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Abstract

System justification theory (SJT) is a thriving field of
research, wherein the primary questions revolve around
why individuals and groups are motivated to see the sys-
tems they depend on as just, fair, and legitimate. This arti-
cle seeks to answer how accurate the postulates of SJT are
when compared to competing self-interest claims of so-
cial identity and social dominance theory. We addressed
the ongoing debates among proponents of each theory
by identifying who, when, and why individuals decide to
system-justify. We used data comprised of 24,009 partici-
pants nested within 42 countries. Multilevel models largely
supported the competing claims of social dominance and
social identity theories over SJT. The most robust findings
were: (1) greater objective socioeconomic status (SES) was
associated with greater system justification; (2) the con-
sistent positive relationship between subjective SES and
system justification was partially mediated by life satis-
faction; and (3) both ends of the political spectrum were
willing to system-justify more when the political party
they favored was in power. The results presented are used
to discuss both the current state and the future directions
for system justification research.
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INTRODUCTION

System justification theory (SJT) proposes that individuals are motivated to see the systems
in which they belong (societal, political, economic), and the corresponding status quo, as just,
fair, and legitimate (Jost & Banaji, 1994). In stark contrast to many of the already developed
self-interest-based intergroup relational theories, SIT (Jost, 2019, 2020; Jost et al., 2002, 2013,
2023; Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost, Glaser, et al., 2003) argues that the motive to system-justify can
sometimes be at odds with other self- and group-interest-justifying motivations, such as ego-
and group-justifications [for the disadvantaged]. To this end, SJIT posits that individuals have
a desire not only to hold favorable attitudes about themselves (ego-justification) and the group
to which they belong (group-justification) but also to hold positive attitudes about the over-
arching social structure in which they are embedded, and to which they may find themselves
obligated (system-justification, Jost, 2019).

SJT was developed to build on and integrate existing intergroup relations theoreti-
cal frameworks, including social identity theory, self-categorization theory (SIT & SCT,
Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987), and social dominance theory (SDT, Sidanius &
Pratto, 2001), while also incorporating cognitive dissonance theory and just-world theoriz-
ing (Jost et al., 2004; Jost & Hunyady, 2005). SJT puts forth various postulates identifying
circumstances when individuals would be most likely motivated to system-justify. Uniquely,
SJT differentiates itself from the ego/group-interest claims of SIT and SDT proposing that
system-justifying motivations may not always align with personal or group interests, par-
ticularly for the disadvantaged. Jost (2020) explains that for modern-day dominance hierar-
chies, this leads to a majority of individuals/groups (near the bottom) having to consciously,
and at times unconsciously, seek stronger justifying narratives that inadvertently perpet-
uate their own subjugation—“including narratives about the legitimacy of hierarchy, in-
equality, and exploitation” (p. 3).

Comparatively, SIT and its extension SCT were proposed as an alternative to individualistic
and reductionistic theories of intergroup relations (Turner et al., 1987). SIT emphasizes the
psychological motivations and consequences of group membership in a social system, while
SCT explains how and why individuals identify and act as part of a group, as opposed to focus-
ing on individual and group-level characteristics. SIT's premise is that individuals support
systems if they are perceived to be permeable, stable, and ultimately support their ego/group
interests (Caricati & Owuamalam, 2020). SDT claims that social systems are structured as
group-based hierarchies with a dominant group at the top and a negative reference group at
the bottom. SDT argues that dominant group members recognize their material interests faster
and more clearly than subordinate group members, (re)producing dominance hierarchies that
align with their ego and group interests. SDT aligns with some of SIT's postulates that self- and
group interests are prioritized over the system-justifying motive.! Both contrast with the more
counter-intuitive claims of SJT that are the focus of this study (Pratto et al., 2013; Pratto &
Stewart, 2012).

Our study aims to test the accuracy of four hypotheses made by SJT focusing on the influences
of individual and societal differences in status, political ideology, economic inequality, and civil
liberties on system justification. We will compare these hypotheses to counterclaims made by the
competing intergroup theories of SIT/SCT and SDT. By doing so, we can extend our understand-
ing of system-justifying motivations and explore where support for the status quo is strongest
(Friesen et al., 2019; Jost & Burgess, 2000). Our study will investigate these competing hypotheses
using a large, diverse dataset, aiming to descriptively map out how and when system justification

'But they differ with respect to the importance and stability of Social Dominance Orientation, a stable measure of individual
differences according to SDT (Pratto et al., 2006), versus an epiphenomenal aspect of social identity according to SIT/SCT
(Schmitt et al., 2003).
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varies across cultures. This cross-cultural test will be the first of its kind to investigate the pro-
posed associations between these three intergroup theories and system justification.

RATIONALE FOR HYPOTHESES
Status, freedom, and culture

Central to SJT's counter-intuitive claims stands the status-legitimacy hypothesis (Brandt, 2013;
Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003), which argues that members of low-status and disadvantaged groups
are more likely to perceive their social systems as legitimate and fair compared to high-status and
advantaged counterparts under certain circumstances. To this end, Jost et al. (2004) state “peo-
ple who are the most disadvantaged by the status quo ... are the most likely to support, defend,
and justify existing social systems, authorities, and outcomes” (p. 13). This argument builds on
cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957): the more disadvantaged people are by a system, the
harsher their experience of being disadvantaged contrasts with their motivation to believe that
the system is just, and the more they, therefore, engage in system justification (Jost et al., 2004;
Valdes, 2022). However, this cognitive dissonance-based mechanism of system justification has
been a point of contention based on theoretical objections of Owuamalam et al. (2016).

Jost, Pelham, et al. (2003) argue that three specific social conditions will predispose disad-
vantaged individuals to most likely experience cognitive dissonance (the authors refer to these
factors as the liberal choice producing dissonance model). According to Jost, these three factors
are: (1) high levels of inequality, (2) belief in meritocracy, and (3) a democratic social and polit-
ical system with high civil liberties that would make low-status disadvantaged individuals feel
more responsible for their disadvantageous position (see Jost, 2019, 2020 for exceptions). The
liberal choice producing dissonance model and its status-legitimacy hypothesis have sparked
considerable debate within the system justification literature over the years due to mixed re-
sults. Some studies have found supporting evidence (Henry & Saul, 2006; Jost, Pelham,
et al., 2003), others have found contradictory evidence (Brandt et al., 2020; Owuamalam &
Spears, 2020), and some have reported a combination of the two (Brandt, 2013; Buchel
et al., 2020; Kesberg et al., 2024).2

Li, Yang, et al. (2020) posited that a contributing factor to the empirical inconsistencies
surrounding the status-legitimacy hypothesis was a failure to separate status into an objective
and subjective measure. Objective indicators of status include educational level and income
(Kraus et al., 2009). Subjective socioeconomic status (SES) is measured by an individual's self-
perceived status compared to others (Anderson et al., 2012). These have been found to relate to
system justification differently in that subjective SES has a positive relationship and objective
SES sometimes has a negative relationship (Li, Yang, et al., 2020).

The most robust finding contradicting the liberal choice producing dissonance model is
that greater subjective SES is consistently positively associated with greater system justifi-
cation (Brandt et al., 2020; Davidai, 2018; Li, Yang, et al., 2020; Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu,
et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2016; Zimmerman & Reyna, 2013). We theorize that this is due to the
social comparisons that are embedded within subjective SES influencing one's psychological
well-being about their positionality, in turn influencing one's perception of system legitimacy.
On the other hand, status-legitimacy effects (i.e., a negative relationship between SES and
system justification) have almost exclusively occurred when an objective measure of SES was
used (Henry & Saul, 2006; Jost, 2020; Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003; Li, Yang, et al., 2020; Sengupta

%See Jost (2019, 2020) and Jost et al. (2023) for rebuttals.

RIGHTS LI M iy

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD BAIFER1D) 8|cedl|dde 8y Aq paueob 818 Sajo1e YO ‘88N JO 3|1 o A%Iq1T 8UIIUO AB|IM UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SWeIW00 A8 |1M*Atelq 1 [euluo//Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8Ly 8es *[20e/0T/2e] uo Ariqiqauluo Ao |im Ariqi] AiseAn Assse N Aq 60T 'sdod/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A3 im Areaq 1 utjuo//sdny Wwoly papeojumoq ‘0 ‘1226.9%T


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

N > Psychology VALDES ET AL.

et al., 2015; Whyte & Maocan, 2010), albeit inconsistently. This highlights how measuring SES
in either objective or subjective terms can complexify status-legitimacy effects.

While the liberal choice producing dissonance model attempts to explain the societal factors
that are likely to induce status-legitimacy effects through the process of cognitive dissonance,
its premise focuses on a form of dissonance largely experienced by Westernized independent
selves but not for those with interdependent selves (Hoshino-Browne et al., 2005; Kitayama
et al., 2004; Kokkoris & Kiithnen, 2013). There have been several research programs that have
found evidence of status-legitimacy effects in countries that contradicted Jost's (2015) societal
theorizing for SJT. For example, status-legitimacy effects have been found in countries that
do not subscribe to a capitalist discourse on meritocracy, have few civil liberties, are authori-
tarian, [post]-socialistic, and collectivistic (Cichocka & Jost, 2014; Kim et al., 2022; Li, Yang,
et al., 2020; Whyte & Maocan, 2010; Zhang et al., 2022).

An alternative perspective to understanding the system-justifying motivation for the dis-
advantaged within non-Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD,
Henrich et al., 2010) societies, is the self-interest acquiescence model, which the present authors
use to argue that [low objective SES] individuals will submit to/accept a powerful system that
has a history of benefitting its citizens and providing them with no apparent cognitive alterna-
tives. Objective self-interest may sometimes push people from majority world societies to sup-
port, legitimize, and justify their home country's system if it has a recent history of reducing
extreme poverty, as is the case for China, India, and Vietnam, for example (Asai et al., 2019).
Consistent with our Self-Interest Acquiescence postulates, Owuamalam et al. (2023) argue that
cultural group norms relating to social identity help to explain the relationship between ob-
jective SES and system justification. They state that cultural norms in non-WEIRD collectiv-
istic nations (compared to individualistic ones) create a sense of obligation for objectively low
SES individuals who strongly identify with their national ingroup to accept the hierarchical
arrangement and therefore acquiesce in favor of the status quo (see Owuamalam et al., 2018,
2019; Rubin et al., 2023 for further group-level disadvantage arguments).

Political ideology

Within intergroup relations, political ideology has been critical in categorizing and under-
standing individual and group-based differences in values and behaviors (Jussim et al., 2016).
Interest within the psychological literature on the moral and psychological differences be-
tween the left and right dates back to Adorno et al. (1950) and is the basis for SJIT's argument
that political ideologies are a form of motivated social cognition (Jost, 2021). SJT posits that
the left-right ideological distinction is influential in assessing who is more likely to support
dominance-based hierarchies versus criticize the societal status quo. From SJT's perspective,
the left has been associated with system criticism and embracing social change, while the right
rejects such things. The system-justifying motivation is believed to coincide with those who
hold more conservative social, political, and economic values (Jost, 2021).

Conversely, SDT argues that there is a dynamic relationship between one's political ideo-
logical beliefs and a willingness to support the status quo (Sidanius & Pratto, 2004). Simply
put, SDT posits the left is capable of supporting the system but only if that system coincides
with their political/social group interests. Liu et al. (2008) showed that Social Dominance
Orientation (SDO) increased among supporters of a previously subordinate (and more pro-
gressive) opposition group after winning a national election, whereas supporters of the for-
merly dominant party did not experience a significant decrease in SDO, suggesting support
for the self-interest hypothesis of SDT and SIT for the previous subordinate group gaining
power but dissonance processes for the previously high-status group trying to come to terms
with losing power.
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Friesen et al. (2019) note that in many countries, there are frequent shifts of governmen-
tal power between rival political parties, sometimes punctuated by violent overthrows. This
type of situation makes the ideologies of both the system and those that are motivated to
either legitimize it or challenge it highly dynamic (Liu et al., 2014; Martorana et al., 2005;
Szabé & Lonnqvist, 2021). Moreover, recent research has identified that the relationship
between [political] ideology and system justification is dependent on perceptions about the
ideological beliefs of the status quo (leftwing- vs. rightwing political status quo). This im-
plies that those who are willing to system justify at one point in time may not at another
(Beattie et al., 2022; Langer et al., 2020). This dynamic position is consistent with previous
researchers who argue that both left- and right-leaning individuals will advocate for social
change but in directions that coincide with their individual and group interests (Liekefett
& Becker, 2022).

Societal inequality

While extreme poverty has been declining globally in recent decades (Hasell, 2022), economic
inequality—broadly defined as the wealth gap between the richest and poorest parts of a na-
tional population—has been on the rise (Farhat, 2020; Messerli et al., 2019; OECD, 2020).
SJT argues that inequality can produce or exacerbate the system justification motivation (Jost
et al., 2004; Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003) for the [dis]advantaged, while simultaneously increas-
ing the conflict between ego/group motivations for the disadvantaged. Therefore, the motive
to system justify is assumed to be strongest in contexts, in which “inequality in the system is
made especially salient” (Jost et al., 2015, p. 322). According to Brandt et al. (2020), inequality
creates an impression for the disadvantaged that their place in society is not within their con-
trol. In order to combat this impression, Jost (2020) claims that “when people feel extremely
dependent on a given social system—and therefore experience their world as unpredictable
and uncontrollable—they should be more strongly motivated to defend and justify it” (p. 141).

Tajfel and Turner (1979) would disagree with the mechanisms put forward by SJT and argue
that inequality is likely to be perceived as unfair when boundaries between wealth groups
are impermeable, the social system is unstable, and the wealth gap reflects illegitimate differ-
ences. Therefore, SIT's social identity model of system attitudes (Owuamalam et al., 2018, 2019,
2023) posits individuals will support and justify an [un]equal social system because they hope
to maintain their (advantaged) status or improve upon their (disadvantaged) status through
social mobility. Similarly, SDT argues that individuals from unequal systems have a desire to
maintain a hierarchy that favors their own group. SDT posits that there is an ideological asym-
metry between status groups, where high-status individuals/groups would be more likely to
support unequal systems since it aligns with self/group interests when compared to low-status
individuals/groups (Sidanius & Pratto, 2004).

HYPOTHESES
Individual-level—Objective and subjective SES
HIA

According to the status-legitimacy hypothesis and its liberal choice producing dissonance
model postulates (Brandt, 2013; Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003), SIT predicts that the disadvan-
taged will system-justify to a greater extent than the advantaged in a society due to experienc-
ing psychological conflict (i.e., dissonance) that they wish to implicitly or explicitly combat.
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Therefore, HIA hypothesizes that objectively low SES individuals are more likely to system-
justify than objectively high SES individuals.

HIB

Conversely, SDT and SIT predict that objectively high SES individuals are far less likely
to reject the status quo and system-justify more than the objectively low SES because jus-
tifying a system is more in line with high-status individuals' personal and group interests
(Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Therefore, HIB counter-hypothesizes that
objectively high SES individuals will be more likely to system-justify more than objectively
low SES individuals.

HIC

Finally, for subjective SES, we postulate that the positive relationship between subjective SES
and system justification seen consistently throughout the literature is due to the psychological
process of self/ingroup interests and social comparisons (Valdes et al., 2023) and not status-
legitimacy effects. We believe perceiving oneself (subjective SES) as higher [than others] on a
social hierarchy may enhance one's feeling of perceived life satisfaction and well-being, which
then acts as a rationalization for the individual to view the system as legitimate, just, and fair.
Therefore, we hypothesize that the relationship between subjective SES and system justifica-
tion will be mediated by life satisfaction.

Individual-level—Political ideology
H2A

SJT predicts that the system-justifying motive aligns more with conservative values and
that individuals who hold more conservative social, economic, and political beliefs will
be more likely to system-justify (Jost, 2021). Therefore, H2A hypothesizes that those who
are more conservative (right-leaning) would system-justify more than those who are more
liberal (left-leaning).

H2B

Conversely, SDT and SIT argue that the system-justifying motive from a political ideologi-
cal standpoint is a dynamic construct, influenced by who is in power at the time when an
individual is asked to legitimize/justify a system (Liekefett & Becker, 2022; Liu et al., 2008;
Martorana et al., 2005; Szabé & Lonnqvist, 2021). Therefore, the relationship between sys-
tem justification and political ideology is ultimately tied to self/group interests. According
to this perspective, liberals will system-justify more when liberals (left-leaning) are in con-
trol of the system and conservatives (right-leaning) will system-justify more when conserva-
tives are running the system. Therefore, H3B hypothesizes that both conservatives and
liberals will system-justify more in a country only when the political party in power aligns
with their interests. Specifically, the relationship between political ideology and system
justification is positive in societies where a right-leaning party is in power but negative in
those where a left-leaning party is in power.
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Country-level—Economic (in)equality
H3A

According to SJT when low-status individuals/groups are exposed to unequal environments,
they come to realize that they are unlikely to have substantial influence over economic re-
distribution (Henry & Saul, 2006). As a result, they seek rationalizations that attribute eco-
nomic inequalities to fair and justifiable reasons. This process leads them to develop a sense
of dependence on a system that is permeable and likely to be their primary avenue for tran-
scending their disadvantageous position. To this end, Jost (2020) claims that “when people feel
extremely dependent on a given social system—and therefore experience their world as unpre-
dictable and uncontrollable—they should be more strongly motivated to defend and justify
it” (p. 141). Therefore, H3A hypothesizes that societies with greater levels of inequality will
possess greater levels of system justification when compared to countries that are more equal.

H3B

Conversely, SIT postulates that inequality is likely to be perceived as unfair when (1) bounda-
ries between wealth groups are impermeable, (2) the social system is unstable, and (3) the wealth
gap reflects illegitimate differences. This framework of SIT has been expanded to include the
social identity model of system attitudes (Owuamalam et al., 2018, 2019, 2023) which argues
that the willingness to system-justify is almost always coinciding with self/group interests for
both disadvantaged and advantaged individuals. The social identity model of system attitudes
claims that individuals will support and justify an [un]equal social system because they hope
to maintain (advantaged) or improve (disadvantaged) their status through existing channels
in the long run. Therefore, both the disadvantaged and advantaged will system-justify only if
the system is considered to be permeable and stable (e.g., hope for future ingroup status ac-
cording to the social identity model of system attitudes). Therefore, H3B hypothesizes that the
relationship between system justification and inequality will be moderated by a country's level
of social mobility. According to the social identity model of system attitudes (and consistent
with SIT), the relationship between inequality and system justification will be more positive
for nations with higher levels of social mobility and vice versa for those with lesser levels of
social mobility.

Country-level—Freedom/civil liberties
H4A

Jost, Pelham, et al. (2003) theorize that in societies with more civil liberties, protesting against
the status quo when it is not serving your interests is not as risky as it would be in societies
with less civil liberties. According to the liberal choice producing dissonance model (Valdes
et al., 2023), dissonance would most likely be elicited when individuals feel that they have a say
in how the system is constituted. In countries with high civil liberties, the act of not protesting
can be even more dissonance-producing because individuals have the freedom to reject the sta-
tus quo and thus more personal responsibility. Jost and Hunyady (2005) argue that people aim
to reduce psychological conflict, and the system-justifying motive acts as a method to reduce
ideological and psychological conflict in countries with high civil liberties. Therefore, H4A
hypothesizes that there will be greater levels of system justification in countries with greater
civil liberties.
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H4B

Conversely, Brandt (2013) found that individuals from societies whose governments tended to
be more restrictive and possessed low levels of civil liberties were more likely to system-justify.
This coincides with the self-interest acquiesce model (Valdes et al., 2023), which postulates
that individuals will submit/accept a powerful system, especially when there are no apparent
alternatives. Therefore, H4B counter-hypothesizes that societies with more authoritarian and
restrictive governments that provide their citizens with few civil liberties will possess greater
levels of system justification when compared to societies with greater civil liberties.

METHOD
Participants and procedure

As we are using an existing data source, the sample size was determined prior to the conceptual-
ization of this study. The rationale for the sample size via power analysis and specific details on
the sampling process can be found in Romano et al. (2021). Researchers recruited 24,009 partici-
pants from 42 nations using stratified quota sampling for age and gender with the intention for
each nation to be demographically representative (Mage=36.5 years, SDage= 12.3; 50% female,
Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, China, Columbia, Egypt, Finland, Germany,
Greece, Hong Kong, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, Malaysia,
Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Russia, Serbia, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, Turkey,
Venezuela, United Kingdom, and United States). Each country contained between 427 to 1126
participants (an average of 571.6 per country). See Table S1 for demographics per country.

Participants were recruited through the Harris Panel, a global panel curated by the interna-
tional polling firm Nielsen, that encompasses >10 million individuals. Participants were invited
by email or were given access to the survey link through the local panel provider portal, where
surveys were completed from December 6, 2018 to January 24, 2019. Surveys were given in the
dominant language of each country, except for three African countries by the recommenda-
tions of local collaborators, where it was advised that English would be most appropriate. Non-
English translations of the survey were performed by a coalition of different researchers through
the committee method (Brislin, 1980) or back-translation (Behlin & Law, 2000).

Preregistration

In order to restrict researcher degrees of freedom and improve transparency and study plan-
ning using secondary data (van den Akker et al., 2021), hypotheses, design, methods, analysis
plan, inference criteria, and data exclusion were preregistered at https:/osf.io/dr5sg. Doing so
prevented authors from making data-driven research decisions and hypothesizing after the
results were known (HARKing, Rubin, 2017).

Instruments

System justification scale

In accordance with the recommendations of previous research investigating the interpret-
ability and generalizability of the general system justification scale cross-culturally (Vesper
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et al., 2022), the present research used a brief version of the system justification scale (Kay
& Jost, 2003), in which items that tapped national attachment, and two reverse-coded items
were excluded. The brief system justification scale included the four items: “In general, 1
find society to be fair,” “In general (my country's) political system operates as it should,”
“Everyone in my country has a fair shot at wealth and happiness,” and “(My country's) so-
ciety is set up so that people usually get what they deserve;” where each country name was
inserted into the parentheses. Responses were given on a range of 1 (Disagree completely)
to 7 (Agree completely). A mean system justification score was calculated for each partici-
pant, which formed a highly reliable scale (@ =.85). This brief measure has been consistently
used in several recent cross-cultural research domains that have been interested in under-
standing system-justifying beliefs across cultures (Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Khan, et al., 2018;
Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu, et al., 2018).

Subjective SES

Subjective SES was assessed using the MacArthur Scale of Subjective SES (Adler et al., 2000):
“On a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being people who are the most well off in society, and 1 being
the people who are the least well off, where would you describe your position?” This vali-
dated indicator of perceived status has been used in both large-scale cross-cultural and single-
country tests of status-legitimacy effects (Brandt, 2013; Brandt et al., 2020; Davidai, 2018; Li,
Yang, et al., 2020; Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu, et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2016; Zimmerman &
Reyna, 2013).

Objective SES

Objective SES was assessed with the following two empirically distinct items®: “What is your
highest level of education you have completed?” where responses ranged from 1 (Elementary
school) to 6 (Graduate school or higher), and “If you don't mind us asking, what is your approxi-
mate household income (before tax)? Please complete whichever box you find easiest to an-
swer” where participants entered a value in one or more of the following: daily income, weekly
income, monthly income, and annual income (see preregistration for more details on data
cleaning and preparation). A variety of previous research has used both education and income
(as well as a combination of the two) as objective indicators of status when assessing the diverse
relationship between objective SES and system justification (Brandt, 2013; Henry & Saul, 2006;
Jost, 2020; Jost, Pelham, et al., 2003; Li, Yang, et al., 2020; Sengupta et al., 2015; Valdes
et al., 2023; Whyte & Maocan, 2010).

Political ideology

Political ideology was assessed with the following single item: “On political issues, where
would you place yourself on a scale of 1-11, where 1 =strong conservative (right-leaning) and
11 =strong liberal (left-leaning)?” A single item of political ideology has been used quite con-
sistently in the system justification literature and has been found to correlate strongly with
other related indicators of political ideological beliefs (i.e., social and economic, Jost, 2021;
Jost, Glaser, et al., 2003).

3We found that income and education have a small significant positive correlation (r=.02, p <.01) across the 42 countries,
indicating that the two constructs are distinct (see Table S3).
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Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction was assessed with the following two items (Diener et al., 1985): “All things
considered, how satisfied are you these days with your life as a whole?” and “All things
considered, how satisfied are you these days with your standard of living?” Responses
were given on a scale from 1 (Completely dissatisfied) to 7 (Completely satisfied). A mean
life satisfaction score was calculated for each participant, which formed a highly reliable
scale (¢ =.84). These indicators of life satisfaction have been used previously in large-scale
and single country assessing the palliative effects of system justification on quality of life
(Harding & Sibley, 2013; Li, Wu, & Kou, 2020; Rankin et al., 2009; Vargas-Salfate, Paez,
Khan, et al., 2018).

Inequality

A nation's level of (in)equality at the time of data collection in 2018 was assessed using the
World Bank's GINI index/coefficient, a measure of statistical dispersion intended to repre-
sent the income inequality or wealth inequality within a nation. Scores range from 0 (0%)
indicating perfect equality, where everyone receives an equal share, to 100 (100%) indicating
perfect inequality, where only one recipient or group of recipients receives the share (World
Bank, 2018a). The GINI index has been used in a range of previous research interested in
understanding simple main effects as well as cultural moderation via inequality on system
justification (Brandt, 2013; Brandt et al., 2020; Napier & Jost, 2008; Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu,
et al., 2018).

Social mobility

A nation's level of social mobility at the time of data collection in 2018 was assessed using
the World Economic Forum's Global Social Mobility Index (WEF, 2018), a measure of the
movement in aggregated personal circumstances either upwards or downwards in compari-
son to current and previous generations within a given nation. In other words, it assesses a
nation's ability to provide opportunities for citizens to improve their social and economic
status compared to previous generations. It looks at policies, practices, and institutions,
enabling effective comparisons throughout regions and generations. The scores are broken
down into determinants of social mobility within a nation: health, education, technology
access, work opportunities, working conditions, fair wages, and lastly, social protection
and inclusive institutions. Scores range from 0 (no social mobility) to 100 (high social mobil-
ity). To our knowledge, this is the first assessment within the system justification literature
to use national-level objective social mobility instead of individual-level perceived social
mobility.

Civil liberties

A nation's level of civil liberties at the time of data collection in 2018 was assessed using the
Freedom House's Freedom in the World report where scores range from 1 (Not free) to 100
(Free). Freedom House rates people's access to political rights and civil liberties in 210 coun-
tries and territories through its annual Freedom in the World Report (Freedom House, 2018).
Several research programs have used civil liberties when assessing the impact, a country's level
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of freedom has on system justification for both simple main effects and cultural moderation
(Brandt, 2013; Brandt et al., 2020; Caricati, 2017).

Political party in power

A nation's political party in power at the time of data collection in 2018 was assessed using
the World Bank's database of political institutions, which is a measure of each country's presi-
dential election from 1975 to 2020. Scores were 0 (right), 1 (center), and 2 (left). Right indicates
a conservative political party, while left indicates a liberal political party. Center indicates
a neutral political party (World Bank, 2018b). Among the 42 nations, 19 of them had a left-
leaning political party in power, 15 had a right-leaning political party in power, and 8 had a
political party in power that was in the center at the time of data collection. Previous research
has used similar methods to assess the political makeup of those in power in a given country
at different points in time (Badaan et al., 2018; Beattie et al., 2022; Langer et al., 2020; Szabo &
Lonnqvist, 2021) and its influence on who is willing to rationalize, justify, and legitimize that
nation's status quo.

Demographic variables

Age was assessed using the single item, “What is your age?” Gender was assessed using the
single item, “What is your gender?” with two responses (I =male, 2 = female).

Data analysis

We use multilevel models to test hypotheses 1A-4B with participants nested within 42 coun-
tries. Directly observed predictor, mediating, moderating, and outcome variables are ana-
lyzed, controlling for age and gender in each model. Random variations in slopes for age and
gender are allowed across countries in all models. Our approach examines individual variables
within each country and how country-level features moderate these relationships. Cases were
excluded that did not have valid data for all variables for a given analysis.

RESULTS
Exploratory preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations at both individual and country levels are pre-
sented in Tables S2 and S3, respectively. Subjective SES and life satisfaction were both signifi-
cantly positively correlated with system justification across all countries at the individual level.
Objective SES (education and income) and political orientation had significant, yet diverse
relationships with system justification, indicating cultural context influenced the linkage. At
the country level, objective social mobility and the political party in power were significantly
positively correlated with system justification. Conversely, inequality had a significant nega-
tive correlation with system justification. The relationship between a country's level of civil
liberties and system justification was found to be nonsignificant.

In accordance with our preregistration, prior to performing multilevel models, both indi-
vidual (level-1) and country-level predictors (level-2) were grand-mean centered. Appropriate
centering of individual-level predictors is crucial for the interpretation of the results and
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should be linked to substantive research questions (Gelman & Hill, 2006). It is worth noting
that centering of our level-2 predictors/moderators (e.g., inequality, social mobility, civil liber-
ties, and political party in power) is far less complex than the centering decisions at level-1, as
it is only necessary to choose between the raw metric and grand-mean centering; group-mean
centering is not a viable strategy because everyone of a given country shares the same value on
the level-2 predictor/moderator, which would ultimately remove any cultural variation from
these estimates.

Because all our questions are focused on individual (level-1) and cross-cultural differences
(level-2) regarding the legitimacy of the status quo, grand-mean centering was more appropri-
ate than group-mean centering. Furthermore, as Enders and Tofighi (2007) highlight when
researchers are interested in examining a predictor's influence at two levels (individual and
country), “it is necessary to decompose the predictor into a within- and a between-level com-
ponent” (p. 130). They argue that the use of grand-mean centering is easiest for this inten-
tion since the centered scores under the grand-mean contain both within- and between-cluster
variation, resulting in a regression slope that has a mixture of level-1 and level-2 association
between X and Y (see Enders & Tofighi, 2007 for a more detailed account).

Confirmatory multilevel analyses

Multilevel linear regressions to test hypotheses HIA-H4B were performed using the Ime4
(Bates et al., 2014) package within R statistical software (R Core Team, 2022). Models are
shown in Tables 1-4. All tables presented below use the following Greek notation: level-1 resid-
ual variance (error variance) denoted with o7, level-two residual variance (variance of random
intercepts) with 7, variance of level-1 residuals (variance of random slopes) with z,,, and the
correlation between the random intercept and slope with p, (Snijders, 2005). Multilevel mod-
elers recommend not ignoring the hierarchical structure within data by using OLS regressions
even when ICCs for independent variables are low, as this would severely bias the estimates
(Gelman & Hill, 2006).

Due to the preregistered nature of multilevel confirmatory hypothesis testing, we followed
the recommendations of Barr et al. (2013). They suggest avoiding adhering to norms of non-
confirmatory standards of multilevel modeling since the focus of confirmatory hypothesis
testing is on the maximal random effects structure justified by the theoretical basis and pre-
registered design. This strategy allowed us to focus our analytical resources on directly testing
our preregistered models. If modifications were necessary for a given preregistered multilevel
model (i.e., nonconvergence), these were dealt with by progressively simplifying the random
effects structure until convergence was reached. Any modifications to a model were reported
in its respective subsection below.

Objective SES (H1A-H1B)

Table 1 presents the results of our multilevel model in which we included the introduction of
level-1 predictors: objective SES (income and education) and covariates (age and gender). We
allowed income and education to have random intercepts and slopes across countries for the
linear effects, while simultaneously allowing our covariates age and gender to vary randomly
across countries. The fixed effects of income (f=.06, SE=.03, t=2.20, p=.03) and education
(p=.06, SE=.02, t=3.32, p=.001) were found to be positive and significant. These results indi-
cate that greater levels of income and education are positively associated with system justifica-
tion, providing support for HIB (see Table 1).
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TABLE 1 Hypotheses |A-B (random effects multilevel model predicting system justification using income and
education).

H1A and H1B
Predictors Estimates CI P
(Intercept) 3.56%** 3.39t03.73 <.001
Income .06* .01 to .11 .028
Education 06*** .02 to .09 .001
Gender — 5%k -30to—.19 <.001
Age .03 —.01 to .06 .089
Random effects
o’ 1.65
700 Country 27
11 Country.Income 02
711 Country.Education 01
711 Country.Gender 02
711 Country.Age 01
Por 41

.60

24

-.07
1cC 17
NCounlry 42
Observations 18,848
Marginal R*/Conditional R’ .012/.180

*p<.05; ***p<.001.

Subjective SES (H1C)

A multilevel mediation model was conducted using the mediation package (Tingley et al., 2014)
to examine the mediating role of life satisfaction on the relationship between subjective SES and
system justification across 42 countries. The analysis consisted of three paths: (a) the associa-
tion between subjective SES and life satisfaction, (b) the association between life satisfaction and
system justification, and (c’) the indirect effect of subjective SES on system justification through
life satisfaction.

First, a multilevel regression model was run to examine the association between subjec-
tive SES and life satisfaction, while controlling for age and gender (path a). We also allowed
subjective SES, age, and gender to vary randomly across all countries. The results indicated
that subjective SES was positively associated with life satisfaction (f=.39, SE=.02, t=23.04,
p<.001). Second, a multilevel regression model was run to examine the association between
life satisfaction and system justification, once again controlling for age and gender and allow-
ing subjective SES, age, and gender to vary randomly across all countries (path b). The re-
sults indicated that life satisfaction was positively associated with system justification (f=.43,
SE=.01, t=54.59, p<.001). Third, the mediation package in R was used to test the indirect
effect of subjective SES on system justification through life satisfaction with 1000 simulated
samples (paths ¢ and c’). The results indicated that subjective SES had a significant positive
total effect on system justification when not accounting for life satisfaction (Total Effect=.43,
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TABLE 2 Hypotheses 2A-B predicting system justification using political orientation and political party in

power.
H2A H2B
Predictors Estimates CI ) Estimates CI y
(Intercept) 3.56%** 3.38to <.001 3.52%%* 3.23t0 3.81 <.001
3.73
Political orientation .01 —.04 to .698 —.08* —.15to —.01 .044
.06
Age .02 —-.01 to 130 .02 —.01 to .06 .140
.06
Gender — 23k -.29 to <.001 —. 23k -29to .18 <.001
-.18
Political party in power: Center .03 —.44t0 .50 .890
Political party in power: Left .06 —.31to0 .43 755
Political orientation: Center .06 -.07to .18 374
Political Party
Political orientation: Left 16%* .06 to .26 .002
Political Party
Random effects
o 1.63 1.63
Z00 '31Coumry '30Coumry
Bt '02Coumry,Pomica1 Orientation 02 guntry.Political Orientation
'OlCounlry.Age 'OlCountry.Age
02¢quntry.Gender 02¢ountry.Gender
Por 40 40
23 22
-.19 -.19
ICC .19 18
N 2 couniry 2 ountry
Observations 23,833 23,833
Marginal R%/Conditional R* .007/.191 0107191

Note: Greater scores of political orientation indicate higher liberalism (left-leaning).
*p<.05; ¥*p<.01; **¥p<.001.

95% CI=[.39, .46], p <.001), which was then reduced via the net effect of subjective SES on sys-
tem justification by subtracting life satisfactions mediator effect (ADE =.30, 95% CI=[.27, .34],
p<.001). Lastly, the average causal mediation effect was positive, indicating a significant in-
direct effect of subjective SES on system justification through life satisfaction (ACME=.12,
95% CI=[.11, .13], p<.001), providing support for HIC. The proportion of the effect of subjec-
tive SES on system justification that was mediated by life satisfaction was approximately 28%
(Prop. Mediated =.28, 95% CI=[.25, .32], p<.001) (See Figure 1).

Political orientation (H2A-H2B)

Table 2 presents the results of multilevel models testing the relationship between political
orientation and system justification (H2A) and the moderating role of a country's political
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TABLE 3 Hypotheses 3A-B predicting system justification using inequality (GINI) and social mobility.

H3A H3B
Predictors Estimates CI P Estimates CI P
(Intercept) 3.56%** 3.39t03.74 <.001 3.36%** 3.08 to 3.64 <.001
GINI -.14 —.30t0.03 .098 -.07 -31t0.18 .598
Age .02 —.01 to .06 164 .02 —.01 to .06 157
Gender —.24HH% -29to —.18 <.001 =24 -29to —-.18 <.001
Social mobility: Medium .03 -.38t0 .44 .897
Social mobility: High .56* .02 to 1.10 .041
GINI: Social mobility 22 —.17 to .60 267
medium
GINI: Social mobility 15 —-45t0.75 .620
high
Random effects
o 1.65 1.65
%00 35 Country 26 untry
n Oleountry. Age Olcountry. Age

02 guntry.Gender 02 guniry.Gender
Por .37 .35

-.16 -.10
ICC 18 15
N 42Country 42Country
Observations 23,885 23,885
Mzarginal R*/Conditional .017/.194 .040/.188
R

*p<.05; ¥**p<.001.

party in power (H2B). Model H2A includes political orientation and covariates, age, and
gender as level-1 predictors with random intercepts and slopes for political orientation, age,
and gender across countries. We found that the effect of political orientation on system jus-
tification was not statistically significant (f=.01, SE=.03, t=.40, p=.69), providing no sup-
port for H2A.

In model H2B, we then tested the moderating role of a country's political party in power on
the relationship between political orientation and system justification. Results indicated that
in countries where a right-leaning party is in power (reference category), the estimated effect
of political orientation on system justification was negative and significant (f=-.08, SE=.03,
t=-1.88, p=.04). Conversely, in countries with a left-leaning party in power, the estimated
effect of political orientation (simple slope) on system justification was positive and signifi-
cant (f=.08, SE=.03, t=2.50, 95% CI=[.02, .15], p=.03). Taken together, these findings pro-
vide support for H2B.* A significant interaction effect was found between political orientation
and left-leaning governments (f=.16, SE=.05, t=3.10, p <.001). Simple slopes are depicted in
Figure 2.

“During preregistration, our inference criteria for H2B was reversely coded. A positive fixed effect would imply that when
right-leaning parties are in power, those who are more liberal would exhibit greater system justification, which was the opposite of
what we were theorizing.
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TABLE 4 Hypotheses 4A-B predicting system justification using a countries level of freedom.

H4A and H4B
Predictors Estimates CI P
(Intercept) 3.56%** 3.38t0 3.74 <.001
Freedom .09 -.07t0 .25 .294
Age .02 —.01 to .06 158
Gender — D4 -.29to —-.18 <.001
Random effects
o 1.65
Too Country 32
¥ Country.Age 01
Y Country.Gender 02
Pot 31
-.08
1CC 18
NCounlry 42
Observations 23,885
Marginal R*/Conditional R’ .011/.187
x5 < 001,
Life Satisfaction
139** 44**
b
30**
Subjective SES ¢ » System Justification
(43*)

FIGURE 1 Multilevel mediation of subjective SES and system justification through life satisfaction. All
coefficients have been standardized.

Inequality (H3A-H3B)

Table 3 presents the results of multilevel models testing the relationship between a country's
level of inequality and system justification (H3A), and then the moderating role of a coun-
try's level of social mobility (H3B, Figure 3). Model H3A included a random intercept across
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FIGURE 2 System justification by political orientation and the political party in power (H2B).
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FIGURE 3 System justification by a country's level of (in)equality (GINI) and social mobility (low, medium,
and high).

countries, level-one covariates (age and gender), and a level-two predictor, national inequality
using the GINI coefficient. National inequality was seen to have a negative albeit nonsignifi-
cant (f=—.14, SE=.08, t=-1.65, p=.098) relationship with system justification, providing no
support for H3A.

In model H3B, we introduced a level-2 moderator, a country's social mobility level (low,
medium, high), and set the reference level to low national levels of social mobility, with
an interaction term between inequality and social mobility. Inequality (f=-.07, SE=.13,
t=-.53, p=.59), and medium (in comparison to low) levels of social mobility (f=.03,
SE= .21, t=.13, p=.86) were not related to system justification. However, high (in com-
parison to low) levels of social mobility were significantly associated with greater levels of
system justification (f=.56, SE=.28, t=2.04, p=.04). The interaction between inequality
and having medium social mobility (rather than low) were not significant (f=.22, p=.27).
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The interaction between inequality and high (rather than low) social mobility was likewise
not significant (f=.15, p=.62). Our preregistered inferential criteria for H3B inadvertently
did not account for the nominal nature of the social mobility variable, but these findings
clearly do not support H3B.

Civil liberties (H4A-H4B)

Table 4 presents our multilevel model testing H4A and H4B. The model included a random
intercept across countries, level two predictor (civil liberties), and level one covariates (age
and gender), which were also allowed to vary randomly across countries. We found a posi-
tive, albeit nonsignificant relationship between a country's level of civil liberties and system
justification (f=.09, SE=.08, t=1.05, p=.29), therefore providing no support for either
H4A or H4B.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to test SJT, SIT, and SDT's competing claims. These theories ad-
dress questions about the circumstances that influence who is more likely to system-justify in a
given society. In general, SDT and SIT assert that individuals tend to endorse systems that co-
incide with their ego/group interests, while SJT suggests that individuals may sometimes have
conflicting motivations between their ego/group interest and their desire to system-justify. We
set out to test the theoretical constructs behind these competing claims of system-justifying
motivations.

We first tested the status-legitimacy hypothesis to see if low-objective SES individuals were
greater system-justifiers than those with high-objective SES, due to cognitive dissonance pro-
cesses hypothesized by SJT (Jost et al., 2004). This SJT postulate is the cornerstone that dif-
ferentiates the system-justifying motive from that of the ego- and group-justifying motives of
SDT and SIT. Our findings ultimately contradicted SJIT (H1A) and supported SIT/SDT (H1B),
in that objective SES positively predicted system justification. Results supported the general
belief that individuals with greater objective SES have more reason to justify, rationalize, and
legitimize the status quo because of personal/group interests. Although the fixed (i.e., average)
effects showed no evidence of a negative effect of objective SES on system justification (mean-
ing that the preregistered inferential criteria were not met), there was nevertheless variability to
the demonstrated main effect across countries. Negative relationships between objective SES
and system justification were found in some countries (see Table S2). The country-level diver-
sity regarding this effect only occurred in non-WEIRD nations (e.g., Peru, Panama, Venezuela,
Pakistan, Morocco, South Africa, and Kenya) which is consistent with the theorization of the
self-interest acquiescence model (Valdes et al., 2023), recent research from the social identity
model of system attitudes (Owuamalam et al., 2023), and SJT's status-legitimacy hypothesis
(Brandt, 2013; Jost, 2020).

The most robust relationship was found for subjective SES (HIC)—it significantly and posi-
tively predicted system justification across all countries, before introducing the life satisfaction
mediator. This finding is consistent with previous research that explored the relationship be-
tween perceived status and system justification in cross-cultural samples (Brandt et al., 2020;
Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu, et al., 2018). Additionally, we found that the positive relationship
between subjective SES and the motive to system-justify is likely due to the palliative effects
of perceiving oneself as higher on a status hierarchy through the partial mediation of life
satisfaction. This finding coincides with previous research: that endorsing system-justifying
beliefs is influenced by a sense of increased psychological well-being (Vargas-Salfate, Paez,
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Khan, et al., 2018). Our mediator of life satisfaction is a proxy for psychological well-being, but
there could be other indicators worth further investigation. While these results are consistent
with our theorizing that higher subjective SES leads to higher life satisfaction and, in turn, to
more system justification, the cross-sectional design means we cannot make confident causal
inferences.

One of the grounding claims of SJT is that the motive to system-justify coincides with those
who hold more conservative political and social ideologies (Jost, 2021; Jost & Banaji, 1994).
We directly test this tenet of SJT cross-culturally, in which fixed effects of multilevel analysis
indicated that political orientation was a statistically insignificant predictor of system justifi-
cation, providing no support for H2A. In hopes of further elucidating the relationship between
political orientation and system justification, alongside previous researchers (Lickefett &
Becker, 2022; Martorana et al., 2005; Szabd & Lonnqvist, 2021), H2B theorized that this rela-
tionship could be influenced by the political party in power. Consistent with previous research
on the dynamism of legitimacy, political ideology, and prevalence of political polarization
globally, we found support for H2B. Both right- and left-leaning individuals' system-justified
to a greater extent when the political party in power in their country coincided with their own
political ideology leanings. This finding supports the theorization of SDT/SIT that systemic
and political legitimacy, or lack thereof, is ultimately tied to self and group interests and is
consistent with recent research that has identified that the relationship between political ide-
ology and system justification is dependent on the congruence between ideological beliefs of
the status quo (left-leaning- vs. right-leaning political status quo) and the ideological beliefs of
those willing to system justify (Beattie et al., 2022; Langer et al., 2020; Owuamalam et al., 2019;
Szabd & Lonngvist, 2021). While this contradicts SJT's H2A, we believe it provides evidence
for the more general claim that political ideology is a form of motivated social cognition (Jost,
Glaser, et al., 2003). Systemic/social values (i.e., traditional resistance to social change vs. em-
bracing of progressive values) propagated by politicians/political parties that align with one's
political identity can motivate individuals to provide political system legitimacy.

While testing the relationship between inequality and system justification, we found that a
country's level of inequality was not a significant predictor of system justification. The claim
of H3A that more unequal countries would have greater levels of system justification than their
unequal counterparts was not supported. We then tested the arguments of the social identity
model of system attitudes (Owuamalam et al., 2018, 2019, 2023) that [dis]advantaged individ-
uals will system-justify when the system is considered permeable in the long run. Our results
once again provided no support for the claims of the social identity model of system attitudes
(H3B). While our fixed effects did not support either of the postulates of SJT or SIT's social
identity model of system attitudes (i.e., our preregistered inference criteria were not met), there
was once again variability across countries. In countries with medium social mobility levels,
increasing inequality led to higher levels of system justification, aligning with SJT's claim that
inequality is positively related to system justification (see Figure 3). On the other hand, the
country-level bivariate correlational relationship indicated a statistically significant negative
association between system justification and inequality, indicating that system justification
was greater in countries with greater equality (see Table S3).

Lastly, we tested whether there was a relationship at the country level between a country's
level of civil liberties and system justification. As this relates to SJT, the disagreement based
upon empirical evidence between Jost, Pelham, et al. (2003) and Brandt (2013) stimulated the
theoretical contributions by Valdes et al. (2023) in crafting two societal models aimed at ex-
plaining why individuals from either democratic/pluralistic (liberal choice producing disso-
nance model) or authoritarian (self-interest acquiesce model) nations would system-justify.
Among the 42 countries, we found a positive, albeit nonsignificant, relationship between civil
liberties and system justification. There was insufficient support for both the claims of SJT's
liberal choice producing dissonance model (H4A) and the self-interest acquiesce model (H4B).
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The multilevel modeling technique used to analyze data across a range of countries allowed
us to identify the economic, political, and social circumstances that influence system justifi-
cation cross-culturally. These analyses found that the postulates of SIT and SDT garnered a
greater amount of support compared to the claims of SJT. We also identified a novel media-
tional relationship regarding the palliative effects that can be attributed to subjective SES, life
satisfaction, and system justification. We believe this is due to the psycho-social comparison
process that may be instinctual and is likely to be bidirectional.

Although our omnibus tests of significance yielded no significant moderators of these ef-
fects across cultures, this research takes a fundamental step forward, increasing the matu-
rity of SJT, so future work can make country-specific predictions with social context in mind
(Cikara et al., 2022; Yarkoni, 2022). To this end, country-level differences and cultural group
norms (Owuamalam et al., 2023) clearly merit future investigation, as our random effects pro-
vide evidence of country-specific system-justifying motivational variation.

Strengths, limitations and future directions

We advanced the study of system justification by testing the competing claims of SJT, SIT,
and SDT using large-scale cross-cultural data providing a high level of statistical power. This
approach is rare in the literature and represents a critical theoretical expansion for intergroup
relations and system justification. Previous research on system justification has largely relied
on WEIRD samples (Henrich et al., 2010), neglecting cross-cultural variation. Lastly, an im-
portant strength is the use of large-scale archival data. This enhanced the statistical power
and precision of our estimates. The pre-existing nature of the data also limited our capacity
to (consciously or unconsciously) make decisions that might favor one theory over another
regarding SJT, SIT/SCT, and SDT.

Moving forward, researchers should consider bidirectional effects of SJT's palliative impact
through subjective SES. While our findings suggest that social comparisons based on subjec-
tive SES led to enhanced life satisfaction, which then influences greater perceptions of system
justification, it is plausible that the reverse is also true. Perceiving society as just and fair may
enhance life satisfaction, in turn, potentially creating a rationale/motivation to perceive that
one's place on a subjective SES hierarchy is higher than others. Such investigations would
provide valuable longitudinal applications and theory development for SJT. Future research
should also investigate how election outcomes influence normative and nonnormative collec-
tive action strategies to garner political system [il]legitimacy.

There are a few limitations of this research worth noting. First, we only used one item to
assess political ideology across 42 countries. Although this may limit the complexity and
variation of political ideology around the globe (e.g., the possibility to distinguish between
the social versus economic dimensions), previous cross-cultural research finds evidence
for the recurrence of a continuum from left to right across cultures (Jost, 2021; Sorrentino
et al., 2005). Second, it is possible that the timing of data collection mirrored particular
politicized events (natural disasters, elections, etc.), influencing participant's willingness to
system-justify. Lastly, we have been able to examine the degree to which the data collected
is [in]Jconsistent with theories that make causal assertions, even if the data do not permit
conclusive causal inferences. We used a brief version of the general system justification scale
in which the two reverse-coded items were excluded. This exclusion may have inadvertently
induced acquiescence bias in these scores. That being said, previous cross-cultural research
has relied on the usage of the same 4-item brief system justification scale (Vargas-Salfate,
Paez, Khan, et al., 2018; Vargas-Salfate, Paez, Liu, et al., 2018), due to interpretability,
generalizability, and measurement equivalence issues (Vesper et al., 2022). Furthermore,
the use of a detailed preregistration with clear and rigid inferential criteria means that the
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theories were subjected to a severe test. Future research could leverage longitudinal designs
to mitigate this limitation.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was financially supported under the Institutional Strategy of the University
of Cologne within the German Excellence Initiative (Hans Kelsen-Prize), from Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany's
Excellence Strategy—EXC 2126/1-390838866, the European Research Council Starting
Grant 635356, the Asian Office of Aerospace Research and Development Grant FA 2386-
15-1-0003, the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science Grant 15H05730, and the Max
Planck Institute for Research on Collective Goods. We thank the Digital Influence coali-
tion, members of which provided the translations for the materials for these studies that
were originally written in English. Open access publishing facilitated by Massey University,
as part of the Wiley - Massey University agreement via the Council of Australian University
Librarians.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data, research materials, code, and preregistration with analysis plan that support the
findings of this study are available can be located at the following links: Preregistration—
https://osf.io/dr5sg; Data—nhttps://osf.io/6s5ua.

ORCID

Evan A. Valdes ‘© https:/lorcid.org/0000-0002-8761-3285
James H. Liu © https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9520-5727
Matt Williams © https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0571-215X
Stuart C. Carr ‘© https:/lorcid.org/0000-0002-2569-0365

REFERENCES

*Power analysis rationale and sampling details as reported in participants and pro-

cedures.

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G., & Ickovics, J. R. (2000). Relationship of subjective and objective social
status with psychological and physiological functioning: Preliminary data in healthy, White women. Health
Psychology, 19(6), 586-592.

Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D. J., & Sanford, R. N. (1950). The authoritarian personality.
Harper.

Anderson, C., Kraus, M. W., Galinsky, A. D., & Keltner, D. (2012). The local-ladder effect: Social status and subjec-
tive well-being. Psychological Science, 23(7), 764-771. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611434537

Asai, M., Mahler, D. G., Malgioglio, S., Narayan, A., & Nguyen, M. C. (2019). Which countries reduced poverty rates
the most? World Bank Blogs. https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/which-countries-reduced-poverty-rates
-most

Badaan, V., Jost, J. T., Osborne, D., Sibley, C. G., Ungaretti, J., Etchezahar, E., & Hennes, E. P. (2018). Social protest
and its discontents: A system justification perspective. Contention, 6(1), 1-22.

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects structure for confirmatory hypothesis test-
ing: Keep it maximal. Journal of Memory and Language, 68(3), 255-278.

Bates, D., Méchler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2014). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1406.5823.

Beattie, P., Chen, R., & Bettache, K. (2022). When left is right and right is left: The psychological correlates of polit-
ical ideology in China. Political Psychology, 43(3), 457-488.

Behlin, O., & Law, K. S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research instruments: Problems and solutions. Sage.
Brandt, M. J. (2013). Do the disadvantaged legitimize the social system? A large-scale test of the status—legitimacy
hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104(5), 765-785. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031751
Brandt, M. J., Kuppens, T., Spears, R., Andrighetto, L., Autin, F., Babincak, P., Badea, C., Bae, J., Batruch, A.,

Becker, J. C., Bocian, K., Bodroza, B., Bourguignon, D., Bukowski, M., Butera, F., Butler, S. E., Chryssochoou,

RIGHTS LI M iy

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD BAIFER1D) 8|cedl|dde 8y Aq paueob 818 Sajo1e YO ‘88N JO 3|1 o A%Iq1T 8UIIUO AB|IM UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SWeIW00 A8 |1M*Atelq 1 [euluo//Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8Ly 8es *[20e/0T/2e] uo Ariqiqauluo Ao |im Ariqi] AiseAn Assse N Aq 60T 'sdod/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A3 im Areaq 1 utjuo//sdny Wwoly papeojumoq ‘0 ‘1226.9%T


https://osf.io/dr5sg/?view_only=56ae3adcb6964ad18c7afdca17b930e7
https://osf.io/6s5ua/?view_only=e933414fe4f549ab96164c1c19155bbe
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8761-3285
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8761-3285
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9520-5727
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9520-5727
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0571-215X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0571-215X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2569-0365
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2569-0365
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611434537
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/which-countries-reduced-poverty-rates-most
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/which-countries-reduced-poverty-rates-most
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031751
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

2 | Psychology VALDES ET AL.

X., Conway, P, Crawford, J. T., ... Zimmerman, J. L. (2020). Subjective status and perceived legitimacy across
countries. European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(5), 921-942.

Brislin, R. W. (1980). Cross-cultural research methods. In Environment and culture (pp. 47-82). Springer.

Buchel, O., Luijkx, R., & Achterberg, P. (2020). Objective and subjective socioeconomic status as sources of status-
legitimacy effect and legitimation of income inequality. Political Psychology, 42, 463—481. https://doi.org/10.
1111/pops.12707

Caricati, L. (2017). Testing the status-legitimacy hypothesis: A multilevel modeling approach to the perception of
legitimacy in income distribution in 36 nations. The Journal of Social Psychology, 157(5), 532-540.

Caricati, L., & Owuamalam, C. K. (2020). System justification among the disadvantaged: A triadic social stratifica-
tion perspective. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 40.

Cichocka, A., & Jost, J. T. (2014). Stripped of illusions? Exploring system justification processes in capitalist and
post-communist societies. International Journal of Psychology, 49(1), 6-29.

Cikara, M., Martinez, J. E., & Lewis, N. A., Jr. (2022). Moving beyond social categories by incorporating context in
social psychological theory. Nature Reviews Psychology, 1(9), 537-549.

Davidai, S. (2018). Why do Americans believe in economic mobility? Economic inequality, external attributions
of wealth and poverty, and the belief in economic mobility. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 79,
138-148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.07.012

Diener, E. D., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 49(1), 71-75.

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional multilevel models: A new look
at an old issue. Psychological Methods, 12(2), 121-138.

Farhat, S. (2020). Rising inequality affecting more than two-thirds of the globe, but it's not inevitable: New UN
report. UN News.

Festinger, L. (1957). 4 theory of cognitive dissonance (Vol. 2). Stanford University Press.

Freedom House. (2018). Freedom in countries and territories. https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-world/scores.

Friesen, J. P, Laurin, K., Shepherd, S., Gaucher, D., & Kay, A. C. (2019). System justification: Experimental evidence, its
contextual nature, and implications for social change. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(2), 315-339.

Gelman, A., & Hill, J. (2006). Data analysis using regression and multilevellhierarchical models. Cambridge University
Press.

Harding, J. F., & Sibley, C. G. (2013). The palliative function of system justification: Concurrent benefits versus
longer-term costs to wellbeing. Social Indicators Research, 113, 401-418.

Hasell, J. (2022). Poverty. Our World in Data. https://ourworldindata.org/poverty

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). Beyond WEIRD: Towards a broad-based behavioral science.
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2-3), 111-135.

Henry, P. J., & Saul, A. (2006). The development of system justification in the developing world. Social Justice
Research, 19(3), 365-378. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-006-0012-x

Hoshino-Browne, E., Zanna, A. S., Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., Kitayama, S., & Lackenbauer, S. (2005). On the
cultural guises of cognitive dissonance: The case of easterners and westerners. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 89(3), 294-310.

Jost, J. T. (2015). Resistance to change: A social psychological perspective. Social Research, 82(3), 607-636.

Jost, J. T. (2019). A quarter century of system justification theory: Questions, answers, criticisms, and societal appli-
cations. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(2), 263-314. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12297

Jost, J. T. (2020). 4 theory of system justification. Harvard University Press.

Jost, J. T. (2021). Left and right: The psychological significance of a political distinction. Oxford University Press.

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-justification and the production of false con-
sciousness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 33(1), 1-27.

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: Accumulated evidence of
conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Political Psychology, 25(6), 881-919.

Jost, J. T., Bertin, J. A., Javeed, A., Liaquat, U., & Rivera Pichardo, E. J. (2023). Rejoinder to Rubin, Owuamalam,
Spears, and Caricati (2023): Ideology is not accuracy; identity is not everything; and the social identity model of
social attitudes does not explain system justification, it presupposes it. European Review of Social Psychology,
34, 1-24.

Jost, J. T., & Burgess, D. (2000). Attitudinal ambivalence and the conflict between group and system justification
motives in low status groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 293-305.

Jost, J. T., Gaucher, D., & Stern, C. (2015). “The world isn't fair”: A system justification perspective on social strat-
ification and inequality. In Annual meeting of International Society of Political Psychology, Herzliya, Israel;
some of the ideas contained herein were presented at the aforementioned conference at by the lead author in Tokyo,
Japan, at a meeting of the Center for Social Stratification and Inequality sponsored by Tohoku University in
Sendai, Japan. American Psychological Association.

Jost, J. T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. J. (2003). Political conservatism as motivated social cogni-
tion. Psychological Bulletin, 129(3), 339-375.

RIGHTS Llr'-.ll-'.vl}

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD BAIFER1D) 8|cedl|dde 8y Aq paueob 818 Sajo1e YO ‘88N JO 3|1 o A%Iq1T 8UIIUO AB|IM UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SWeIW00 A8 |1M*Atelq 1 [euluo//Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8Ly 8es *[20e/0T/2e] uo Ariqiqauluo Ao |im Ariqi] AiseAn Assse N Aq 60T 'sdod/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A3 im Areaq 1 utjuo//sdny Wwoly papeojumoq ‘0 ‘1226.9%T


https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12707
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12707
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.07.012
https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-world/scores
https://ourworldindata.org/poverty
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-006-0012-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12297
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

CROSS-CULTURAL TEST OF SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION . . 23
Political Psychology

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/j.0963-7214.2005.00377.x

Jost, J. T., Kruglanski, A. W., & Simon, L. (2013). Effects of epistemic motivation on conservatism, intolerance, and
other system-justifying attitudes. In Shared cognition in organizations (pp. 91-116). Psychology Press.

Jost, J. T., Pelham, B. W., & Carvallo, M. R. (2002). Non-conscious forms of system justification: Implicit and behav-
ioral preferences for higher status groups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38(6), 586—602.

Jost, J. T., Pelham, B. W., Sheldon, O., & Ni Sullivan, B. (2003). Social inequality and the reduction of ideologi-
cal dissonance on behalf of the system: Evidence of enhanced system justification among the disadvantaged.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(1), 13-36. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.127

Jussim, L., Crawford, J. T., Stevens, S. T., & Anglin, S. M. (2016). The politics of social psychological science:
Distortions in the social psychology of intergroup relations. In Social Psychology of Political Polarization (pp.
165-196).

Kay, A. C., & Jost, J. T. (2003). Complementary justice: Effects of “poor but happy* and ”poor but honest" stereotype
exemplars on system justification and implicit activation of the justice motive. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(5), 823.

Kesberg, R., Brandt, M. J., Easterbrook, M. J., Spruyt, B., & Turner-Zwinkels, F. (2024). Finding (dis-)advantaged
system justifiers: A bottom-up approach to explore system justification theory. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 54(1), 81-96.

Kim, Y., Sommet, N., Na, J., & Spini, D. (2022). Social class—Not income inequality—Predicts social and insti-
tutional trust. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 13(1), 186-198. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550621
999272

Kitayama, S., Snibbe, A. C., Markus, H. R., & Suzuki, T. (2004). Is there any “free” choice? Self and dissonance in
two cultures. Psychological Science, 15(8), 527-533.

Kokkoris, M. D., & Kithnen, U. (2013). Choice and dissonance in a European cultural context: The case of Western
and Eastern Europeans. International Journal of Psychology, 48(6), 1260—1266.

Kraus, M. W, Piff, P. K., & Keltner, D. (2009). Social class, sense of control, and social explanation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 97(6), 992-1004.

Langer, M., Vasilopoulos, P., McAvay, H., & Jost, J. T. (2020). System justification in France: Liberté, égalité, frater-
nité. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 34, 185-191.

Li, W., Wu, J., & Kou, Y. (2020). System justification enhances life satisfaction of high-and low-status people in
China. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 11(5), 588—596.

Li, W.,, Yang, Y., Wu, J., & Kou, Y. (2020). Testing the status-legitimacy hypothesis in China: Objective and subjective
socioeconomic status divergently predict system justification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46,
1044-1058. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219893997

Liekefett, L., & Becker, J. C. (2022). Low system justification is associated with support for both progressive and
reactionary social change. European Journal of Social Psychology, 52, 1015-1030.

Liu, J. H., Huang, L. L., & McFedries, C. (2008). Cross-sectional and longitudinal differences in social dominance
orientation and right wing authoritarianism as a function of political power and societal change. Asian Journal
of Social Psychology, 11(2), 116-126.

Liu, J. H,, Sibley, C. G., & Huang, L. L. (2014). History matters: Effects of culture-specific symbols on political atti-
tudes and intergroup relations. Political Psychology, 35(1), 57-79.

Martorana, P. V., Galinsky, A. D., & Rao, H. (2005). From system justification to system condemnation:
Antecedents of attempts to change power hierarchies. In Status and groups. Emerald Group Publishing
Limited.

Messerli, P., Murniningtyas, E., Eloundou-Enyegue, P., Foli, E. G., Furman, E., Glassman, A., Hernandez Licona,
G., Kim, E. M., Lutz, W., Moatti, J. P.,, Richardson, K., Saidam, M., Smith, D., Kazimieras Staniskis, J., &
Van Ypersele, J. P. (2019). Global sustainable development report 2019: The future is now—science for achieving
sustainable development.

Napier, J. L., & Jost, J. T. (2008). Why are conservatives happier than liberals? Psychological Science, 19(6),
565-572.

OECD. (2020). Income inequality. https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm

Owuamalam, C. K., Rubin, M., & Spears, R. (2016). The system justification conundrum: Re-examining the cogni-
tive dissonance basis for system justification. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1889.

Owuamalam, C. K., Rubin, M., & Spears, R. (2018). Addressing evidential and theoretical inconsistencies in system-
justification theory with a social identity model of system attitudes. Current Directions in Psychological Science,
27(2), 91-96.

Owuamalam, C. K., Rubin, M., & Spears, R. (2019). Revisiting 25 years of system motivation explanation for sys-
tem justification from the perspective of social identity model of system attitudes. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 58(2), 362-38]1.

RIGHTS LI M iy

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD BAIFER1D) 8|cedl|dde 8y Aq paueob 818 Sajo1e YO ‘88N JO 3|1 o A%Iq1T 8UIIUO AB|IM UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SWeIW00 A8 |1M*Atelq 1 [euluo//Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8Ly 8es *[20e/0T/2e] uo Ariqiqauluo Ao |im Ariqi] AiseAn Assse N Aq 60T 'sdod/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A3 im Areaq 1 utjuo//sdny Wwoly papeojumoq ‘0 ‘1226.9%T


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00377.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.127
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550621999272
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550621999272
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219893997
https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

il > ] Psychology VALDES ET AL.

Owuamalam, C. K., & Spears, R. (2020). Do humans possess an autonomous system justification motivation? A
Pupillometric test of the strong system justification thesis. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 86,
103897.

Owuamalam, C. K., Tan, C. M., Caricati, L., Rubin, M., & Spears, R. (2023). Cultural group norms for harmony
explain the puzzling negative association between objective status and system justification in Asia. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 53, 245-267.

Pratto, F., Cidam, A., Stewart, A. L., Zeineddine, F. B., Aranda, M., Aiello, A., Chryssochoou, X., Cichocka, A.,
Cohrs, J. C., Durrheim, K., Eicher, V., Foels, R., Gorska, P., Lee, 1.-C., Licata, L., Liu, J. H., Li, L., Meyer, 1.,
Morselli, D., ... Henkel, K. E. (2013). Social dominance in context and in individuals: Contextual moderation
of robust effects of social dominance orientation in 15 languages and 20 countries. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 4(5), 587-599.

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Social dominance theory and the dynamics of intergroup relations: Taking
stock and looking forward. European Review of Social Psychology, 17(1), 271-320.

Pratto, F., & Stewart, A. L. (2012). Group dominance and the half-blindness of privilege. Journal of Social Issues,
68(1), 28—45.

R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical
Computing.

Rankin, L. E., Jost, J. T., & Wakslak, C. J. (2009). System justification and the meaning of life: Are the existential
benefits of ideology distributed unequally across racial groups? Social Justice Research, 22, 312-333.

*Romano, A., Sutter, M., Liu, J. H., Yamagishi, T., & Balliet, D. (2021). National parochialism is ubiquitous across
42 nations around the world. Nature Communications, 12(1), 1-8.

Rubin, M. (2017). When does HARK ing hurt? Identifying when different types of undisclosed post hoc hypothesiz-
ing harm scientific progress. Review of General Psychology, 21(4), 308-320.

Rubin, M., Owuamalam, C. K., Spears, R., & Caricati, L. (2023). Social identity explanations of system justification:
Misconceptions, criticisms, and clarifications. European Review of Social Psychology, 34(2), 1-30.

Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., & Kappen, D. M. (2003). Attitudes toward group-based inequality: Social dom-
inance or social identity? British Journal of Social Psychology, 42(2), 161-186.

Sengupta, N. K., Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2015). The status-legitimacy hypothesis revisited: Ethnic-group dif-
ferences in general and dimension-specific legitimacy. British Journal of Social Psychology, 54(2), 324-340.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12080

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2001). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and oppression. Cambridge
University Press.

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2004). Social dominance theory: A new synthesis. In Political psychology (pp. 315-332).
Psychology Press.

Snijders, T. A. (2005). Power and sample size in multilevel modeling. Encyclopedia of Statistics in Behavioral Science,
3(157), 1573.

Sorrentino, R. M., Cohen, D., Olson, J. M., & Zanna, M. P. (2005). Culture and social behavior: The Ontario sympo-
sium, Volume 10. Psychology Press.

Szabo, Z. P, & Lonngqvist, J. E. (2021). Who's in power matters: System justification and system derogation in
Hungary between 2002 and 2018. International Journal of Psychology, 56(5), 679-687.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). The social identity theory of intergroup behaviour. In S. Worchel & W. Austin
(Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33—48). Nelson-Hall.

Tingley, D., Yamamoto, T., Hirose, K., Keele, L., & Imai, K. (2014). Mediation: R package for causal mediation
analysis. Journal of Statistical Software, 59(5).

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A
self-categorization theory. Basil Blackwell.

Valdes, E. A. (2022). Looking through the lens of system justification. Journal of Constructivist Psychology, 35,
836-840.

Valdes, E. A., Liu, J. H., & Williams, M. (2023). Testing the status-legitimacy hypothesis: Predicting system justifica-
tion using objective and subjective socioeconomic status in China and the United States. Asian Journal of Social
Psychology, 26, 238-253. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12555

van den Akker, O. R., Weston, S., Campbell, L., Chopik, B., Damian, R., Davis-Kean, P., Hall, A., Kosie, J.,
Kruse, E., Olsen, J., Ritchie, S., Valentine, K. D., van't Veer, A., & Bakker, M. (2021). Preregistration of
secondary data analysis: A template and tutorial. Meta-Psychology, 5, Article 2625. https://doi.org/10.15626/
MP.2020.2625

Vargas-Salfate, S., Paez, D., Khan, S. S., Liu, J. H., & Gil de Zuiiga, H. (2018). System justification enhances well-
being: A longitudinal analysis of the palliative function of system justification in 18 countries. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 57(3), 567-590.

Vargas-Salfate, S., Paez, D., Liu, J. H., Pratto, F., & Gil de Zuniga, H. (2018). A comparison of social dominance the-
ory and system justification: The role of social status in 19 nations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
44(7), 1060-1076. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218757455

RIGHTS Llr'-.ll-'.vl}

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD BAIFER1D) 8|cedl|dde 8y Aq paueob 818 Sajo1e YO ‘88N JO 3|1 o A%Iq1T 8UIIUO AB|IM UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SWeIW00 A8 |1M*Atelq 1 [euluo//Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8Ly 8es *[20e/0T/2e] uo Ariqiqauluo Ao |im Ariqi] AiseAn Assse N Aq 60T 'sdod/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A3 im Areaq 1 utjuo//sdny Wwoly papeojumoq ‘0 ‘1226.9%T


https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12080
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12555
https://doi.org/10.15626/MP.2020.2625
https://doi.org/10.15626/MP.2020.2625
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218757455
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

CROSS-CULTURAL TEST OF SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION . . 25
Political Psychology

Vesper, D., Konig, C. J., Siegel, R., & Friese, M. (2022). Is use of the general system justification scale across coun-
tries justified? Testing its measurement equivalence. British Journal of Social Psychology, 61(3), 1032-1049.
WEF. (2018). Global social mobility index. https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-social-mobility-index-2020-why-

economies-benefit-from-fixing-inequality/

Whyte, M. K., & Maocan, G. (2010). How angry are Chinese citizens about current inequalities? Evidence from a
national survey. In Social stratification in Chinese societies (pp. 17-54). Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill. https:/
doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004181922.1-270.11

World Bank. (2018a). The GINI Index. https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI

World Bank. (2018b). Database of political institutions. https://datacatalog.worldbank.org/search/dataset/0039819

Yang, S., Guo, Y., Hu, X,, Shu, S., & Li, J. (2016). Do lower class individuals possess higher levels of system justi-
fication? An examination from the social cognitive perspectives. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 48(11), 1467-1478.
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2016.01467

Yarkoni, T. (2022). The generalizability crisis. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 45, el.

Zhang, Y., Ding, Y., Xie, X., Guo, Y., & van Lange, P. A. (2022). Lower class people suffered more (but perceived
fewer risk disadvantages) during the COVID-19 pandemic. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 26(1). https://
doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12543

Zimmerman, J. L., & Reyna, C. (2013). The meaning and role of ideology in system justification and resistance for
high-and low-status people. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(1), 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20032967

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Valdes, E. A., Liu, J. H., Williams, M., & Carr, S. C. (2024). A
cross-cultural test of competing hypotheses about system justification using data from
42 nations. Political Psychology, 00, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.13039

RIGHTS LI M iy

85UB017 SUOWIWOD dA1IEBID) 3|1 dde 8y} Ag peuenob a.e sapiie YO ‘8N JO'S3|n1 104 ARl 17 8UIIUO /8|1 UO (SUORIPUOD-pUe-SLUBILID" AB | 1M Ae.d U UO//SANY) SLONIPUOD PLe SWLS L 8U) 89S *[202/0T/2z] uo Ariqiiauliuo Al Areiqi Aiseaiun Assse Aq 6£0€T sdod/TTTT OT/10p/wioo 3| 1m Afeiq1jput |uo//sdiy woy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘T2Z6.9%T


https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-social-mobility-index-2020-why-economies-benefit-from-fixing-inequality/
https://www.weforum.org/reports/global-social-mobility-index-2020-why-economies-benefit-from-fixing-inequality/
https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004181922.i-270.11
https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004181922.i-270.11
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI
https://datacatalog.worldbank.org/search/dataset/0039819
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2016.01467
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12543
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12543
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032967
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032967
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.13039
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Fpops.13039&mode=

	A cross-­cultural test of competing hypotheses about system justification using data from 42 nations
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	RATIONALE FOR HYPOTHESES
	Status, freedom, and culture
	Political ideology
	Societal inequality

	HYPOTHESES
	Individual-­level—Objective and subjective SES
	H1A
	H1B
	H1C

	Individual-­level—Political ideology
	H2A
	H2B

	Country-­level—Economic (in)equality
	H3A
	H3B

	Country-­level—Freedom/civil liberties
	H4A
	H4B


	METHOD
	Participants and procedure
	Preregistration
	Instruments
	System justification scale
	Subjective SES
	Objective SES
	Political ideology
	Life satisfaction
	Inequality
	Social mobility
	Civil liberties
	Political party in power
	Demographic variables

	Data analysis

	RESULTS
	Exploratory preliminary analyses
	Confirmatory multilevel analyses
	Objective SES (H1A–H1B)
	Subjective SES (H1C)
	Political orientation (H2A–H2B)
	Inequality (H3A–H3B)
	Civil liberties (H4A–H4B)

	GENERAL DISCUSSION
	Strengths, limitations and future directions

	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


