; Shepelak & Alwin, 1986). Concepts such as market justice beliefs (Kluegel et al.,
1999; Lane, 1986), free-market ideology (d’Anjou et al., 1995), and justice ideologies (Wegener &
Liebig, 2000) assess whether people prefer egalitarian (e.g., equality, safety net) or individualistic (e.g.,
merit) values in terms of determining resources allocation. In LA, individualistic beliefs are positively
associated with a preference for more considerable income differences, and egalitarian ideas are related

to income inequality disapproval (Castillo, 2011; Castillo et al., 2008).

In sum, research on justice evaluations has mainly focused on structural variables linked to
political, economic, or social characteristics per country (Reyes & Gasparini, 2021) as well as situational
variables related to people’s social standing and living conditions (Cramer & Kaufman, 2011). However,
this approach overlooks the role of individual ideological differences in how people form their justice

evaluations. Therefore, this chapter argues that ideological differences shape justice evaluations of
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income distributions beyond structural indicators. We advance in the social-psychological dimension of
distributive fairness evaluations by showing that people are motivated to evaluate more fairness when
they endorse systems justifying ideologies. Hence, distributive fairness evaluations capture a rational
part linked to people’s awareness of inequality and a psychological dimension about people’s motivation
to see fairness in the world. This motivation encodes through several systems justifying ideologies.
Thus, approving or rejecting those ideologies can make people evaluate their country’s income
distribution differently. We tested this claim using empirical data gathered for 23 years in LA in the

following section.

Structural and ideological underpinnings of justice evaluations: empirical support from LA

For this research, we used data from the Latinobarometro survey. Latinobarometro is an
international study in LA carried out by a private non-profit organization designed and produced by
Latin American social and political actors to assess public opinion issues (e.g., perceptions, beliefs,
attitudes, values, etc.) of interest for the region. This study has been carried out from 1995 to the present.
We used information from 18 Latin American countries® distributed along 13 waves® that measured
distributive justice evaluations through the following item: “How fair do you think is the income
distribution in (country)?” The participants were offered four response options: very fair (1), fair (2),
unfair (3), and very unfair (4). The final dataset was composed of 273,880 participants that reflected the
overall composition of each country (the pooled sample included 51.67% Female, 48.33% Male; Mg
= 40.34 years, SD = 16.51) distributed across 231 country-years groups®. The survey did not include
items for measuring objective levels of socioeconomic status by income, but a proxy indicator of
subjective income® suggest that the sample covered people from all socioeconomic levels: 11.33%

reported having sufficient and being able to save, 41.78% reported having sufficient incomes without

2 The countries included in the dataset were: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Reptblica
Dominicana, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, México, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
Uruguay, and Venezuela.

3 The year’s corresponding to each wave were: 1997, 2001, 2002, 2007, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018 and 2020.

4 Thirteen waves across 18 countries; there are three excluded waves from Dominican Rep. because the country
did not participate in 1997, 2000, and 2001 surveys.

5 The subjective income indicator was not included in the 2017, 2018, and 2020 waves.
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major problems, 34.46% reported not having sufficient and having problems, and 12.43% of the people
answered that did not have sufficient and had big problems. Furthermore, examining the pooled dataset,
we found the income distribution was assessed as very unfair (28.35%), unfair (52.17%), fair (16.84%),
and very fair (2.64%). Therefore, distributive justice is usually framed in unfairness; this chapter will
coin the term “distributive unfairness” because it best represents participants’ responses.

The empirical section is organized into three stages. First, we describe the evolution of
unfairness evaluations across times per country. Second, we examine potential differences in time
patterns between countries and investigate whether time affects the evolution of unfairness evaluations
in each country. Third, we test our central hypothesis that system-justifying ideologies are negatively
associated with unfair evaluations of income distribution. Data, code, and supplementary materials are

available at: https://osf.io/wz3rx/.

The Evolution of Distributive Unfairness Evaluations Across Time in Latin America

To show the evolution of distributive unfairness evaluations, we depict the average values for
each country over the years (see Figure 2). We found that values for all countries ranged primarily on
the spectrum of unfairness views (responses above option 2), suggesting that most people considered
income distribution unfair. The average score for the LA region was about 3.06, with Nicaragua (M =
2.82), Ecuador (M = 2.85), and Bolivia (M = 2.86) being the countries with the lowest unfairness
evaluations on average. Conversely, Chile (M = 3.30), Argentina (M = 3.25) and Brazil (M = 3.21) had

the highest unfairness evaluations (see Table S1 in the supplementary material: https://osf.io/agu57/).

Figure 2

Distributive unfairness evaluations by country over the years
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Note. Dots are the mean values in each year, the blue-curved line is the LOESS function depicting the
pattern of change, and the red-dotted line indicates the average mean value per country over the years.
Looking at the evolution of distributive unfairness evaluations, the most striking result was that
the evaluations in LA hardly changed over the years despite some minor fluctuations. On average,
distributive unfairness evaluations in Latin America went from 3.05 points in 1997 to 3.09 points in
2020. In other words, the overall region maintained a stable assessment of distributive unfairness despite
inequality and poverty reduction (Alvaredo et al., 2018; PNUD, 2021). This situation conveys a trap in

which people still live under infamous inequalities and unfairness that the COVID-19 crisis reinforced.

Different Changes in Distributive Unfairness Evaluations Over Time Per Country
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We examined the trajectories of unfairness evolutions per country separately and found that
different countries told distinct stories. The overall pattern for the region showed some nuances in the
development of distributive unfairness evaluations when we looked at each country separately. Indeed,
most countries showed a stable assessment of distributive unfairness across years (e.g., Colombia,
Guatemala, Honduras, México). In contrast, other countries showed more fluctuations over the last

decade (e.g., Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, Panama, Uruguay, Venezuela).

The visualization of the change patterns per country shown in Figure 2 depicts the evolution
across time. However, it does not test the association between distributive unfairness evaluations per
country and time. Therefore, we tested such an association by fitting an ordered logistic multilevel
regression per country, in which we regressed distributive unfairness evaluations on time. This provided
a formal test of the association between those variables per country. To fit this model, we decided to
recode the original scale into three options because the data were highly skewed toward unfair (52.17%)
and very unfair (28.35%) options, compared to fair (16.84%) and very fair (2.64%). Therefore, we
merged fair and very fair options, which became our reference category (1), and we kept unfair (2) and
very unfair (3) as in the original scale. This way, we kept the complete information of the data ranging

from very fair to very unfair.

We found that, on average, there was no meaningful change in distributive fairness evaluations
over time in L.A. Although the effect of time on distributive fairness evaluations was statistically
significant, it was relatively small (b =-.011, SE = .001, p < .001, 95% CI =] —.012, —.009], OR =
.98). That is, taking together the whole Latin American region, the odds of rating the income distribution
as fair versus unfair or very unfair increased by 2% (.02 times) per year. This estimate can infer the
change in distributive unfairness evaluations when all measures remain constant. It will take the region
about 50 years to go from fair to unfair evaluations (odds of .02 times by 50 years), which suggests that
cultural changes over time can be challenging and should be interpreted historically. This finding
corroborates Reyes and Gasparini (2021) results, who found that the odds rating unfair (vs. very unfair)

increased across years in LA.
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However, as seen in Figure 1, it is not entirely accurate to speak of the Latin American region
without recognizing its particularities. Despite the similarities and shared history, LA is a diverse region
regarding cultural, political, and economic issues. Therefore, each country has its particular history,
signaling different societies, cultures, and worldviews. We confirmed this idea empirically by examining
how distributive unfairness evaluations evolved in each country over time. We identified three patterns

of change when we examined change within each country.

The first pattern mirrored the trend previously shown for the overall LA region. In most
countries (10 out of 18), there was no statistically significant association between time and distributive
unfairness evaluation. In other words, the effect of time on distributive unfairness evaluations was
statistically indistinguishable from zero (See Figure 3). This indicates that those countries' distributive

unfairness evaluations were relatively stable over the years.

The second pattern was that distributive unfairness evaluations decreased over the years in five
countries (Ecuador, Bolivia, Argentina, Uruguay, and Pert). In these countries, the views that the
income distribution was unfair decreased over the years. The third pattern includes just two countries
(Chile and Costa Rica), which positively links increased distributive unfairness evaluations. In both
Chile and Costa Rica, each elapsed year related to a higher probability of assessing more unfairness in
the income distribution of their countries®.

Figure 3

The odds ratio for the effect of time on distributive unfairness evaluations

¢ See Table S2. In the supplementary material for details.
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Note. Dots represent the point estimate in the odds ratio. The lines indicate the 95% confidence interval
and colors indicate the sign of the effect (red for negative and blue for positive effects). If the line crosses

the gray-dotted vertical line, it suggests that such an effect is not statistically significant.

Interpreting the previous patterns is challenging, given the complexity of the last 23 years in
terms of political and economic changes experienced in LA. However, speculation can be made about
some broad issues involved in the evolution of distributive unfairness evaluations at the country level.
LA was the only region globally with a reduction in economic inequality (Alvaredo et al., 2018), which
coincided with economic growth and left-wing parties in different countries seizing power (PNUD,
2021). In general, there has been an increase in health, education, and household incomes in almost all
Latin American nations over the last decades. However, this improvement was not equally distributed.
Despite poverty alleviation, most growth concentrated on the elites (Bull & Robles Rivera, 2020). This
scenario describes a trap by which people improve their living standing but still experience a very unfair

distribution of resources (PNUD, 2021). Therefore, societal narratives or ideological beliefs can explain
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why most countries did not experience any change over the years in their distributive unfairness
evaluations (Larsen, 2016).

Concerning the countries that have changed over time, the interpretations should be made in
light of each country’s specificities. As for the countries that reduced their unfairness evaluations over
time, note that most of them link to the “turn-to-the-left” politics experienced in the region. That is the
case with Ecuador, Bolivia, Pert, Argentina, and Uruguay. Those countries introduced a set of politics
that tried to regulate the economy and reinforce the safety net, thereby changing the course of their
history (Santos, 2018). These politics could have led people to perceive or experience a better allocation
of resources in their country because more opportunities or subsidies were given. Therefore, people

could have responded to such policies by evaluating less unfairness over time.

On the other hand, countries where the income distribution was assessed as more unfair, such
as Chile and Costa Rica, represent particular cases. In Chile, political grievances associated with the
neoliberal socioeconomic model established during the dictatorship unleashed a recent social outburst
in 2019 (Somma et al., 2020) that may have helped the election of a left-wing president in 2021. Costa
Rica has been one of the Latin American countries where inequality has grown the most in recent years
(Seligson & Franzoni, 2009). For example, in Costa Rica, a person in the highest income quintile

receives 18 times more than someone within the lowest income quintile (INEC, 2021; Valverde, 2021).

In sum, LA cannot be summarized into a single story. The different patterns in unfairness
evaluations of income distribution seem to be the interplay between many processes at several levels.
For instance, Colombia has experienced massive demonstrations because of regressive tax reforms in
2021, Venezuela and Nicaragua fell into “populist dictatorships,” and Mesoamerica has been
experiencing an immigration crisis. Still, their unfairness evaluations have been relatively stable over
time in those regions. Andean countries have maintained left-wing politicians in power but still have
scandalous levels of inequality. Structural variables are not enough to explain people’s evaluations of
distributive fairness. Therefore, in the next section, we account for the influence of structural variables

and the potential effect of ideological variables that shape distributive unfairness evaluations.
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Structural Variables on Distributive Fairness Evaluations Across Time in Latin America

As noted above, on average, the unfair evaluation of income distribution in LA was relatively
stable over time, yet with a weak negative effect of time. There is a minimal decrease in evaluating the
income distribution unfairness as the years proceed. However, this pattern changes as a function of the
country's characteristics. Therefore, we decided to run an ordinal multilevel analysis to examine some
of the variables—both at the individual and at the societal level—that can be associated with distributive
fairness evaluations. This technique allows us to explore the variance of distributive unfairness
evaluations at different levels: At the individual level, we can examine differences between people who
are in each country for each year (Level 1); at the country-year level, which indicates differences
between countries along the years (Level 2); and, at the between-country level (Level 3), which refers
to differences between the averaged scores per each country. The individual-level variables were
centered within each country-year group to ease the interpretation. The estimates should be interpreted
as the average variability of people in the survey for each country each year. The between-country year
levels were group mean centered on each country's mean value. This value refers to the variability of
each country over the years concerning their average score. The between-country level was grand-mean

centered on the scores of all the country-level variables.

The first model tested whether structural variables were associated with people’s distributive
fairness evaluations (see Table S3 in the online supplementary material). In this model, we had 196,349
individuals (Level 1) clustered in 229 country years (Level 2), which in turn were grouped into 18
countries (Level 3). At the structural level, we measured economic inequality and human development.
We used the Gini index to measure economic inequality on a scale from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates total
equality (all have the same resources) and 1 total inequality (one person has all the resources). The Gini
index was retrieved primarily from the World Income Inequality Database (WIID) (UNU-WIDER,
2021).” When we did not find information for some country-year groups in this source, we used the

World Bank (2021) data to retrieve economic indicators. When we could not find information in either

7 Data released 31 May 2021.
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of the two previous sources, we attributed the value to the closest year (before or after) available in the
WIID. Human development was measured using the Human Development Index (HDI), which
combines life expectancy, income per capita, and education attainment per country. This measure was
also scaled from 0 to 1, such that higher values mean better quality of life standards in each country. We

retrieved this data from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 2021).

Our findings suggest that income inequality positively affected distributive unfairness
evaluations. That is, people assessed the income distribution more unfair (vs. unfair and fair) when the
countries had more objective economic inequality on average (b = 5.111, SE = 2.193, p = .020, OR =
165.85); further, when each country experienced an increase in economic inequality over the years (b =
5.802, SE = 1.250, p < .001, OR = 330.88). In other words, the odds of evaluating the income
distribution as very unfair (vs. unfair and fair) decreased .05 times per each .01 unit decrease in the Gini
index. Similarly, the odds of assessing unfairness in the income distribution were reduced by .06 units
for every .01 unit decrease in inequality across time within each country (see Table S3 in the

supplementary material, Model 1).

The Human Development Index (HDI) was also associated with distributive unfairness
evaluations. We found that countries with higher HDI were more likely to see unfairness in the income
distribution (b = 3.050, SE = 1.171, p =.009, OR = 21.122). The odds of evaluating more unfairness in
the income distribution increased by .03 times for every .01 unit increase in the country’s HDI. However,
the increase in the HDI over the years was negatively related to the evaluation of distributive unfairness

(b =-8.164, SE = 3.117, p = .009, OR = .0001). For every .01 unit increase in which the countries

experienced an improvement in their human development index, there was a decrease of .08 times the
odds of seeing unfairness in the income distribution in their country. In other words, people are more
aware of income unfairness in more developed countries and when their development is being

undermined over the years.

These results confirm that people respond to objective structural changes. A decrease in

economic inequality over the years leads people to evaluate less unfairness in income distribution.
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Similarly, people also showed fewer concerns about income distribution when the overall living
standards increased. These results seem to be robust in light of the high statistical power of our study,
and other researchers have confirmed them (Reyes & Gasparini, 2021). However, we reason that such a
model overlooks the influence of ideological variables in people’s justice evaluations. Indeed, this model
includes structural and sociodemographic variables that only explained 2.8% of the variance (or 10% if
we included the variance due to between-country differences) from justice evaluations. We also
accounted for sociodemographic variables (i.e., age, sex, employment status, and education level) to
keep their influence constant on testing the effect of ideological variables on unfairness evaluations. We
argue that additional ideological variables at the individual level should drive a stronger role in shaping

justice evaluations.

Ideological Beliefs and Distributive Unfairness Evaluations

Ideological variables can affect how people evaluate the fairness of income distribution in their
country. This means that people respond to structural inequalities by considering unfairness in the
income distribution and have different motivations to determine their unfairness evaluations. Therefore,
we selected four proxy measures of system-justifying ideologies to examine whether they were
associated with distributive unfairness evaluations. First, political conservatism was measured by the
left-right self-placement scale. In this variable, people were asked to indicate which position they placed
themselves on a scale ranging from 0 = /left, and 10 = right® (Mpooied-sampie = 5.28, SD = 2.79). Second,
we used a proxy indicator of neoliberal ideology in which people should indicate whether they agree or
disagree with the idea that the economic market is the best way to bring development® using a response
scale from 1= strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree (Mpooicd-sampie = 2.27, SD = .79). The third ideology
comprises the prospect of upward social mobility from personal and societal perspectives. We used two

proxy indicators related to people’s expectations that their individual (Mpooied-sampie = 2.63, SD = 1.00)

8 Wording: “In politics, people normally speak of “left” and “right.” On a scale where 0 is left and 10 is right,
where would you place yourself?”
® Wording: “Market economy is the only system with which the country can become a developed country.”
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and country’s economic situation (Mpooted-sampie = 3.02, SD = 1.08)!° would be better in the future, which
used a scale ranging from 1 = much better to 5 = much worse. Finally, religiosity was considered a proxy
measure of ideological conservatism. If people endorse any religion, they signal their religiosity
commitment by using a scale ranging from 1= very devout to 4 = Not devout at all (Mpooied-sampie = 2.51,

SD = 88).

The final model, which tested the influence of ideological beliefs on unfairness evaluations,
comprised 88,914 participants clustered in 143 country years within 18 countries. The sample size of
this model is smaller than in the previous models because ideological variables were not included in all
waves.!! We then fitted ordinal multilevel modeling, including sociodemographic and structural
variables, along with ideological variables at the three levels of analyses: at the individual level (within-
country year), at the country-by-year level (between-country year), and at the country level (between

countries; see Figure 4).

At the individual level, we found that all ideological measures were positively associated with
distributive unfairness evaluations, except for political orientation. The odds that people evaluated more
unfairness in the income distribution was higher when they disagreed most strongly that the economy
market was the best option for development (b. = .093, SE = .009, p < .001, OR = 1.098), expected a
worst economic situation in the future both for their household income (b = .196, SE = .008, p < .001,
OR = 1.216) and their country’s economic situation (b = .363, SE = .007, p < .001, OR = 1.438), and
reported less religiosity commitment (b = .070, SE = .008, p < .001, OR = 1.072). However, the effect

of political conservatism was not statistically significant (b= —.002, SE =.093, p = .382, OR = .998),

At the country-years level, we found that the odds of evaluating more unfairness in income
distribution increased as the countries reported a decrease in the expectancy of societal upward mobility

over the years (b = .998, SE =.147, p < .001, OR = 2.714). That is, the odds of evaluating income

10'Wording: “In the next 12 months, do you think that, in general, the economic situation of your country will be
much better, a little better, the same, a little worse, or much worse than now?”

' The pool of ideological variables was included in eight waves: 2007, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2016, 2017, 2018, and
2020.
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distribution as very unfair (vs. unfair and fair) were 2.714 times higher for every unit increase in the
country-level belief that the economy would be worse in the future. The remaining ideological variables
at the country-year level were not statistically significant (see Table S3 for details). Similarly,
ideological variables at the between-country level (Level 3) were unassociated with distributive fairness

evaluations after controlling for individual and country-year variables.

Figure 4
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92.39).

Concluding remarks
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This chapter aimed to describe distributive justice evaluations in LA from 1997 to 2020 and to
test whether such evaluations were related to countries’ objective inequality and people’s ideological
differences. We showed that most people in LA evaluate income distribution as unfair, which has not
changed meaningfully over the years. However, the region cannot be characterized by a single story.
Regardless of region similarities, each country has its history, reflecting different societies and
worldviews. For instance, although most countries remain stable in their income distributive justice
evaluations, some other countries experienced an increase, while others experienced a decline in

unfairness evaluations.

The results confirm that evaluating the distribution of economic resources is sensitive to the
context’s social characteristics. Large economic disparities are associated with assessing more
unfairness in income distribution (Reyes & Gasparini, 2021). It stands out as the hitherto unexplored
effect of the HDI. We found that countries with higher HDI (after controlling for objective inequality)
were more likely to evaluate the income distribution as unfair. This might seem contradictory, but it can
be explained by an “enlightening effect” by which people in more developed conditions (e.g., higher
education levels, incomes, and life expectancy) become more aware of inequality and consider it more
unfair. However, each country’s average increase in the HDI over the years was negatively associated
with assessing greater unfairness. We interpret this result as a product of perceived social mobility
(Davidai & Wienk, 2021; Hirschman & Rothschild, 1973). As such, when countries’ quality of life
improves, the perception of social mobility increases, reducing the assessment of unfairness in income
distribution. Our findings provide some support for such an idea because higher expectancies of social
mobility were linked to lower evaluations of unfairness evaluations. However, future research should
address this specific research question by testing whether beliefs and experiences of upward social

mobility impair people’s unfair evaluations of the extreme inequalities they have in their society.

Furthermore, we showed that ideological beliefs shaped distributive unfairness evaluations
beyond structural and situational variables. Notably, higher endorsement of neoliberal ideologies,

expectations of upward social mobility, and religiosity were related to lower evaluations of unfairness
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in the income distribution. Therefore, we provided evidence of how distributive fairness evaluations
were more than rational assessments of countries’ economic situations. Indeed, distributive fairness
evaluation was also motivated based on people’s ideologies. By integrating a social psychological
perspective on distributive justice, we shed light on the psychological processes linked to people’s

motivations to explain and evaluate their reality.

The study of distributive justice and the main ideological theories of contemporary social
psychology (e.g., system justification theory) have been developed to explain system legitimacy in
WEIRD societies. However, the data from LA show that people assess the income distribution from the
“unfairness” point of view, which could bring a different understanding. To comprehend the social
unrest in the region, theories that are better adjusted to the reality of the context are needed. In this case,
exploring beliefs in an unjust world associated with distrust in the laws, anger, and less compliance

(Lench & Chang, 2007) in LA could be an opportunity to achieve it.

Furthermore, studies from LA can enrich contemporary psychosocial theories associated with
income disparities. Recently, the literature has begun to be interested in the cultural influence on
psychosocial experiences related to inequality (Oishi et al., 2022). These cultural references are
intertwined with popular discourses and institutions reinforcing social disparities. We reason that LA
has at least two complementary components that make it a particular case. On the one hand, the
longstanding economic inequality in LA is mainly held by a historical legacy of social institutions (i.e.,
education, work, religion, gender roles, etc.) that maintain power distance between groups of people by
unequally allocating valuable social resources to get ahead (Robinson & Acemoglu, 2013).

On the other hand, unlike Asian countries influenced by Confucian philosophy that promotes
conservative values and submission to authorities (Oishi et al., 2022), the post-colonial nature of LA
societies makes it a special case for understanding unfairness evaluations. As such, the LA region shows
a unique combination of a history of social struggles to free themselves from foreign oppressors, a
remarkable resilience to deal with a wide variety of social problems, and a profound endorsement of

religion and conservative values that perpetuate the status quo. Indeed, despite the repression and
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violence that characterize Latin American societies, its inhabitants constantly struggle to change a
system they consider unfair, as can be seen in the popular uprisings held in Nicaragua in 2018, the social
revolt in Chile in 2019, and the demonstrations in Colombia in 2019 and 2020, among others. All these
social movements have been motivated by social justice causes. Therefore, our chapter contributes to
the theory of distributive justice evaluations by arguing that people might be motivated by their
ideologies and cultural characteristics to perceive more (or less) unfairness in the income distribution,
which in turn can motivate the pursuit of social change.

Although this chapter has the most extended study of the evolution of distributive unfairness in
LA so far, our findings have some limitations. First, we need to thoughtfully extend these patterns
beyond this period. Considering that economic inequality is rooted in political changes, any change in
political regimes or public policies will change the trend unexpectedly (the case of Venezuela and
Nicaragua, for instance). However, we found consistent results regarding the effects of ideology, which
reflect deep psychological motivations. Second, although we cover 23 years, we just have access to 13
waves that include the item of distributive justice. Therefore, this sample size of waves contains too few
data points for estimating a well-powered and reliable country-level pattern. Third, we focus on the
ideological underpinnings of justice evaluations. However, we still need to examine the interplay
between contextual and individual factors—the interaction between sociological and psychological
phenomena in how people evaluate inequality and respond to it. We need more research on this idea to
better understand potential implications for collective action, mental health, redistributive preferences,
or the disillusionment of the social contract.

The objective conditions of economic inequality in LA are not enough to provoke actions that
seek to resolve our social unrest. Indeed, perceived unfairness in income, health, and education
distribution seems crucial for motivating collective action to reduce inequalities (Ortiz et al., 2022). For
instance, social outbursts in Chile, Colombia, and Brazil between 2019 and 2021 prove that people are
worried about inequality and have received some results in the political agenda. In Colombia, citizens
elected their first left-wing president in its history, Chile began a process of constitutional change, and

the presidential campaigns in Brazil showed high popularity ratings for the left-wing candidate Luiz
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Ignacio Lula da Silva by the time we write this chapter. Therefore, subjective elements such as
ideological beliefs about the distribution of economic resources play a decisive role in evaluating social
reality and mobilizing people to pursue social change. The historical tasks of social psychology and
critical social sciences in the region deepen this psychosocial process and seek actions that pursue better
forms of coexistence (Martin-Bard, 1990). We hope that this chapter enriches the understanding of what
drives justice evaluations and, thus, helps to reflect on strategies to move toward the pursuit of just

societies.


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?broken=V1gzv6

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 26

References

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity In Social Exchange. En L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 267-299). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60108-2

Alesina, A., Cozzi, G., & Mantovan, N. (2012). The Evolution of Ideology, Fairness and
Redistribution®. The Economic Journal, 122(565), 1244—1261. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0297.2012.02541.x

Alvaredo, F., Chancel, L., Piketty, T., Saez, E., & Zucman, G. (Eds.). (2018). World inequality report
2018. The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Azevedo, F., Jost, J. T., Rothmund, T., & Sterling, J. (2019). Neoliberal Ideology and the Justification
of Inequality in Capitalist Societies: Why Social and Economic Dimensions of Ideology Are
Intertwined. Journal of Social Issues, 75(1), 49-88. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12310

Bahamondes, J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2019). “We Look (and Feel) Better Through System-
Justifying Lenses”: System-Justifying Beliefs Attenuate the Well-Being Gap Between the
Advantaged and Disadvantaged by Reducing Perceptions of Discrimination. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 45(9), 1391-1408. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219829178

Batruch, A., Jetten, J., van de Werfhorst, H. G., Darnon, C., & Butera, F. (2022). Belief in School
Meritocracy and the Legitimization of Social and Income Inequality. Social Psychological and
Personality Science.

Berger, J., Zelditch, M., Anderson, B., & Cohen, B. P. (1972). Structural Aspects of Distributive
Justice: A Status Value Formulation. En J. Berger, M. Zelditch, & B. Anderson (Eds.),
Sociological Theories in Progress (Vol. 2, pp. 119-246). Houghton Mifflin.

Bobocel, D. R., & Hafer, C. L. (2007). Justice Motive Theory and the Study of Justice in Work
Organizations: A Conceptual Integration. European Psychologist, 12(4), 283—-289.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.12.4.283

Breznau, N., & Hommerich, C. (2019). No generalizable effect of income inequality on public support

for governmental redistribution among rich democracies 1987-2010. Social Science Research,


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 27

81(September 2018), 170—191. https://doi.org/10.1016/].ssresearch.2019.03.013

Bull, B., & Robles Rivera, F. (2020). EIl COVID-19, las élites y el futuro de la economia politica de la
reduccion de la desigualdad en América Latina.
https://repositorio.cepal.org/handle/11362/46825

Castillo, J. C. (2011). Legitimacy of Inequality in a Highly Unequal Context: Evidence from the
Chilean Case. Social Justice Research, 24(4), 314-340. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-011-
0144-5

Castillo, J. C., Miranda, D., & Carrasco, D. (2012). Percepcion de Desigualdad Econémica en Chile:
Medicion, Diferencias y Determinantes. Psykhe (Santiago), 21(1), 99-114.
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-22282012000100007

Castillo, J. C., Miihleck, K., & Wegener, B. (2008). The empirical approach to the study of social
Justice: A research agenda for Latin America (Working Paper N° 24; Working Paper Series).
Center for Latin American Studies University of Miami.

Castillo, J.-C., Garcia-Castro, J.-D., & Venegas, M. (2022). Perception of economic inequality:
Concepts, associated factors and prospects of a burgeoning research agenda (Percepcion de
desigualdad econémica: conceptos, factores asociados y proyecciones de una agenda creciente
de investigacion). International Journal of Social Psychology, 37(1), 180-207.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02134748.2021.2009275

Choi, G. (2019). Revisiting the redistribution hypothesis with perceived inequality and redistributive
preferences. European Journal of Political Economy.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2018.12.004

Cramer, B. D., & Kaufman, R. R. (2011). Views of Economic Inequality in Latin America.
Comparative Political Studies, 44(9), 1206—1237. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414010392171

d’Anjou, L., Steijn, A., & Van Aarsen, D. (1995). Social position, ideology, and distributive justice.
Social Justice Research, 8(4), 351-384. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02334712

Dalbert, C., & Stoeber, J. (2006). The personal belief in a just world and domain-specific beliefs about

justice at school and in the family: A longitudinal study with adolescents. International


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 28

Journal of Behavioral Development, 30(3), 200-207.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025406063638

Davidai, S., & Wienk, M. N. A. (2021). The psychology of lay beliefs about economic mobility.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 15(8), €12625.
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12625

Easterbrook, M. J. (2021). The social psychology of economic inequality. En WIDER Working Paper
Series (wp-2021-43; WIDER Working Paper Series). World Institute for Development
Economic Research (UNU-WIDER). https://ideas.repec.org/p/unu/wpaper/wp-2021-43 . html

Festinger, L. (1954). A Theory of Social Comparison Processes. Human Relations, 7(2), 117-140.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202

Furnham, A. (2003). Belief in a just world: Research progress over the past decade. Personality and
Individual Differences, 34(5), 795-817. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00072-7

Garcia-Castro, J. D., Garcia-Sanchez, E., Montoya-Lozano, M., & Rodriguez-Bailon, R. (2021). The
perception of economic inequality in everyday life: My friends with the most and least money.
Asian Journal of Social Psychology, n/a(n/a). https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12476

Garcia-Sanchez, E., Correia, 1., Pereira, C. R., Willis, G. B., Rodriguez-Bailén, R., & Vala, J. (2021).
How Fair is Economic Inequality? Belief in a Just World and the Legitimation of Economic
Disparities in 27 European Countries. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
01461672211002366. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211002366

Garcia-Sanchez, E., Correia, 1., Pereira, C. R., Willis, G. B., Rodriguez-Bailén, R., & Vala, J. (2022).
How Fair is Economic Inequality? Belief in a Just World and the Legitimation of Economic
Disparities in 27 European Countries. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 48(3), 382—
395. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211002366

Garcia-Sanchez, E., Van der Toorn, J., Rodriguez-Bailon, R., & Willis, G. B. (2019). The Vicious
Cycle of Economic Inequality: The Role of Ideology in Shaping the Relationship Between
“What Is” and “What Ought to Be” in 41 Countries. Social Psychological and Personality

Science, 10(8), 991-1001. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618811500


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 29

Gimpelson, V., & Treisman, D. (2015). Misperceiving Inequality. En National Bureau of Economic
Research Working Paper Series. National Bureau of Economic Research.
http://www.nber.org/papers/w21174

Hauser, O. P., & Norton, M. L. (2017). (Mis)perceptions of inequality. Current Opinion in Psychology,
18, 21-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.024

Heiserman, N., & Simpson, B. (2021). Measuring Perceptions of Economic Inequality and Justice: An
Empirical Assessment. Social Justice Research. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-021-00368-x

Hirschman, A. O., & Rothschild, M. (1973). The Changing Tolerance for Income Inequality in the
Course of Economic Development. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 87(4), 544-566.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1882024

Homans, G. C. (1961). Social behavior: Its elementary forms (p. 404). Harcourt, Brace.

INEC. (2021). Encuesta nacional de hogares. Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Censos.
https://inec.cr/sites/default/files/documetos-biblioteca-virtual/reenaho202 1.pdf

1ZA World of Labor. (2022, septiembre 7). What is economic inequality? What is economic
inequality? https://wol.iza.org/key-topics/economic-inequality

Janmaat, J. G. (2013). Subjective Inequality: A Review of International Comparative Studies on
People’s Views about Inequality. European Journal of Sociology / Archives Européennes de
Sociologie, 54(3), 357-389. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975613000209

Jasso, G. (1980). A New Theory of Distributive Justice. American Sociological Review, 45(1), 3-32.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095239

Jasso, G. (2015). Thinking, Saying, Doing in the World of Distributive Justice. Social Justice
Research, 28(4), 435—478. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-015-0257-3

Jetten, J., & Peters, K. (2019). The Social Psychology of Inequality. Springer.

Jost, J. T. (2017). Ideological Asymmetries and the Essence of Political Psychology. Political
Psychology, 38(2), 167-208. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12407

Jost, J. T. (2018). A quarter century of system justification theory: Questions, answers, criticisms, and

societal applications. British Journal of Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12297


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 30

Jost, J. T. (2019). A quarter century of system justification theory: Questions, answers, criticisms, and
societal applications. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(2), 263-314.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12297

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-justification and the production
of false consciousness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 33(1), 1-27.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x

Jost, J. T., Federico, C. M., & Napier, J. L. (2009). Political Ideology: Its Structure, Functions, and
Elective Affinities. Annual Review of Psychology, 60(1), 307-337.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163600

Jost, J. T., Gaucher, D., & Stern, C. (2015). “The world isn’t fair”: A system justification perspective
on social stratification and inequality. En APA handbook of personality and social psychology,
Volume 2: Group processes (pp. 317-340). American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/14342-012

Jost, J. T., & Hunyady, O. (2005). Antecedents and Consequences of System-Justifying Ideologies.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14(5), 260-265. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.0963-
7214.2005.00377.x

Justino, P., & Martorano, B. (2019). Redistributive Preferences and Protests in Latin America. Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 63(9), 2128-2154. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002719827370

Kluegel, J. (1989). Perceptions of Justice in the Us: Split Consciousness among the American Public.
Conferencia sobre Percepcion de Justicia Social en Este y Oeste, Dubrovnik, Croatia.

Kluegel, J. R., Mason, D. S., & Wegener, B. (1999). The Legitimation of Capitalism in the
Postcommunist Transition Public Opinion about Market Justice, 1991—1996. European
Sociological Review, 15(3),251-283. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a018263

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108(3), 480-498.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480

Lane, R. E. (1986). Market Justice, Political Justice. The American Political Science Review, 80(2),

383—402. https://doi.org/10.2307/1958264


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 31

Larsen, C. A. (2016). How three narratives of modernity justify economic inequality. Acta
Sociologica, 59(2), 93—111. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699315622801

Lench, H. C., & Chang, E. S. (2007). Belief in an Unjust World: When Beliefs in a Just World Fail.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 89(2), 126—135.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223890701468477

Lerner, M. J. (1980). The belief in a just world: A fundamental delusion.
http://public.ebookcentral.proquest.com/choice/publicfullrecord.aspx?p=3086489

Lind, E. A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgments as pivotal cognitions in organizational
relations. En Advances in organization justice (pp. 56—88). Stanford University Press.

Loveless, M., & Whitefield, S. (2011). Being unequal and seeing inequality: Explaining the political
significance of social inequality in new market democracies. European Journal of Political
Research, 50(2), 239-266. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01929.x

Martin-Bard, 1. (1990). Accién e ideologia. Psicologia Social desde Centroamérica. UCA.

Maurizio, R. (2021). Employment and informality in Latin America and the Caribbean: An insufficient
and unequal recovery (Labour Overview Series Latin America and the Caribbean 2021)
[Technical note]. International Labour Organization.

Napier, J. L., Bettinsoli, M. L., & Suppes, A. (2020). The palliative function of system-justifying
ideologies. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 34, 129-134.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2020.03.002

Ng, S. H., & Allen, M. W. (2005). Perception of economic distributive justice: Exploring leading
theories. Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 33(5), 435-454.

Oishi, S., Bak, H., & Caluori, N. (2022). Cultural psychology of inequality: Current and future
directions. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 25(1), 103—116.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12516

Ortiz, 1., Burke, S., Berrada, M., & Saenz Cortés, H. (2022). World protests: A study of key protest
issues in the 21st century. Palgrave Macmillan.

Osborne, D., Becker, J. C., Bahamondes, J., & Garcia-Sanchez, E. (2021). The political psychology of


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 32

inequality: Why rising rates of economic inequality affect our health and democracy. En D.
Osborne & C. G. Sibley (Eds.), Cambridge handbookf of political psychology. Cambridge
University Press.

Oxendine, A. R. (2019). The political psychology of inequality and why it matters for populism.
International Perspectives in Psychology: Research, Practice, Consultation, 8(4), 179—195.
https://doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000118

Pérez, J. P. (2014). Mercados y barbaros: La persistencia de las desigualdades de excedente en
América Latina. FLACSO Costa Rica.

PNUD. (2021). Informe Regional de Desarrollo Humano | Atrapados. Alta desigualdad y bajo
crecimiento en América Latina y el Caribe.

Reyes, G., & Gasparini, L. (2021). Are Fairness Perceptions Shaped by Income Inequality? Evidence
from Latin America (p. 39). CEDLAS.

Robinson, J. A., & Acemoglu, D. (2013). Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and
Poverty. Profile books.

Rodriguez-Bailon, R., Sanchez-Rodriguez, A., Garcia-Sanchez, E., Petkanopoulou, K., & Willis, G. B.
(2020). Inequality is in the air: Contextual psychosocial effects of power and social class.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 33, 120—125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.07.004

Runciman, W. G. (1966). Relative deprivation and social justice: A study of attitudes to social
inequality in twentieth-century England. University of California Press.

Salgado, M. (2020). Adolescents’ Justice Evaluations of Earning Gaps in an Unequal Country:
Evidence from Chile. Young, 28(3), 294-314. https://doi.org/10.1177/1103308819886467

Santos, B. de S. (2018). 4 gramadtica do tempo: Para uma nova cultura politica (3* edigdo). Cortez.

Seligson, M. A., & Franzoni, J. M. (2009). Limits to Costa Rican Heterodoxy: What Has Changed in
“Paradise”? En S. Mainwaring & T. Scully (Eds.), Democratic Governance in Latin America
(pp. 307-337). Stanford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9780804772969-013

Shepelak, N. J., & Alwin, D. F. (1986). Beliefs about inequality and perceptions of distributive justice.

American Sociological Review, 51(1), 30-46.


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 33

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., Pippin, G. M., & Bialosiewicz, S. (2012). Relative Deprivation: A
Theoretical and Meta-Analytic Review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(3),
203-232. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430825

Somma, N. M., Bargsted, M., Disi Pavlic, R., & Medel, R. M. (2020). No water in the oasis: The
Chilean Spring of 2019-2020. Social Movement Studies, 00(00), 1-8.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2020.1727737

Sullivan, M., Beittel, J., Meyer, P., Seelke, C. R., & Taft-Morales, M. (2020). Latin america and the
caribbean: Impact of COVID-19. Congressional Research Service, Report No. IF11581.
Recuperado de https://fas. org/sgp/crs/row/IF11581. pdf.

UNDP. (2021). Human Development Index (HDI). http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-
development-index-hdi

UNODC. (2019). Global Study on Homicide.: Executive Summary. United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime. https://www.unodc.org/documents/data-and-analysis/gsh/Booklet1.pdf

Valverde, 1. (2021). Desigualdad: Una sola persona de clase alta gana lo que reciben 18 de bajos
ingresos. CRAoy. https://www.crhoy.com/economia/desigualdad-una-sola-persona-de-clase-
alta-gana-lo-que-reciben-18-de-bajos-ingresos/

van den Bos, K., Lind, E. A., & Wilke, H. A. M. (2001). The psychology of procedural and
distributive justice viewed from the perspective of fairness heuristic theory. En Justice in the
workplace: From theory to practice, Vol. 2 (pp. 49-66). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

van der Toorn, J., Jost, J. T., Packer, D. J., Noorbaloochi, S., & Van Bavel, J. J. (2017). In Defense of
Tradition: Religiosity, Conservatism, and Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage in North
America. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(10), 1455—-1468.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217718523

Walster, E. H., Walster, G. W., & Berscheid, E. (1978). Equity: Theory and Research. Allyn and
Bacon.

Wegener, B., & Liebig, S. (2000). Is the “Inner Wall” Here to Stay? Justice Ideologies in Unified


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

DISTRIBUTIVE UNFAIRNESS EVALUATIONS IN LATIN AMERICA 34

Germany. Social Justice Research, 13(2), 177-197. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007549923948

Willis, G. B., Garcia-Sanchez, E., Sanchez-Rodriguez, A., Garcia-Castro, J. D., & Rodriguez-Bailon,
R. (2022). The psychosocial effects of economic inequality depend on its perception. Nature
Reviews Psychology, 1(5), 301-309. https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-022-00044-0

Yagci, A. H. (2017). The Great Recession, Inequality and Occupy Protests around the World.
Government and Opposition, 52(4), 640-670. https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2016.3

Zmerli, S., & Castillo, J. C. (2015). Income inequality, distributive fairness and political trust in Latin
America. Social Science Research, 52, 179-192.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.02.003


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vcYCXH

