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Two groups of countries can be identified in this picture: those with a positive intercept 

and negative slope, and those with a negative intercept and positive slope10

 

. Again, the 

developing countries and the US are members of the same group, characterized by a 

negative association between personal income and an individualistic ideology, whereas in 

the second group of European countries, this relationship appears to be is exactly the 

opposite. This result means that for the group composed of societies with high inequality, 

we find the “legitimation effect” (compliance by those at the bottom of the stratification 

system), where the lower the income, the higher the support for the individualistic 

ideology. Secondly, we are going to test the influence of income inequality as predictor 

of the effect of income on individualism in each context. For this, the two parameters of 

each regression line (intercept and slope) are regressed on the Gini index, obtaining the 

following results:  

Table 2:  Intercepts and slopes regressed on Gini index. 
  

 Individualism on personal income 
 Intercept Slope 
Gini index 0.04 -0.00 
 (2.90)** (3.81)** 

                                                 
10 The only exception is Western Germany, but based on the previous analysis and also given that the value 
of its slope is close to zero, it will be considered as part of the second group. 
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Constant -1.37 0.09 
 (2.77)** (3.84)** 
Observations 9 9 
R-squared 0.54 0.67 

Absolute value of t statistics in parentheses - ** significant at 1% 
 

The coefficients show positive and significant effects on the intercept (the more 

inequality, the greater the differences at the lowest level of personal income), and a 

significant negative effect on the slope (the higher the economic inequality, the more 

intense the negative effect of personal income on the justice ideology of individualism). 

With these last results, it is possible to state that income inequality as context variable has 

an influence on the legitimation of inequalities, possibly due to cultural elements 

associated with the countries with high inequality indexes. This result certainly opens up 

a series of new research questions, such as the influence of the institutional design of the 

distribution system on public opinion, as well as the extent to which this influence has an 

impact on cultural values in a particular society. Further analyses are needed to answer 

these questions, as future comparative studies on justice principles consider more 

developing countries. Proposals for future studies on this area considering Latin 

American countries are presented in the last section of this paper. Now we will introduce 

the second major area of research on empirical justice, namely the justice of rewards.  
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3.2  Justice of rewards. 

 

How can people’s experience of justice/injustice be explored and defined? In contrast to 

the study of general justice ideologies, the justice of rewards deals with personal 

perceptions of and experiences with distributive justice in concrete situations. Usually it 

is thought that what people think about justice is idiosyncratic, meaning that justice 

experiences are unique to each person—a kind of unexplainable “black box.” Justice of 

rewards theory argues in the opposite direction, saying that it is possible to formally 

define people’s experience of justice or injustice, and that this definition can be 

determined or explained. The study of justice of rewards, also called individual related 

justice judgments, is based on the idea that “we make justice judgments in a regular and 

predetermined way, so that generalizations with regard to these judgments can be 

formulated in terms of functional relationships” (Wegener & Steinmann, 1995). 

 

In justice of rewards literature, a series of functional relationships have been proposed to 

determine how people experience injustice with regard to a) their own rewards (reflexive 

judgments) as well as to b) the rewards of others (non-reflexive judgments). The first 

perspective has a long tradition in sociology and social psychology, ranging from the 

equity and exchange perspective (G. Homans, 1961; G. C. Homans, 1976), the status 

value theory  (Berger, Zelditch, Anderson, & Cohen, 1972), to  the late developments of 

the justice evaluation function (Guillermina Jasso, 1978, 1999; G Jasso, 2007; 

Guillermina Jasso & Wegener, 1997). In the following, we will focus our attention on the 

second perspective, which deals with justice judgments about others, and more 

specifically with judgments related to occupational earnings. The consideration of what 

people think of as a just salary for low-status and high-status occupations allows an 

empirical approach to the study of the legitimacy of the distributive system, by 

determining the legitimate amount of income inequality in a society. This research 

perspective is known as the “justice gap” (Gijsberts, 1999; Lippl, 1999; Verwiebe & 

Wegener, 2000), and is represented in the following schema:   

 

 



 22 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 3: Justice gap 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The justice gap is considered as the legitimate amount of inequality between high and 

low-status occupations. This information can be calculated for Chile with data from the 

ISJP11

 

 survey, which includes questions about the salary that people consider just for two 

occupations in the extremes of the status continuum: an unskilled worker and a manager 

of a large company.  

Justice of rewards and legitimation of inequality in Chile. 

 

We start with descriptive results, and then turn to multivariate models. In the descriptive 

results, we calculate the legitimate amount of inequality (justice gap) for Chile, then 

compare this with the perceived amount of inequality (perceived gap), and furthermore 

analyze the relationship between both gaps and the income of respondents. The 

multivariate analysis focuses on the influence of income and the perceived gap on the just 

gap. In addition we test whether justice ideologies can predict the perceived and the just 

income gap. 

 

                                                 
11 Documentation and extensive description: www.isjp.de  

Just income gap

Just income for a high status occupation

Just income for a low status occupation

http://www.isjp.de/�


 23 

The ISJP questionnaire asks for the actual and the just income of an unskilled worker and  

manager of a large company. These occupations are used as representations of the upper 

and the lower ends of the income distribution. The questions are the following: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 3: ISJP questions about perceived and just occupational earnings 

We would like your estimate of the income that people in some occupations 
actually earn per month on average. Think about a chairman or managing 
director of a large corporation and an unskilled manual worker, such as a factory 
line worker. 
 
Manager 

 
a) What do you think a chairman or managing director of a 

large corporation earns per month on average?  Your best 
guess will be fine. 

b) Now tell me what you think a just and fair average monthly 
income for a chairman or managing director of a large 
corporation would be 

Worker a) And how about an unskilled manual worker, such as a factory 
line worker? What do you think an unskilled manual worker 
earns per month on average? 

b) Now tell me what you think a just and fair average monthly 
income would be for an unskilled worker, such as a factory 
line worker. 

 

Questions (a) capture the respondents’ estimates of the actually earned salaries. The ratio 

of these items (manager/worker) is conceived as the perceived gap. Questions (b) are 

used to calculate the just gap also as an earnings ratio. It reflects the legitimate amount of 

inequality regarding high and low-status occupations. The following graphic shows the 

means of the single items: 
 

Graphic 6: Mean perceived and just earnings 



 24 

 
 

Starting off with the comparison of perceived and just salaries, there is a clear “tendency 

to equalize” the earnings, since the just income gap is considerably smaller than the 

perceived income gap. Similar results have been found in other empirical studies 

(Gijsberts, 1999; Kelley & Evans, 1993). Note that the proportions of increase or 

decrease in the salaries of the manager and the worker are different: while the just salary 

for a worker is on average 78% higher than the perceived income, in the case of the 

manager, a just salary should be decreased by 49%. This could mean that there is a 

greater feeling of injustice regarding the earnings of the low-status occupation. The direct 

evaluation of both salaries confirms this interpretation as shown in the following table. 

Almost 42% of those interviewed think that the perceived salary of the manager is what 

he/she deserves:    

 
Table 4: Evaluation of actual incomes of manager and worker (percentages) 

 
 Much 

less 
Somewhat 

less 
About 

deserved 
Somewhat 

more 
Much 
more  

Total 

Manager 3.30 2.73 41.98 13.65 38.34 100.00  
Worker  68.18 19.71 11.10 0.68 0.34 100.00  

Source: ISJP 2006. Answers to the question regarding perceived earnings: Do you think this is much less than 
a managing director /worker deserves to earn, somewhat less than deserved, about what is deserved, somewhat 
more than deserved, or much more than deserved? The original scale ranges from -5 to +5 and it has been 
recoded here in 5 categories. 

 

Taking at look at the perceived and just earnings ratios, we have the following results: 

 

272.359

2.784.096

152.552

5.431.537

0 1.000.000 2.000.000 3.000.000 4.000.000 5.000.000 6.000.000

in pesos

Worker

Manager

Worker

Manager
Perceived  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Just

Source: ISJP 2006

Perceived earnings and just earnings
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Table 5: Perceived and just ratios 

Ratios 

Perceived gap Manager income / worker income 35.6 

Just gap Manager income / worker income 11.28 

 

On average the perceived actual income of a manager is 35.6 times higher than that of an 

unskilled worker, whereas the proportion evaluated as just is about 11.3. Though the 

perceived income inequalities by far exceed the just income inequalities, people in Chile 

would clearly not support complete equality of earnings.  

 

What is the influence of stratification variables? Do people from different status groups 

perceive a similar gap and consider it just? From a rational perspective, one would expect 

that low-status groups would call for a greater reduction of economic inequalities and 

thus for a smaller justice gap. Taking the income quintiles as a proxy status variable, the 

following graphic shows a comparison of the perceived gap and the just gap:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

Graphic 7: Comparison of perceived and just gap 
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the other hand, this points to the necessity of educational measures among these social 

groups. Regarding the just income gap, a relatively broad consensus among income 

groups is evidenced. Even though Chileans agree that the actual income gap is too large 

with regard to social justice, one might conclude that income inequalities are not very 

likely to be a source of harsh social conflict between the different social strata. Such a 

conclusion should be drawn with caution: those who are better off may agree on the 

unfairness of inequalities but may nevertheless be reluctant to support extensive 

redistribution.  

 

A proposal for future empirical justice research in Latin America is certainly conditioned 

by the availability of data and the potential for research initiatives associated with it. In 

our view, the major problem is not the lack of data, however, but the capacities to take 

advantage of it. This is exemplified by the ISSP of 1999. So far, the research has only 

scratched the surface of the possibilities that this dataset has to offer for international 

comparison of Chile and Brazil. Although the survey is no longer up to date, analyses 

incorporating more context variables such as inequality and poverty indexes can still be 

conducted. The use of analysis techniques like multi-level models would allow a more 

precise modeling of these context factors, which can be included as predictors for justice 

attitudes. Questions to be answered in this regard are, for instance: Do countries with 

higher income inequalities prefer a larger income gap? Is one particular evaluation of 

income inequalities characteristic for Latin America as a whole? Do countries differ in 

the influence of the perceived gap on the just gap? And, does the effect of justice 

ideologies differ in countries with less inequality? 

 

The results obtained from the ISJP in Chile are not considered representative for Latin 

America, but they can certainly be considered as a sort of “pilot” study that can be 

subsequently applied in other countries of the region, hopefully in the framework of an 

international comparison (such as the inclusion of some ISJP batteries in the 

Latinobarometro). This would offer the possibility to compare the effects of cultural and 

structural differences on justice attitudes between countries, for instance, to analyse 

variations in the support for justice ideologies in different countries and the legitimation 
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and stability of the economic and the political system as a consequence of this support. 

Furthermore, there are other topics in empirical social justice research that are still to be 

analysed with the Chilean ISJP, such as attitudes towards poverty and wealth, income 

evaluation and satisfaction, and also the consequences of justice attitudes and perceptions 

of injustice. Current research about these consequences has established a strong link 

between perceived injustice, regime support, and voting behavior (Mühleck, 2008), an 

area that directly affects political stability and legitimation. 

 

Finally, it is necessary to strengthen the link to stratification and mobility research on the 

side of the predictors of justice attitudes. Are, for instance, mobility patterns associated 

with different justice conceptions? Are the consequences of social mobility the same in 

different Latin American countries? Or are the interrelations the same as in developed 

countries and, if not, how can differences be explained? To answer these and other 

questions, more specific datasets are required that will permit a combination of 

stratification research and social justice research. This link is an aspect that is just 

beginning to be explored in social research on Latin America. The present study, 

however, already suggests that the ongoing consideration of justice conceptions 

represents a valuable contribution to the study of the legitimation and stability of 

inequalities.  
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Appendix 
 
Country Gini indexes  

Gini Index 

USA 0,40 

West Ger.   0,28 

East Ger. 0,28 

Hungary 0,26 

Czech Rep. 0,25 

Spain 0,32 

Philippines 0,46 

Chile 0,57 

Brazil 0,59 

Source UNDP (2001) 

 
ISSP items related to individualism and egalitarism  

Individualism It is just or unjust – right or wrong – that people with higher income 

can: 

 

• Buy better health care than people with lower incomes?  

• Buy better education for their children than people with lower 

incomes?  

 

Egalitarism • It is responsibility of the government to reduce the differences 

in income between people with high incomes and those with 

low incomes  

• People with high incomes should pay a larger share of their 

income in taxes than those with low incomes  

• People in wealthy countries should make an additional 

contribution to help people in poor countries  
Note: all items were recoded to the following scale: 5=strongly agree; 4= agree; 3= neither agree or 

disagree; 2= disagree; 1=strongly disagree 
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Independent and control Variables for Justice of Principles study 

Income  1 - 10 deciles of personal income 

Independent variables 

Income 1 - 10 (low-high) deciles of personal income 

Self rated position 10 point scale: 1= low social standing, 10= high social standing 

UnemployedSelf rated 

position 

Dummy (Unemployed= 1, ref: other occupational status)10 

point scale: 1= low social standing, 10= high social standing. 

Gini Index Economic Inequality Gini Index of each country (UNDP, 

2001). See appendix for details). 

 

Control variables 

Age Respondent’s age in years 

Sex Dummy (Women= 1, ref: man) 

Age Respondent’s age in years 

Univ. 

DegreeEducational 

level 

CASMIN 1: reference category 

CASMIN 2: dummy 

CASMIN 3: dummy 

Religion Dummy (1= Catholic, 0= other religions) 

Church 

attendanceUnemployed 

Frequency of church attendance  

6=once a week; 5= two or three times a month; 4=once a 

month; 3=several times a year; 2= less frequently; 1= never  

Dummy (Unemployed= 1) 

Political right Dummy right= 1 (ref 0= other political preferences) 
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Factor Structure of Individualism and Egalitarism(Justice of principles, ISSP data)12

 
 

 Variable Individualism  Egalitarism Uniqueness 

Egalitarism: government redistribution -0.18649 0.57395 0.63580 

Egalitarism: higher taxes -0.07369 0.43083 0.80895 

Egalitarism: contribution to poor countries 0.06205 0.50838 0.73770 

Individualism: buy better health 0.92593 0.00863 0.14258 

Individualism: buy better education 0.87294 0.02955 0.23711 

Eigenvalue 1.891 1.465  

Maximum likelihood method, varimax rotation 
LR test: independent vs. saturated:  chi2(10) = 3.8e+04 Prob>chi2 = 0.0000 

 
Measurement model of individualism and egalitarianism (Justice of rewards, ISJP data) 
 

Item Egalitarianism Individualism u2 
The government should place an upper limit on the 
amount of money any one person can make. 

0,51 0,12 0,69 

The fairest way of distributing wealth and income 
would be to give everyone equal shares. 

0,52 -0,03 0,72 

Government should redistribute income from the 
better-off to those who are less well-off. 

0,68 - 0,54 

People who work hard deserve to earn more than 
those who do not. 

- 0,45 0,79 

The responsibility held by the employee on the job 
should influence pay 

- 0,69 0,52 

The employee's individual effort should influence 
pay 

- 0,79 0,37 

 
Model fit  
X2:  10.584,   df(5) , P-Value: .0,0601.          
CFI: 0.992      
RMSEA: 0.036 

CFA,  WLSMV estimation. Standardized coefficients. Obs: 864 

                                                 
12 The factor structures were replicated in each of the countries considered for this analysis and they are 

relatively stable.  

 


