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Perceptions of social justice are recognized as a key element in the formation of attitudes and behaviors towards certain 
social groups. The social justice dimensions (recognition, redistribution, and representation) interact differentially 
with demographic and psychosocial characteristics; however, few studies have delved into the differences in their 
association. This study had three aims: 1) to analyze the social justice dimensions according to age, gender, region, 
and educational level; 2) to study the correlation of social justice dimensions with beliefs about the educational 
inclusion of migrants, agreement with attitudes towards paying taxes and gender; and 3) to explore whether the 
social justice dimensions contribute to the levels of prejudice towards different social groups (people in poverty, 
immigrants, and homosexuals). A total of 1,810 subjects from Argentina, aged 18 to 80 years (Mage = 45.76 years; 
53.7% women) participated in the study. Differences in the social justice dimensions were observed according to 
gender, age, and educational level, but not according to region. Social justice dimensions correlated with beliefs about 
educational inclusion of migrants, gender, equality in education, and attitudes toward paying taxes. Social justice 
dimensions contributed to higher/lower levels of prejudice toward different social groups. The scope and limits of 
the relationships between the three-dimensional model of social justice with demographic and psychosocial variables 
explored in this study are discussed.
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Las percepciones de justicia social se reconocen como un elemento clave en la formación de las actitudes y 
comportamientos hacia determinados colectivos sociales. Las dimensiones de justicia social (reconocimiento, 
redistribución y representación) interactúan de forma diferencial con características demográficas y psicosociales, 
no obstante, son pocos los estudios que han profundizado en las diferencias en su asociación. Este estudio 
tuvo tres objetivos: 1) analizar las dimensiones de la justicia social según edad, género, región y nivel educativo;  
2) estudiar la correlación de las dimensiones de justicia social con las creencias sobre la inclusión educativa de los 
migrantes, la concordancia con las actitudes hacia el pago de impuestos y el género; y 3) explorar si las dimensiones de 
justicia social contribuyen a los niveles de prejuicio hacia diferentes grupos sociales (personas en situación de pobreza, 
inmigrantes y homosexuales). Un total de 1,810 sujetos de Argentina, de entre 18 y 80 años (Medad = 45.76 años; 53.7% 
mujeres) participaron en el estudio. Se observaron diferencias en las dimensiones de justicia social según género, edad 
y nivel educativo, pero no según la región. Las dimensiones de justicia social correlacionaron con creencias sobre la 
inclusión educativa de los migrantes, género, igualdad en la educación y actitudes hacia el pago de impuestos. Las 
dimensiones de la justicia social contribuyeron a los niveles más altos/más bajos de prejuicio hacia diferentes grupos 
sociales. Se discuten los alcances y límites de las relaciones entre el modelo de tres dimensiones de la justicia social con 
variables demográficas y psicosociales exploradas en este estudio.
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In recent decades, numerous injustices and situations of 
inequity have affected different social groups, both economi-
cally and in terms of diversity recognition (gender, sexuality, 
migrants, among others) (Corporación Latinobarómetro, 2023; 
CEPAL, 2023; ECLAC, 2020; Milanovic, 2023; UN Women, 
2021). The social justice theory model is one of the main theore-
tical approaches to studying inequalities. It has garnered atten-
tion from social science scholars, including those in education 
(Etchezahar et al., 2022; Westheimer, 2015).

According to Fraser (2008, 2012), social justice compri-
ses three related dimensions. The first one is redistribution or 
economic justice (Nussbaum, 2012; Rawls, 2001; Sen, 2009), 
which raises the need not only for a fair distribution of goods 
and material resources but also for culture and capabilities. In 
this sense, the principle of equal opportunities, deeply roo-
ted in Western democracies (Unterhalter & Brighouse, 2010), 
has not been fulfilled in many countries and has led to popu-
lation impoverishment. The second dimension is recognition 
or cultural justice (Fraser & Honneth, 2006), which refers to 
the need for sociocultural respect, promoting human diversity 
and fair relations among people. From this perspective, social 
and cultural domination is rejected based on the recognition of 
different social groups and people excluded for reasons such as 
sex, gender identity, sexual orientation, origin, race, and cul-
ture, among others (Ratts et al., 2010). Considering that current 
definitions of prejudice are based on the maintenance of hierar-
chical and status differences between groups (Dovidio et al., 
2010), the notion of recognition or cultural justice is relevant 
to understand prejudice towards different social groups, parti-
cularly against migrants and LGBTIQ+ people (Etchezahar et 
al., 2022; Graham-Bailey et al., 2019). Finally, the third dimen-
sion is representation or political justice (Fraser, 2008; Miller, 
2001; Young, 2000). In other words, to ensure that people can 
exercise active and equal participation in society to guarantee 
decision-making capacity in any aspect of their lives. However, 
even in liberal democracies part of the citizenry still suffers 
limitations to fully achieve the principle of democratic partici-
pation (Fung, 2015).

Previous research found significant gender differences in 
social justice (Elenbaas et al., 2020; Malti et al., 2017; Murillo et 
al., 2014; Thrift & Sugarman, 2019), with a tendency for women 
to score higher than men in the three dimensions (Albalá Genol 
et al., 2021; Etchezahar et al., 2022; Ratts et al., 2010). As for 
age, although the data are not yet conclusive, it seems that the 
older the age, the higher the levels of representation (Parés & 
Subirats, 2016).

Although the social justice approach is applicable to various 
fields such as philosophy, economy, sociology, and psycho-
logy, it has gained significant relevance in education due to its 
potential for intervention (Albalá Genol et al., 2021; Murillo et 
al., 2014). Previous research has primarily been conducted in 
socio-educational contexts in Spain and Argentina, with the 
research sample consisting of trainee teachers and other profes-
sionals or social groups affected by injustices. In these research 
contexts, the sample is often predominantly female, as observed 
in the field of education. Additionally, the age range in the des-

cribed contexts is typically from adulthood to early adulthood 
(18-40 years old) and with medium to high socioeconomic sta-
tus. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct studies like this one 
to confirm the analysis in a more diverse sample (Lingard & 
Mills, 2007; Pope et al., 2019).

Social justice and education: the role of beliefs about equality

In recent years, the role of education for social justice has 
been emphasized and multiple research also included relevant 
variables such as educational inclusion, attention to diversity, or 
school segregation (Dowd, 2018). Through education for social 
justice, people will be more inclusive and, therefore, will be able 
to reduce and eliminate socio-educational exclusion, as well as 
enhance human rights and develop critical judgment towards 
equality (Belavi & Murillo, 2016). Achieving social justice in 
education requires the active participation of different collectives. 
This implies a change in approach within educational communi-
ties to transform the culture, policies, and practices of educatio-
nal institutions (Azorín & Ainscow, 2020). Furthermore, social 
justice education aims to prevent school segregation. The recog-
nition dimension can increase visibility and integration opportu-
nities for minorities (Simón et al., 2019). Additionally, the redis-
tribution dimension is a central aspect of social justice (Albalá 
Genol et al., 2021). Those who believe that taxes are appropria-
tely redistributed to reduce inequalities will support tax payment 
(Rezrazi & Gangloff, 2020). In contrast, individuals who oppose 
social justice tend to support tax reduction or abolition from an 
individualistic perspective (Gandolfi & Mills, 2022).

In addition to social philosophy, politics, and education, the 
field of social psychology has made important theoretical con-
tributions to understanding social justice and its current appli-
cations. Thus, interpersonal justice occurs when people are 
treated with courtesy, dignity, and respect by their immediate 
or superior leaders (Albalá-Genol et al., 2023; Cropanzano & 
Greenberg, 1997). Furthermore, distributive justice refers to the 
perceived fairness of the resources received (Törnblom & Ver-
munt, 1999) and suggests that justice is achieved when there is 
proportionality between worker’s wages and their contributions 
(Thiago et al., 2023). More recently, the concept of “restorative 
justice” has emerged from the socio-educational field (United 
Nations, 2006) and is defined as a way of holding offenders 
accountable, repairing the harm caused to victims, and pro-
viding support and assistance to offenders to encourage their 
reintegration into the community (Suvall, 2009).

According to this model, the three dimensions of social jus-
tice are related to prejudice against various social groups, such 
us migrants and LGBTIQ+ individuals, both within and outside 
of the educational environment (Etchezahar et al., 2014).

The association of beliefs on social justice: prejudice towards 
different social groups

Several macro-social causes influence the development and 
maintenance of beliefs and prejudices towards those who expe-
rience unjust situations (Freire, 2005). These factors perpetuate 
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the status quo and hinder the achievement of social justice for 
vulnerable groups (McWhirter & McWha-Hermann, 2021). 
Previous studies (Graham-Bailey et al., 2019; Guo-Brennan & 
Guo-Brennan, 2020) have demonstrated that varying degrees of 
social justice can impact different forms of prejudice (towards 
migrants, people in poverty, and people belonging to the LGB-
TIQ+ community, among others). On the one hand, regarding 
prejudice towards people living in poverty (Bastias et al., 2022), 
beliefs about redistribution are critical since they are based on 
individualistic attributions, which may exclude the possibili-
ties offered by a given context for economic development. On 
the other hand, prejudice towards migrants may be associated 
with the recognition dimension, as it can be used to explore 
openness to diversity (Paiba Alzate, 2022). Finally, prejudice 
towards LGBTIQ+ individuals (Etchezahar et al., 2016) may be 
linked to both the recognition and representation dimensions 
(Herek, 2000). Although the empirical study of the association 
between social justice and prejudice (Etchezahar et al., 2014) is 
very recent, it is an essential ongoing field to prevent and reduce 
the consequences within and outside educational environments.

The present study had three objectives: first, to analyze 
differences in levels of social justice based on age, gender, 
region, and educational level of the participants; second, to 
explore the relationships between dimensions of social justice, 
beliefs about educational inclusion of migrants, beliefs about 
gender equality in education, and the attitudes towards tax pay-
ment; and finally, to examine to which extent each dimension of 
social justice contributes to different forms of prejudice.

This study had three research hypotheses: 1. Differences 
in the dimensions of social justice will be found as a function 
of age –with older individuals scoring higher–, gender –with 
women scoring higher–, and educational level –with more 
educated individuals scoring higher–; 2. Positive relationships 
will be found between the three dimensions of social justice 
and beliefs about the inclusion of migrants in education, beliefs 
about gender equality in education, and attitudes towards tax 
payment; 3. Each dimension of social justice will negatively 
predict related prejudices (redistribution will predict prejudice 
against poor people; recognition and representation will predict 
prejudice against homosexual people and migrants).

Methods

Participants

The present study included a non-probabilistic sample of 
1,810 participants aged from 18 to 80 years. The mean age was 
45.76 (SD = 15.6), 53.7% were female (n = 972), 46.3% were 
male (n = 819), and 1% were other (n = 19). In addition, 10.28% 
(n = 186) completed elementary school, 57.57% (n = 1,042) 
completed secondary school, 16.79% (n = 304) completed ter-
tiary education, and 15.36% (n = 278) completed university stu-
dies. The sample distribution was based on INDEC (2019) and 
the data were collected between March and April 2023. Despite 
the control of many demographic variables, it should be noted 
that the sample is not representative of the general population.

Measures

Data were collected through a self-administered question-
naire that ensured participant anonymity and included the 
following variables:

Social Justice Scale (SJS). The SJS (Etchezahar et al., 2022) 
has three dimensions and 15 items (five for each dimension): 
redistribution, recognition, and representation. The response 
format is a five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a continuum ran-
ging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. The ori-
ginal version of the scale showed adequate reliability (redistri-
bution: α = .78; recognition: α = .75; and representation: α = .71).

Blatant and subtle prejudice towards people living in poverty. 
We use the adapted and validated version for the Argentine 
context (Bastias et al., 2022) of the original Blatant and Subtle 
Prejudice Scale. The Argentine version has ten items. Higher 
scores indicate more prejudice against people living in poverty. 
The response format is a five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a 
continuum ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 
agree. The original version of the scale showed adequate relia-
bility (α = .79).

Prejudice towards homosexuality. We use the Argentine 
adaptation (Etchezahar et al., 2016) of the Attitudes Toward 
Gays Scale (ATG) (Herek, 2000). The scale has ten items, with 
higher scores indicating more prejudice towards homosexuality. 
The response format has a five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a 
continuum ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 
agree. The original version of the scale showed adequate relia-
bility (α = .82).

Prejudice against Latin American immigrants. The Argen-
tine adaptation (Etchezahar et al., 2022; Muller et al., 2017) of 
the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale (Pettigrew & Meertens, 
1995) was used to assess this construct. The scale consisted 
of eight items, whit higher scores indicating more prejudice 
against Latin American immigrants. The response format is 
five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a continuum ranging from 1 = 
Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. The original version of 
the scale showed adequate reliability (α = .81).

Beliefs about the educational inclusion of migrants. Seven 
items containing beliefs about the educational inclusion of 
migrants (Albalá Genol et al., 2021) were used. Higher scores 
indicate more favorable beliefs towards inclusion in education. 
The response format is five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a con-
tinuum ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 
agree. The original version of the scale showed adequate relia-
bility (α = .79).

Beliefs about gender equality in education. Beliefs about 
gender equality (Albalá Genol et al., 2021) were assessed using 
eight items. Higher scores indicate more favorable beliefs 
towards inclusion in education. The response format is five-an-
chor Likert-type scale, on a continuum ranging from 1 = Stron-
gly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. The original version of the 
scale showed adequate reliability (α = .83).

Tax payment. The Attitudes Towards Tax Payment Scale 
(Etchezahar et al., 2022), consisting of five items, was used. 
Higher scores indicate more disagreement with paying taxes. 
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The response format is a five-anchor Likert-type scale, on a 
continuum ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 
agree. The original version of the scale showed adequate relia-
bility (α = .84).

Educational level. Participants were asked about their 
highest level of education attained, with four response options: 
1. Elementary school, 2. Secondary school, 3. Tertiary educa-
tion, and 4. University studies.

Questionnaire of Sociodemographic Variables (ad hoc). The 
gender, age, and region of residence of the participants were 
asked.

Procedure

People who met the criteria of age (over 18 years of age) and 
geographic region were invited to participate via social media 
(Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter) based on the quotas establi-
shed for the sample distribution (with a sampling error of ±2.5% 
and a confidence level of 95%). A convenience, non-represen-
tative sample was used. Participants were informed beforehand 
about the purpose of the study and the institution responsible for 
it and were provided with an e-mail address in case they requi-
red further information. They were also informed that the data 
collected would only be used for academic-scientific purposes 
and that they would be protected in accordance with Argenti-
ne’s National Law 25.326 on the Protection of Personal Data. 
All procedures carried out in our study were in accordance with 
the ethical standards of the Institutional and Research Commit-
tee and with the Helsinki Declaration of 1964 and its subsequent 
amendments or comparable ethical standards. Participants then 
completed the online questionnaire.

Data analysis

The statistical analysis was carried out with SPSS 20 sof-
tware. First, to test H1, sex (t-test and Cohen’s d), educational 
level (ANOVA’s and Tuckey b post hoc contrast), and age (Pear-
son correlation) with social justice dimensions were analyzed. 
Subsequently, to test the H2 about the relationships between the 
three dimensions of social justice and beliefs about the inclusion 
of migrants in education, beliefs about gender equality in edu-
cation, and attitudes towards tax payment, Person’s correlations 
were used. Finally, regarding H3, linear regressions were used 

to analyze the extent to which each dimension of social justice 
predicts related prejudices. In all cases, the normality criteria 
and the outliers of the structured variables were calculated to 
perform the parametric analyses.

Results

Social justice, gender, age, level of education, and region of 
residence

First, gender differences in the dimensions of social justice 
were analyzed (Table 1). Statistically significant differences 
were observed in all three dimensions, with women scoring 
higher than men, as hypothesized. Second, the relationships 
between the social justice dimensions and age were calculated 
and found to be significant and negative in all cases but with 
low strength (Table 1).

Third, we analyzed differences in the dimensions of social 
justice according to participants’ level of education. Sta-
tistically significant differences were found in recognition 
(F = 6.666; p < .001) and representation (F = 10.401; p < .001). 
No significant differences were found for the redistribution 
dimension. Regarding recognition, post hoc contrasts reveal 
two groups: participants with “elementary school” and “sec-
ondary school” (M = 3.16) show lower scores compared to 
participants with “tertiary education” and “university studies” 
(M = 3.4). On the contrary, participants with “tertiary edu-
cation” and “university studies” achieved the lowest scores 
(M = 3.66) in the representation dimension, which differed 
from a second group composed of “elementary school” and 
“secondary school” (M = 3.89). These results partially support 
the hypothesis that the higher the level of education, the higher 
the social justice scores, except in the redistribution dimension 
(no differences were found). Finally, no statistically significant 
differences were found between the social justice dimensions 
and the regions of Argentine where the participants live.

Inclusion of migrant and gender equality in education and 
attitudes towards tax payment

The next step was to analyze the relationships between 
the dimensions of social justice, beliefs about the inclusion of 
migrants in education, gender equality in education, and attitu-

Table 1
Gender differences between the three dimensions of social justice

Gender M SD t Cohen’s d Age (r)

Redistribution
Female 3.46 1.13

3.745 .2 -.18
Male 3.22 1.2

Recognition
Female 3.43 1.01

6.186 .34 -.2
Male 3.08 1.03

Redistribution
Female 3.9 0.79

5.97 .33 -.13
Male 3.62 0.88

Note. All correlations are significant a p < 001.
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des towards paying taxes (Table 2). Regarding the social justice 
dimensions, redistribution was positively related to recognition 
and representation. Similarly, recognition correlates with repre-
sentation. These results are consistent with previous data repor-
ted on the scale (Albalá Genol et al., 2021; Etchezahar et al., 
2022), which indicate the independence of the three dimensions 
of social justice, although they are related. Likewise, beliefs 
about the inclusion of migrants in education and gender equa-
lity in education correlate positively with all three dimensions 
of social justice, while attitudes about paying taxes correlate 
negatively. Note that the correlations in the representational 
dimension are consistently weaker than those in the other two 
dimensions of social justice (refer to Table 2).

Social justice and prejudice against different groups

Finally, a series of linear regressions were performed to 
observe whether the social justice dimensions contribute to the 
variance of the different expressions of prejudice (Table 3).

As shown in Table 3, the dimensions of social justice exp-
lain to varying degrees the variance of prejudice against the 
poor (42.2%). Specifically, redistribution contributes to a grea-
ter extent compared to recognition and representation. Regar-
ding prejudice against Latin American immigrants (21% of the 
variance), recognition appears to have the largest contribution, 

followed by redistribution and, to a lesser extent, representa-
tion. Similarly, prejudice against homosexuals (23.1% of the 
variance) is mainly influenced by recognition and then followed 
by redistribution. No significant effects were found for repre-
sentation.

Discussion

First, the relationships and statistical differences between 
the dimensions of social justice, gender, age, educational level, 
and region were analyzed. Regarding Hypothesis 1, gender 
differences were observed in all three dimensions of social 
justice. Women scored significantly higher than men in the 
dimensions of recognition and representation, and still signifi-
cant but with a smaller effect in the dimension of redistribution. 
These results suggest that it may be more complicated for peo-
ple to consider social justice in terms of redistribution, possi-
bly because this dimension implies a more plausible economic 
impact for both genders (e.g., payment of taxes and distribution 
of material goods, among others). These results replicate those 
found in previous studies (Albalá Genol et al., 2021; Etcheza-
har et al., 2022) and show that women are more prosocial than 
men in general and especially in the dimensions of social jus-
tice (Bénabou & Tirole, 2006). About age, negative relations-
hips were observed with all three dimensions, although with 

Table 2
Relations between the dimensions of social justice, beliefs about the inclusion of migrants in education, gender equality in education, and 
attitudes towards tax payment

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Redistribution .77 .7 .41 .61 .6 -.62
2. Recognition .81 .44 .76 .62 -.54
3. Representation .72 .3 .33 -.11
4. Beliefs about the inclusion of migrants in education .8 .64 -.52
5. Beliefs about gender equality in education .78 -.47
6. Attitudes towards tax payment .84

Note. Cronbach’s alpha in the diagonal. All correlations are significant a p < 001.

Table 3
Regression models between the social justice dimensions and three expressions of prejudice

N. Stand. Coef. Stand. Coef.
Dependent variables Independent variables Β (95% CI) SE β t R2

Prejudice towards poor people
Redistribution -.47 .03 -.55 -18.17*
Recognition -.2 .03 -.2 -6.65* .42

Representation .21 .03 .17 7.28*

Prejudice towards Latin- 
American Immigrants

Redistribution -.17 .03 -.22 -6.21*
Recognition -.3 .03 -.33 -9.37* .21

Representation .2 .03 .17 6.28*

Prejudice towards homosexuals
Redistribution -.12 .03 -.13 -3.82*
Recognition -.41 .04 -.39 -11.03* .23

Representation .03 .04 .02 0.76

*p < 001.
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low strength: the younger the person, the higher the scores in 
social justice. Previous studies are unclear on this issue: while 
some studies observed partial relationships between age and the 
dimensions of social justice (Albalá Genol et al., 2021), others 
did not (Etchezahar et al., 2022; Murillo et al., 2014). Regarding 
participants’ educational level, statistically significant differen-
ces were observed for recognition and representation but not for 
redistribution. These results could imply that the educational 
system plays a crucial role in promoting beliefs in intergroup 
equality (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Sutton & Douglas, 2005) 
and fostering the development of diverse group representation 
(Graham-Bailey et al., 2019; McWhirter & McWha-Hermann, 
2021). In terms of redistribution, it does not seem to be related 
to the educational level of the participants. This could indicate 
an unclear concept of justice circumscribed to a certain level 
of education (Nussbaum, 2012), but in each subgroup we can 
find different ideological perspectives (Etchezahar et al., 2022; 
Sapon-Shevin, 2013). Finally, no differences were found in any 
of the three dimensions of social justice according to the region 
of residence. This result was not expected, given the variability 
of beliefs hypothesized in each region of the country in terms of 
recognition, redistribution, and representation (Féliz & Millón, 
2022; INDEC, 2019).

In any case, a conclusion is that the analysis of represen-
tations of social justice should not be limited to age alone but 
should also take into account other psychosocial factors such as 
prosocial thinking (values, ideology, among others). The results 
indicate that the representations of social justice are not always 
uniform across the three dimensions studied. This highlights 
the importance of considering their relationship with other 
variables. The level of education is key to developing ways of 
thinking that are more linked to social justice (especially in 
terms of recognition and representation), which could position 
education as an environment that promotes more just societies. 
The lack of significant differences according to the geographi-
cal regions within Argentine should be contrasted in future stu-
dies. In this way, a more balanced and nationally representative 
sample is suggested as necessary. It is important to note that 
this study did not consider variables such as ideology, socioe-
conomic level, and ethnicity of the participants. Future studies 
should considerer these variables.

Regarding Hypothesis 2, we examined the relationship 
between the dimensions of social justice and beliefs about the 
inclusion of immigrants and gender-diverse individuals in the 
educational environment, as well as attitudes towards paying 
taxes, through the lens of Westheimer’s (2015) advocacy for 
inclusive education from a comprehensive, contextualized stan-
dpoint. As postulated by Belavi and Murillo (2016), the three 
dimensions of social justice are significantly related to the 
variables examined in this study. Both redistribution and recog-
nition play a central role in promoting the inclusion of migrants 
and people with diverse gender identities in the educational 
sphere while influencing attitudes towards tax payment. Redis-
tribution is correlated with attitudes towards paying taxes –a 
cornerstone of retributive justice– because it involves a greater 

financial contribution from those in a more favorable econo-
mic position to support those most in need (Rezrazi & Gan-
gloff, 2020). Furthermore, it emphasizes the need to incorpo-
rate diversity in public spheres, especially in education (Dainez 
& Smolka, 2019). Therefore, both dimensions of social justice 
–redistribution and recognition– are essential for the success 
of this process. Representation is also significantly correlated 
with the three variables under study, although to a lesser extent. 
Previous studies (Etchezahar et al., 2022; Honneth, 1997) have 
indicated that although representation is crucial to the exercise 
of social justice, individuals often do not perceive it as rele-
vant, as greater emphasis is placed on addressing inequalities 
stemming from economic and cultural injustices. In our study, 
a weak relationship was observed between this dimension and 
attitudes towards paying taxes. It is plausible that, as suggested 
by Rezrazi and Gangloff (2020), if taxpayers perceive a lack of 
quality public services in return for their taxes, they may not 
feel adequately represented and may lean towards a more indi-
vidualistic perspective (Gandolfi & Mills, 2022).

Third, Hypothesis 3 was confirmed, as all dimensions of 
social justice influence different forms of prejudice. Regarding 
prejudice against people living in poverty, the role of redistri-
bution is paramount, while recognition and representation also 
play a secondary role. Societies such as Argentine, where nearly 
42% of the population lives in poverty (INDEC, 2019), require 
the redistribution of wealth to ensure that it is returned to the 
population in the form of essential public services (Fraser, 2008; 
Fraser, 2012; Sen, 2009), which is particularly crucial for people 
living in poverty (Unterhalter & Brighouse, 2007). A common 
thread in this type of prejudice is the attribution of causality 
(Bastias et al., 2022; Etchezahar et al., 2022), which often focu-
ses on internal factors within individuals (e.g., “Poor individuals 
are unwilling to work”) (Féliz & Millón, 2022). This attribution 
overlooks external conditions that typically pose significant 
barriers for individuals to escape poverty (e.g., access to bet-
ter job opportunities or possibilities for personal growth in the 
workforce). Consequently, public support for resource redistri-
bution operates on the premise of attributing external causality, 
underscoring that societal change does not depend solely on 
individual efforts but requires collective strategies backed by 
institutional support (McWhirter & McWha-Hermann, 2021; 
Sutton & Douglas, 2005). Based on this empirical research 
evidence, the development of programs aimed at promoting 
intercultural coexistence is essential. Future socio-educational 
programs should promote the three dimensions of social jus-
tice, fostering a more prosocial and intercultural perspective on 
migration among citizens.

Regarding prejudice against Latin American immigrants, 
as posited, recognition plays a fundamental role, with redistri-
bution and representation also contributing to a lesser extent. 
Migrant individuals often have a especial need for recogni-
tion, as the reasons for migratory processes and the inherent 
vulnerabilities associated with migration are often overlooked 
(Féliz & Millón, 2022). Argentine, in particular, is experiencing 
different waves of migration, with recent influxes coming from 
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Latin American countries (Etchezahar et al., 2022). Recogni-
zing differences and empathizing with their circumstances are 
crucial steps towards fostering more equitable societies (Belavi 
& Murillo, 2016; Elenbaas et al., 2020). Our study shows that 
individuals’ beliefs about recognition directly impact prejudi-
cial attitudes towards Latin American immigrants. However, 
it is essential to emphasize that the items used to measure the 
recognition dimension primarily focus on the inclusion and res-
pect of migrant individuals. Therefore, they may be contribu-
ting to a better prediction of prejudice against Latin American 
immigrants. It is important to note that this study does not diffe-
rentiate between countries. Future studies could explore whe-
ther there is a difference in prejudice towards Latin American 
immigrants based on their country of origin.

Finally, regarding prejudice toward homosexual people, 
our results indicate that recognition plays the most important 
role, followed to a lesser extent by redistribution. However, no 
differences were observed concerning representation. Prejudice 
towards gender diversity, along with migration issues, serves 
as a key indicator of recognition of diversity in a broader sense 
(Albalá Genol et al., 2021). However, despite the social justice 
policies associated with this issue (e.g., equal marriage laws, 
transgender quotas in government agencies, etc.), we expected 
the representation dimension to have a predominant impact, but 
its contribution was not significant. Therefore, it may be neces-
sary to increase the visibility of various gender and sexual diver-
sity policies, as many individuals may be currently unaware of 
them (Etchezahar et al., 2022). It is relevant to consider evi-
dence, such as that presented in the current study, regarding 
various policies promoting coexistence and tolerance. Educa-
tional policies should focus on providing a more comprehen-
sive education that acknowledges the significant impact of the 
conceptualization of social justice (redistribution, recognition, 
representation) on the development of prejudice levels.

Until now, previous studies have not worked with the three 
dimensions of social justice (Etchezahar et al., 2023), at least 
not from Fraser’s (2008) perspective, to analyze their rela-
tionships with variables such as the educational inclusion of 
migrants, attitudes towards paying taxes, and gender. This new 
research perspective (see Albalá Genol et al., 2021) has emerged 
following the development of the Social Justice Scale. Additio-
nally, the study is original because there has been scarce empi-
rical research on social justice in Latin America and in Argen-
tine in particular. Furthermore, no studies have been found 
that analyze the influence that each dimension of social justice 
could have on different expressions of prejudice (e.g., people in 
poverty, immigrants, and homosexuals). These aspects highli-
ght the relevance and originality of the work, which calls for 
future studies to further delve into.
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