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Over the last few decades, European societies have witnessed unprecedented increases in 

social inequalities. European welfare models, faced with more flexible labor markets, more 

open trade, skill-biased technological changes, and major socioeconomic structural changes, 

have been unable to prevent such increases. These structural developments challenge not 

only the established strategies for resolving distributional conflicts and the normative concep-

tions used to justify the distribution of goods and burdens in a society, they also affect the 

acceptance of political and societal institutions and European societies’ prosperity and ca-

pacity for innovation. The model proposed in the article was developed by an interdiscipli-

nary team consisting of senior scholars and of young researchers who have expertise in em-

pirical justice research and comparative survey methods. Conceptually, the module is prem-

ised on the traditional distinction of four dimensions of politics: what outcomes are allocated 

or distributed unequally, such as income, wealth, and educational degrees (distributive jus-

tice); how are they allocated (procedural justice); who is part of the solidary community and 

can make claims (scope of justice); and when do costs and benefits of redistribution have an 

impact on a society (intergenerational justice)? In each of these areas people have percep-

tions, normative expectations, and evaluations of “what is.” In providing comparative attitudi-

nal data on these issues, the module covers four major political challenges of European so-

cieties: coping with increasing economic and educational inequalities; building widely ac-

cepted political and societal institutions; integrating migrants into existing social structures; 

and ensuring ecological and social sustainability.  
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1 Rationale  
Over the past few decades, European societies have witnessed unprecedented increases in 
wealth and income inequalities (Stiglitz, 2003; Piketty, 2014; Salverda et al., 2014; Tóth, 
2014; OECD, 2015; see also Atkinson & Bourguignon, 2015). Faced with more flexible labor 
markets, open trade, skill-biased technological changes, and major socioeconomic structural 
changes, European welfare models have been unable to effectively address these rising ine-
qualities. Until recently, income and wealth inequalities failed to capture public attention, and 
European policymaking was more focused on stimulating economic growth by improving 
conditions for international corporations and capital markets. Recent developments, howev-
er, suggest that the era of political and public acquiescence with regard to rising inequality is 
coming to a halt. The economic meltdown of 2008 and the burdens it placed on many Euro-
pean societies—not least in the form of the rising popularity of authoritarian political parties—
have reinvigorated the focus on rising social and economic inequalities as well as on the cur-
rent distributional mechanisms.  
 
Although it is clear that challenges pertaining to inequality and the distribution of social re-
sources will influence European society and policy making in both the short and the long 
term, it is much less clear how such challenges can or should be effectively addressed. The 
current proposal attempts to fill this gap in the literature by examining how people view and 
assess existing inequality as well as the circumstances under which it is more or less justifia-
ble. We also aim to examine social, political, and policy outcomes based on perceptions of 
greater inequality in different European societies, particularly in terms of social cohesion, 
trust in democratic institutions, and political engagement.  
 
The legitimacy of existing inequalities is directly related to the basic functioning of modern 
democratic societies (Rothstein, 1998). On the one hand, huge economic and social dispari-
ties threaten the legitimacy and acceptance of societal institutions, hinder long-term econom-
ic prosperity, and thwart the capacity for innovation. On the other hand, as has been evident 
in the large-scale social experiments of the 20th century, societies that strive to realize the 
ideal of substantial equality also encounter significant public resistance and are doomed to 
fail, which suggests that both extreme inequality and strict equality are not sustainable condi-
tions and ultimately foster public backlash. European societies are thus faced with the diffi-
cult challenge of balancing a level of equality necessary to preserve individual rights and lib-
erties while keeping inequality at bay so as not to hinder economic sustainability or damage 
a public sense of fairness. Meeting this challenge requires a comprehensive and systematic 
understanding of how people perceive and react to inequality as well as knowing factors are 
most important in forming judgments about the justifiability of inequalities. 
 
Inequalities are considered legitimate to the extent that, among other things, they either meet 
or violate citizens’ normative expectations regarding the way in which valued resources 
should be distributed. These expectations differ not only within and between societies but 
also over time and according to the generosity of welfare regimes (Arts & Gelissen, 2001; 
Oorschot, Reeskens, & Meuleman, 2012). Moreover, a society’s normative expectations 
change along with its basic structures. Given the present and future challenges faced by Eu-
ropean societies, empirically grounded knowledge about the attitudes toward social justice—
that is, the normative expectations regarding the norms, procedures, and results of the distri-
bution of societal goods and burdens—is requisite for choosing appropriate political and poli-
cy measures.  
 
This module proposed here—that is, justice and fairness in Europe as a means of coping 
with growing inequalities and heterogeneities in society—seeks to build up a Europe-wide 
database that will provide not only insights into the fundamental question of the legitimacy of 
existing inequalities in European societies, but also an empirical basis for the scientific study 
of the societal and structural predicates and consequences of individual justice attitudes to-
ward inequality. Not only will such an endeavor advance the state of contemporary 
knowledge concerning inequality (which is surprisingly anachronistic, particularly at the 
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cross-national level); it also merits the attention of social scientists and policy-makers func-
tion outside the traditional disciplinary boundary of social justice research. 
 
Why do people strive for justice? Why is it important for the individual? Given its importance, 
how can the concept of justice (justice attitudes) help to explain other social phenomena? 
Although the answer to the question ”What is justice?” may vary individually and structurally, 
the motivation to live in a society perceived as just is both fundamental and ubiquitous 
(Benabou & Tirole, 2006; Lerner, 1980). The desire to be a part of social arrangements that 
are fair and just is a fundamental human motivation. It is linked to the idea that the world is 
manageable and predictable and is central to the human ability to engage in goal-directed 
activity at both the individual and the social levels (see Lerner, 1977, 2003). As a result, jus-
tice judgments not only affect how people evaluate a specific law or policy but also change 
their mere connection to civic society and state institutions. That is, people are more likely 
not only to endorse policies that correspond to their normative expectations about justice but 
also to become better and more committed citizens as a result (see Tyler, 2008).  
 
Our proposal is situated within the research framework of distributive justice and the alloca-
tion of social resources (Scherer, 1992; Sabbagh & Schmitt, 2016). This research supports a 
fourfold classification of distributive justice attitudes that reflect the order-related principles of 
equality, equity, need, and entitlement. Predominantly focusing on equality and equity, the 
results of existing research highlight the same tension that is guiding this proposed module: 
while severe inequality violates the distributive principle of equality, strict equality violates the 
distributive principle of equity. While many studies support the conclusion that people find a 
balance between equality and equity (Frohlich & Oppenheimer, 1992; Scott, Matland, 
Michelbach, & Bornstein, 2001; Traub, Seidl, Schmidt, & Levati, 2005), few studies have ex-
amined how this balance is achieved in the context of rising inequalities and what levels of 
inequality will no longer be justifiable.  
 
The only cross-national study that collects data on justice attitudes in a more comprehensive 
way is the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), which also follows a longitudinal-
trend design to uncover changes on the aggregate level over time. However, this approach 
has led to a specific problem: because the respective module on “Social Inequality” was initi-
ated 30 years ago using measures developed in the 1970s, the existing ISSP on justice atti-
tudes does not reflect the theoretical and methodological progress that has taken place in 
empirical justice research. Four examples may illustrate this problem: 
  

(1) Justice attitudes related to one’s own earnings: We know that long-lasting experienc-
es of injustice related to rewards for paid work are strong predictors of physiological 
and psychological health problems. Moreover, Wilkinson and Pickett (2009) assume 
that earnings inequalities cause severe societal problems, claiming that greater 
equality in terms of income and wealth distributions would be in the rational interest of 
each individual. Because we have no comparative and prevailing data based on a 
state-of-the-art measure of perceived earnings injustice, we cannot compare the 
overall level of perceived injustice in different countries with other measures that 
might help to prove Wilkinson and Pickett’s assumption that people in more equal so-
cieties experience less reward injustice with its related consequences. 

(2) Procedural justice: Perceived violations of procedural justice have a much greater ef-
fect on behavioral reactions than does the felt injustice of outcome.  

(3) Distinction between reflexive and non-reflexive justice attitudes: To date, we have no 
adequate measure for assessing own rewards and the rewards of others. Which is 
more important—the perception of injustice in a society or injustice related to one’s 
own situation? And what are the consequences in terms of political behavior or politi-
cal attitudes when these two experiences differ, as when one’s own situation is con-
sidered just but the situation in society is considered unjust, or vice versa?  

(4) Need for differentiated methodological approaches when studying justice attitudes: 
Studies have already shown that the classical item-based measures of inequality per-
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ceptions or preferences lead to an equality bias (see Liebig et al. 2015). If more com-
plex instruments are used that provide respondents with more information about the 
specific situation and/or recipients (e.g., vignette studies), differences between recipi-
ents and higher degrees of inequalities are accepted and preferred. From this it fol-
lows that survey research is always in danger of overestimating people’s inequality 
aversion and of underestimating existing equality aversions.  

 
As these examples show, the theoretical and methodological shortcomings of the existing 
cross-national and longitudinal datasets do not allow researchers in the fields of psychology, 
sociology, political science, and economics to test predictions based on state-of-the-art theo-
ry outside the experimental laboratory on the basis of cross-national survey data. Conse-
quently, the methodological and conceptual limits of the existing data regarding justice atti-
tudes and their determining factors and consequences prevent substantial contributions to 
other research fields such as economic or sociological inequality research, political behavior, 
or the welfare state. 
 
2 Theoretical/conceptual approach 
Studying justice attitudes by means of cross-national surveys relies on the assumption that 
justice is a social phenomenon that can be conceptualized as a social value in the sense of 
shared “conceptions of the desirable” (see van Deth & Scarbrough, 1995, p. 28). Justice re-
fers to the normative conception of the allocation and distribution of resources and burdens 
in a social aggregate. Three formal criteria constitute a state of justice (Koller, 1995): (1) 
equal treatment, (2) impartiality, and (3) consideration of legitimate claims. How to achieve 
this state—that is, which norms can be used to guide behavior that will realize the value of 
justice – depends on the various conceptions of justice developed over time that have be-
came a substantial part of human culture.  
 
According to Miller, what is regarded as just in a substantial sense varies with the basic 
structure of a society (Miller, 1979, p. 342). Empirical research has revealed that individuals 
with the same social and cultural background and similar experiences over their lifespan tend 
to prefer the same conceptions of justice. Accordingly, attitudes toward justice can be re-
garded as “positional effects” (Boudon, 1998). Still, the question of how shared understand-
ings of justice are affected by the increasing diversity, heterogeneity, and inequality of socie-
ties remains unanswered.  
 
Figure 1. Justice as a socially determined phenomenon and a social force affecting other 
societal structures and processes. 

 

 
Experiences of (in)justice affect attitudes and behavior and thereby lead to social conse-
quences that can affect the functioning of organizations, institutions, and society as a whole 
(Hegtvedt & Isom, 2014). Accordingly, two basic insights gained from past research can 
serve as building blocks in the suggested European Social Survey (ESS) module: (1) Justice 
is socially determined because whether something is regarded as just depends on the social 
structures and processes of a society or other social aggregates (organizations, networks, 
groups), and (2) justice is a social force because it affects the economic, political, and social 
structures and processes within societies and other social aggregates. Figure 1 illustrates 
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how both these aspects of justice—social determination and social effectiveness—can be 
conceptualized within the epistemological paradigm of structural individualism.  
 
Most sociological and psychological research during the last 60 years on the consequences 
of perceived (in)justice has been based on experimental research designs. Since the 1980s, 
justice attitudes also became an integral part of large population survey programs either in 
cross-sectional (General Social Survey [GSS]) or longitudinal national (German Socio-
Economic Panel) and cross-national (ISSP, International Social Justice Project [ISJP]) de-
signs. Questions such as what people think about justice and how these preferences guide 
their behavior have been receiving more attention in experimental and survey research in 
behavioral economics (Clark & d’Ambrosio, 2015).  
 
Based on the broad stock of research related to the consequences of perceived injustice, we 
know that justice attitudes affect cooperative behavior in social interactions. If individuals 
think that they are getting their fair share, feel that they are being treated fairly when goods 
and burdens are distributed, and have the impression that others are also treated fairly by 
authorities, societal institutions, and individuals, they will be more disposed to follow rules 
and norms voluntarily and to contribute to the production of common goods. In the reverse 
case—that is, when they perceive injustices—people start to disrespect social and institu-
tional norms. The sense of justice and the related norms of justice are tools to protect them 
from exploitation by those who do not contribute to a common good but who try to enjoy the 
fruits of cooperation (Trivers, 1985; Krebs, 2008).  
 
Being unjustly treated or observing unjust treatment of others is therefore a signal that some 
individuals or groups are trying to maximize their interests at the cost of other individuals or 
groups. Because humans are predisposed to avoid losses (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984), 
especially when they cooperate with others, the reactions to perceived injustices are aimed 
at terminating cooperation and comprise the kinds of attitudes and behaviors that justice re-
search has identified repeatedly in different social contexts. Because perceived and ob-
served injustices violate people’s fundamental interests, they react by lowering their trust in 
others and in the respective institutions they perceive to be responsible for the injustices. 
Moreover, prolonged experiences of injustice—especially those related to their own earnings 
and rewards for their efforts—lead to psychological and physiological health problems 
(Schunck et al., 2015).  
 
It follows that perceptions of injustice concerning the distribution and allocation of societal 
goods and burdens are directly linked to the very fundamental processes that constitute so-
cial aggregates and societies as a whole. With modern societies requiring the constant 
growth of cooperation, justice becomes more important, from an individual’s point of view, as 
a reference point for identifying instances of cheating and exploitation. On the other hand, as 
societies depend more and more on voluntary cooperation in all societal fields, they must 
ensure just treatment of their citizens to establish mutual trust and a willingness to cooperate. 
Thus, efforts to survey people’s views about justice and to identify the areas and issues 
where injustices are perceived not only are important goals from an academic point of view; 
they also provide a foundation for identifying the need for societal and political action.  
 
In contrast to existing ESS modules—especially those concerning the welfare state and as-
pects of juridical justice—this module focuses on how European citizens evaluate their own 
endowment of basic resources and the inequality of these resources within their society. 
Studies that focus on the individual or political consequences of inequalities—most promi-
nently those conducted by Wilkinson & Pickett (2009)—assume that individuals are affected 
by the type and magnitude of existing inequalities in their society. Findings on the individual, 
social, and especially political consequences of these inequalities have been far from con-
sistent. For example, studies to determine the effect of income inequality on individual well-
being and life satisfaction have found both positive and negative consequences of existing 
inequalities (Verme, 2011; Clark & D’Ambrosio, 2015). One explanation for these inconsist-
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encies involves relative deprivation. First, “objective” inequalities are mediated by percep-
tions and evaluations (Stouffer et al., 1949); second, individuals are affected (positively or 
negatively) not only by what others have or do not have, but also (and probably to a much 
greater extent) by how they evaluate their own endowments (Runciman, 1966). From this it 
follows that if we seek to know the consequences of inequalities within societies, we must 
focus on the perception and evaluation of one’s own situation and the situations of others, as 
well as the interplay of the two.  
 
This module aims to study how reflexive and non-reflexive justice evaluations affect different 
outcome variables such as personal or institutional trust, subjective well-being, or political 
attitudes and behavioral intentions. Reflexive justice evaluations are directed at one’s own 
situation and endowment with resources, such as income or wealth. Non-reflexive justice 
evaluations are oriented toward the endowments of others, that is, the income distribution 
within a society. Figure 2 illustrates the combination of these two perspectives and identifies 
four logical situations that might have different consequences when it comes to individual 
well-being or political behavior. 
 
Figure 2. Interplay of reflexive and non-reflexive justice evaluations. 
 

Evaluation of one’s own 
inequality-related situation 
(reflexive justice attitudes) 

Evaluation of societal inequalities 
(non-reflexive justice attitudes) 

Just Unjust 

Just   
Unjust   

 
Part of this micro-level orientation is also intended to identify individual perceptions and eval-
uations on the one hand and normative preferences on the other. The first goal is related to 
the question of how people perceive and evaluate the existing distribution of resources, while 
the latter comprises the normative ideas people have about how societal goods and burdens 
should be distributed. This distinction concerning attitudes toward factual and normative dis-
tributions is fundamental in four respects: First, it enables us to identify those areas and 
groups within a society in which injustice in the form of unfair outcomes and treatments is 
perceived to exist. Second, by comparing societies, we can identify the different levels of 
perceived injustice and relate them to the institutional, political, and economic characteristics 
of a society. Third, by also focusing on the notions of “what ought to be,” we will be better 
able to identify the normative expectations themselves and, from a comparative perspective, 
the societal determinants of those expectations toward a just society. Finally, this distinction 
is necessary because it may explain recent results from the inequality research referred to 
earlier.  
 
Another possible explanation for the inconsistent findings concerning the relationship be-
tween income inequalities and well-being is that they are caused by two mechanisms: (1) 
people perceive inequalities differently according to their relative position and the information 
available to them regarding the magnitude of the inequalities, and (2) the way they evaluate 
inequalities depends on the expected gains and losses—their rational interests—and their 
normative preferences. Because their rational interests are related to their relative position 
within society and can be derived from objective status characteristics such as income, 
wealth, or education, their normative preferences must be explicitly surveyed. To determine 
the latter, this module uses a framework that distinguishes four basic normative principles of 
allocation in a society: equality, equity, need and entitlement (Gollwitzer & van Prooijen, 
2016). The underlying theoretical explanation is that these principles correspond to the four 
basic types of social relations: (1) egalitarian exchanges among equals, (2) economic rela-
tions aimed at maximizing cost/benefit ratios, (3) affectionate relations among people who 
share social bonds, and (4) hierarchical relations among people who differ in social rank 
(Fiske, 1992).  
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The distinctions between perceptions and evaluations, rational interests and normative pref-
erences, and reflexive and non-reflexive justice attitudes will be complemented by an analyti-
cal framework that takes the four classic dimensions of politics identified by Lasswell (1936) 
as a starting point and connects them with fundamental conceptions from contemporary em-
pirical justice research: 

(1)  what outcomes are allocated to individuals and how are they distributed within a so-
ciety (distributive justice);  

(2) how are these outcomes allocated (procedural justice);  
(3) who is part of the solidary community and can make claims (the scope of justice); and 
(4) when do the costs and benefits of allocation and redistribution have an impact on an 

individual over his or her lifecourse (intragenerational justice) and on the society (in-
tergenerational justice) (the timing of justice). 

 
(1) What is allocated or distributed (distributive justice)? We concentrate on three cen-
tral inequality dimensions— income, wealth, and educational opportunities—to consider how 
their distribution is perceived and evaluated and to examine the respondents’ normative ex-
pectations. The underlying theoretical concept is that of Jasso (1978, 2015), which assumes 
that justice attitudes toward the allocation of goods and burdens can be reconstructed by 
using the following formal model:  
 

� = �� ���� 
 
The assumption is that the justice evaluation of a reward (J) can be expressed as the loga-
rithm of the ratio of the actual reward (A) and the reward that is seen as just (C). If a reward 
is perceived as just, the actual reward equals the just reward, and the logarithm of that ratio 
is 0 (i.e., a state of perfect justice is depicted by 0). Instances of under-reward are expressed 
in negative numbers, while situations of over-reward, in which the actual reward exceeds the 
just reward, are expressed in positive numbers. The advantage to applying this model is that 
we (1) can study perceptions of earnings justice between different countries and arrive at 
meaningful numerical representations of perceived (in)justice (Jasso, 1999) and (2) can 
measure justice perceptions for both the reflexive and the non-reflexive case in a consistent 
way. We apply this model in studying justice evaluations of one’s own income from labor (re-
flexive) and the societal income distribution (non-reflexive) to assess the degree of legitima-
tion of the allocation and distribution of income within and between societies. Sociological 
inequality research distinguishes between inequality of outcomes and inequality of opportuni-
ties. The latter is seen as a fundamental problem within societies, especially since Western 
democracies are built on the premise of equal opportunity and fair chances, particularly with 
regard to educational opportunities.  
 
(2) How are the processes leading to these allocations or distributions perceived and 
evaluated (procedural justice)?  
A large body of literature shows that justice perceptions related to the procedures for how 
goods and burdens are allocated by and within institutions are decisive for the acceptance of 
the outcomes and a wide range of attitudes and behavior (Hauenstein et al., 2001). An ex-
planation for the relative importance of procedural justice is provided by Lind and Tyler’s 
group-value theory: How individuals are treated is interpreted as a signal of social respect 
and of how a group, organization, or society values each single member (Vermunt & 
Steensma, 2016). These procedural aspects have been widely neglected in inequality re-
search, especially when it comes to explaining justice attitudes toward one’s own wages and 
income inequalities (Tyler, 2011). Building on the understanding of social mechanisms as put 
forward by Mayntz (2004), inequality-generating mechanisms can be understood as proce-
dural elements that generate an individual’s wage or a distribution of wages within a social 
aggregate. As such, inequality-generating mechanisms can be a subject of procedural justice 
concerns, implying that some mechanisms are regarded as more just than others. Because 
we know that outcomes are better accepted when they are the result of just procedures—
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even when the outcomes are not favorable—inequalities that are generated by unjust mech-
anisms will be less well accepted than others. Four mechanisms of inequality (re-)production 
are distinguished in the literature: market, social closure, exploitation, and cumulative ad-
vantage. In this module, we address whether there are different perceptions regarding the 
effectiveness of these mechanisms and how these mechanisms are evaluated in terms of 
justice.  
 
(3) Who are the recipients, and who is eligible to make claims (the scope of justice)? 
With the recent wave of migration into European societies, the need to determine who is eli-
gible to make claims on societal goods and burdens has become the prevailing problem. The 
question is not only which ascriptive characteristics should be used to build up boundaries of 
solidarity within which justice evaluations can be made, but also how these attitudes are af-
fected by individual and societal structural conditions. The institutional mechanisms of redis-
tribution in European countries, which have been shaped by collective conceptions of social 
justice, serve to condition entitlements based on different individual attributes, such as citi-
zenship, earlier social security contributions, or basic needs. Each of these justifications 
leads to different ways of distributing access to transfer payments and services across a 
country’s population. Such institutional standards of redistribution themselves, however, de-
velop normative power (Scharpf & Schmidt, 2000; van Oorschot, Reeskens, & Meuleman 
2012) and become reference points for individual justice attitudes about redistribution as well 
as judgments about who should be eligible. The main dimensions of variation in terms of in-
clusion are age, gender, and migration background. 
 
(4) When are the costs and benefits allocated (the timing of justice)? We translate this 
question into a question of intergenerational justice. For a long time, European societies 
have resolved distributional conflicts by passing such burdens on to future generations; how-
ever, with levels of public debt approaching or exceeding a country’s annual GDP, the will-
ingness to accept this solution may decline. As van Oorschot et al. (2012) have shown using 
data from ESS Round 4 on Welfare Attitudes, the negative economic and moral conse-
quences of increasing public welfare spending count for less in the individual evaluation of 
the welfare state than do the positive social consequences. For intergenerational justice, this 
finding implies that the needs and interests of future generations may count for less than 
does satisfying the needs of current generations. 
 
The entire structure of the proposed module is summarized in Figure 3 and its analytical 
framework is shown in Figure 4.  
 
Figure 3. Structure of the module.  
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Figure 4. Analytical framework of the module. 
 

Social  
Conditions 

 Justice 
Attitudes 

 Outcomes 

Societal conditions 
(esp. inequality, eco-
nomic behavior), struc-
tural position 

 Perceptions/evaluation; Nor-
mative preferences; Reflex-
ive/non-reflexive; Distribu-
tive/procedural scope/timing 

 Trust (personal, institu-
tional), 
well-being, 
political attitudes  



9 

3 Implementation 

Anticipated methodological or practical difficulties in operationalizing the proposed 
module 
The major aim of the ESS Round 9 Question Module is to provide cross-national databases 
to identify the structural and cultural factors that generate variations in social justice attitudes 
within and between societies. The important innovation of the proposed module will be the 
systematic study of attitudes to three central resources distributed in a society (income, 
wealth, and education), the mechanisms (procedures) that are generating inequality, who 
can make claims, and the time dimension. While the module proposes to address complex 
and abstract concepts such as justice and fairness, we do not expect major difficulties in 
fielding these topics for three reasons. First, we do not propose to operationalize these ab-
stract concepts as such; rather, we ask about specific, everyday experiences and evalua-
tions of regular situations that people can easily relate to and translate into answers to spe-
cific survey questions. Second, the topics of justice and fairness are not new to the ESS; 
they have been a recurring topic in previous modules, including Trust in the Justice System; 
Welfare Attitudes; and Family, Work, and Gender. Third, justice and fairness items have fre-
quently been used in other international surveys such as the ISSP and the ISJP, which can 
be built on and improved further. For these reasons, we are confident that the proposed topic 
of this module is suitable to be fielded to the general population across European countries 
and can be translated successfully into multiple languages. In the following section, we will 
elaborate on this approach before we describe the proposed items and measures in more 
detail. 

Valid comparisons across countries depend on cross-cultural measurement equivalence. 
Violations of this criterion may result from differences in methodology across countries, as 
follows:  

1) Differences in the methodologies used to collect data. This is one important reason why 
we are submitting our proposal to the ESS, because it is known to take great care in ac-
tually achieving equivalence in data collection practices such as sampling, translation, 
fieldwork, and data preparation.  

2) Differences in the meaning of concepts across groups or countries. Addressing this issue 
is precisely one of the aims of the module: measuring differing conceptions of social jus-
tice across Europe. Therefore, typical questions involve specific, everyday situations that 
respondents can easily relate to (e.g., evaluation of income levels, wealth, educational 
opportunities). The approach proposed here is similar to the one used in the module “Eu-
ropeans' understandings and evaluations of democracy” in ESS Round 6, which investi-
gated the different “meanings” of democracy—also a highly abstract concept—in the Eu-
ropean countries by focusing on different aspects (e.g., liberal vs. social vs. direct democ-
racy) in order to gain a picture of how Europeans differ in their understanding of what 
constitutes a democracy. With our module, it will be possible, for example, to generate 
profiles of how the inhabitants of each country understand social justice as well their 
evaluations of existing inequalities. We study the extent to which they favor different jus-
tice principles (equity, equality, need, and entitlement) and how they evaluate the distri-
bution of the three central societal goods in their society (income, wealth, and educational 
opportunities). This will allow us to compare the meaning and understanding of social jus-
tice and fairness between European societies, to see how societies differ in their per-
ceived justice of existing inequalities, and to enrich the existing cross-cultural research in 
an important dimension. 

3) Equivalence of survey items. Questionnaire items may mean different things in different 
languages or contexts because specific terms may have culture-specific interpretations 
(e.g., Johnson, 1998). In general, however, we do not expect difficulties in translating the 
items into different languages. Previous cross-cultural studies have successfully fielded 
items on social justice attitudes across a large number of countries. The proposed mod-
ule draws, inter alia, on items used in the ISJP and the ISSP, adjusting them when nec-
essary. For this purpose, if our proposal is acceptable, we will further investigate the 
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cross-national measurement equivalence of those items which have previously been 
asked cross-nationally. 

In addition, items covering justice and fairness have been featured in the ESS already. For 
example, in ESS Round 4, the module on Welfare Attitudes, it was asked how important it is 
“for a society to be fair” (if differences in people's standard of living are small). In addition, the 
ESS Round 5 module on Trust in the Justice System asked about fair and impartial decisions 
of the police and the courts, and in the ESS Round 4 module on Ageism touching upon the 
topic of procedural justice or unfair treatment due to personal characteristics. Hence, the top-
ic is not completely new to the ESS, and we are happy to draw on the experience of the Core 
Scientific Team and National Coordinators when formulating the exact wording of the items 
we propose. This holds also for an additional set of items that were successfully fielded in 
Germany in major representative surveys (ALLBUS, SOEP, LINOS-1) but that might need to 
be adapted for the cross-national perspective. More specifically, potential item-related diffi-
culties are discussed below in the context of the presentation of the proposed items, their 
source, and their conceptual justification. 

Operationalization of theoretical and conceptual model 
The aim of the proposed module is to develop a detailed understanding of public perceptions 
and evaluations of social justice in Europe. The design of the module is based on the con-
ceptual model presented in Figure 3 and will cover the areas of (1) distributive justice, (2) 
procedural justice, (3) the scope of justice, and (4) intergenerational (the timing of) justice. 
For identifying attitudes toward the scope of justice (i.e., who can make claims) and inter-
generational justice, we propose a factorial survey that will allow us to combine both areas 
within one item battery. The conceptual model is designed to fit easily within the ESS, inte-
grating core elements of the survey in the new module to create a unique and comprehen-
sive cross-national database for social justice research. Currently, the proposed module has 
30 items, which include specific elements (Table 1). 
 
Table 1 shows the different dimensions covered by the suggested items. Overall, the module 
is structured as elaborated in the conceptual part. The items on distributive justice, which 
make up the majority of the module, are divided into those concerned with basic resources 
(income, wealth, and education) and those concerned with life chances and opportunities (for 
getting a job and good education). Also included in the module will be four items on the nor-
mative orientations of distributive justice (equality, equity, need, and entitlement). Attitudes 
toward procedural justice are covered by six items: two items that describe the personal ex-
perience of unfair treatment of respondents and four items that describe the mechanisms 
according to which positions in society are allocated and whether they are evaluated as just 
or unjust by respondents. The third strand of justice attitudes, the scope of justice and inter-
generational justice, will be investigated using a vignette design developed especially for use 
in this module. 

Table 1: Dimensions of the Module 

 Distributive Justice 

Procedural 
Justice 

Scope of Jus-
tice and Inter-
generational 

Justice 

 

Justice 
attitude Out-

comes Chances 
Normative 

orientations 
No. of 
Items 

One’s own 
situation 
(reflexive) 

Income (4) 
Wealth (1) 

Job (1) 
Education 
(1) 

 
Unfair treat-
ment (4) 

 8 

Inequality 
in society 
(non-
reflexive) 

Income (4) 
Wealth (1) 
Education 
(1) 

Job (1) 
Education 
(1) 

Distributive 
principles (4) 

Mechanisms 
of inequality 
(4) 

Intergener-
ational allocat-
ion of costs 
and benefits 
(3) 

22 

No. of 
items 

11 4 4 8 3 30 
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All parts of the module will require further development and adjustments to fit cross-national 
requirements. Below we describe in detail how we intend to measure the different constructs 
of the conceptual model. We indicate how many items are allocated to each section, alt-
hough these allocations may change during the design process of the module. IN cases 
where questions have been fielded before, we describe them in detail and their origin. Many 
suggested items have already been developed and used in previous research, at least at the 
national level. We will still review all questions for their applicability across the ESS countries 
and consider what linkage (through question repetition) is possible with other major national 
and cross-national social surveys, such as the German ALLBUS and SOEP, the International 
Social Survey Programme (ISSP), and the United States’ General Social Survey (GSS). This 
is an area where advice from the CST and NCs would be particularly valuable. 

Distributive Justice: Income (8 items) 
These eight items are intended to measure the reflexive and non-reflexive side of income 
justice attitudes and to operationalize the Jasso model, described earlier in Section 2. Part of 
the model will be the question on personal net income (designated A in Jasso’s formula), 
which in and of itself is of substantial interest to many researchers. The question is comple-
mented by two further items on whether this actual income is perceived as just (designated J 
in Jasso’s formula) and, when it is perceived as unjust, what respondents would consider a 
just income for them (designated C in Jasso’s formula). A fourth question asks about the 
perceived justice of individual tax burdens. 

The following items, covering the non-reflexive, societal level, draw on existing questions that 
were fielded previously, in the ISSP. The idea is to compare and contrast the evaluation of 
income of different occupational groups that represent the whole range of the income distri-
bution in each country (at the 9th, 5th, and 1st deciles of the actual income distribution). We 
measure the non-reflexive justice evaluation (J in Jasso’s formula) in the same way as the 
reflexive one. That enables us to test which evaluation – reflexive or non-reflexive – might be 
more relevant for predicting political and other attitudes. This approach was chosen so that 
respondents can easily answer the question without having to evaluate abstract income dis-
tributions, which potentially have no meaning to them. While this approach is also meant to 
aid cross-national comparability, it does mean that typical occupations for the three income 
groups will need to be researched and identified for each participating country. Thus, we may 
engage in a consultation process in addition to religion, education, income, and so on, and 
will potentially require the cooperation of NCs in participating countries. However, this task 
may be completed in conjunction with the income consultation process, since this already 
involves identifying the deciles of the income distribution in each country. We would provide 
guidance and support as far as possible. Alternatively, the occupations for all countries could 
be identified for each country centrally by us, specifically the QDT, by using an authoritative, 
comparable source, such as the European Labour Force Survey. The fourth question asks 
for the evaluation of the justice of earnings of the occupational group of the respondent. This 
item is included (1) to capture feelings of injustice related to the standing of one’s own occu-
pation compared with other occupations and (2) to be able to analyze those cases in more 
detail when respondents evaluate their own income as fair and that of their own occupation 
within society as unfair.  

 

No. Concept Item Answer-Scale Source 

1 

Jasso model, 
reflexive 

What is your income after taxes? Currency, net 
per month 

ISSP* 

2 

Thinking about your current personal income, 
would you say that it is just, unjustly too low, 
or unjustly too high for your job? 
We do not want to know what you’d like to 
earn but whether your income is appropriate 
with respect to your skills and efforts. 

11-point scale, 
from −5 to +5. 

LINOS-1/ 
ISJP 
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No. Concept Item Answer-Scale Source 

3 
In case you feel your net income is unjust, 
what would be a just net income in your opin-
ion? 

Currency, net 
per month ISJP 

4 

When you think about the amount of income 
tax you currently have to pay, would you say 
the tax burden is just, unjustly too low or 
unjustly too high? 

11-point rating 
scale,  
from −5 to +5 

LINOS-1 

5 

Jasso model,  
non-reflexive 

How just is the income of those with high 
incomes [occupations, three examples from 
decile 9 of country’s income distribution]?  

ISSP* 
 

6 
How just is the income of those in the middle 
[occupations, three examples from decile 5 
of country’s income distribution]? 

7 
How just is the income of those with low in-
comes [occupations, three examples from 
decile 1 of country’s income distribution]? 

8 
Deprivation, 
own group 

How just is the income of those who have the 
same occupation as you? 

 

*Adjusted from the original wording. 

Distributive Justice: Education, Job Opportunity, and Wealth (7 items) 
Another seven items in this category cover the respondents’ perceptions of the inequality of 
wealth as another outcome (in addition to income) as well as their perceptions of the equality 
of two forms of opportunity: income and education. These items are again asked at both the 
individual level (reflexive) and the societal level (non-reflexive). An additional item covers the 
extent to which respondents think that the educational outcomes are based on actual differ-
ences in efforts and abilities. 

No. Concept Item Answer-Scale Source 

9 
Degree of deprivation: 
reflexive outcome 
 

Compared with how others live in 
[country], do you think you get your 
fair share, more than your fair 
share, somewhat less than your fair 
share, or very much less than your 
fair share? 

More than fair 
share/ 
Fair share/ 
somewhat less/ 
very much less 

ALLBUS 

10 
Evaluation of wealth 
distribution: non-
reflexive outcome 

Are the differences in wealth in 
[country] unjustly too high or unjust-
ly to small?  

5-point rating scale 
 

New 

11 
Educational opportuni-
ty: 
reflexive  

Looking back, do you think you had 
a fair chance to obtain the educa-
tion you actually have?  

12 
Educational opportuni-
ty: 
non-reflexive  

Differences in education in [coun-
try] reflect the individual compe-
tences, skills, and efforts.  

13 
Educational opportuni-
ty: 
non-reflexive  

In [country], everybody has a fair 
chance to obtain the education they 
want to achieve.  

14 
Job opportunity: 
reflexive  
 

Looking back, I had a fair chance to 
obtain the job I actually have.   

15 
Job opportunity: non- 
reflexive  

Every person in my country has the 
same chance to find a job if he/she 
is looking hard enough. 

Distributive Justice: Normative Orientations (4 items) 
The suggested items to measure distributive principles have been developed in and for Ger-
many. Although they have been tested and validated in this context (Liebig et al., 2016), we 
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do not expect great difficulties in translating them into different languages. Still, to ensure 
cross-national equivalence, standard and cognitive pretesting may be required before they 
are included in the final module. The advice of the CST and NCs will be especially useful in 
this regard as well. 

No
. 

Concept Item Answer/Scale Source 

16 
Distributive princi-
ple: equality 

A society is just if income and wealth are 
equally distributed among the citizens. 

5-point rating 
scale 
 

SOEP*/ 
LINOS-
1 

17 
Distributive princi-
ple: equity 

A society is just if hard-working people earn 
more than others. 

18 
Distributive princi-
ple: need 

A society is just if it takes care of those who 
are poor and needy. 

19 
Distributive princi-
ple: entitlement 

A society is just if citizens with higher status 
have better living conditions than those with 
lower status. 

*Original version in German. 

Procedural Justice: Mechanisms (8 items) 
As mentioned above, procedural justice concerns have been widely neglected within survey-
based justice research, albeit such concerns have been identified as a much stronger moti-
vator for behavior than have distributive justice concerns. We focus here, in the reflexive di-
mension, on respondents’ experiences with regard to unfair treatment. One item, the experi-
ence of exploitation by others, is designed to capture exactly those experiences considered 
to be the driving force in preferring justice as a social value. In the first step of the non-
reflexive dimension, we measure the perception of the importance of mechanisms that gen-
erate inequalities in a society: market, social closure, and cumulative advantage. In the se-
cond step, we ask for the normative preferences (i.e., which mechanism is seen as a fair 
procedure to allocate goods in a society?). The items for measuring perceptions and prefer-
ences related to social closure are adopted from ISSP; in the other cases, we will develop 
new items.  

No. Concept Item Answer-
Scale 

Source 

20 
Group value 
model, ex-
ploitation 

If you think over the last 3 years, how often did you 
have the feeling that others at your workplace or in 
society took unfair advantage at your expense? 

5-point rating 
scale 

New 

21 
Group value 
model, ex-
ploitation 

If you think over the last 3 years, how often did you 
have the feeling that you have been unfairly treated 
by your employer?  

5-point rating 
scale 

New 

22 
Group value 
model, ex-
ploitation 

If you think over the last 3 years, how often did you 
have the feeling that you have been unfairly treated 
by governmental institutions (like police etc.)  

5-point rating 
scale 

New 

23 
Group value 
model, ex-
ploitation 

If you think about people like you, do you think they 
are treated fairly in [country]?  

5-point rating 
scale 

New 

24 
Social  
closure,  
Perception 

What is important for getting ahead in life in [coun-
try]? Please rank the following reasons in terms of 
their importance for getting ahead: 

 

ISSP* 

Having the right family background 
Ranking Hard work and abilities 

Knowing the right people 

25 

Social  
closure,  
evaluation 
  

Please rank these items in terms of your belief that 
they are legitimate criteria for advancement in socie-
ty: 

 

Having the right family background 
Ranking Hard work and abilities 

Knowing the right people 
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No. Concept Item Answer-
Scale 

Source 

26 
Market,  
perception** 

[In which areas of everyday life are goods and bur-
dens allocated according to a market logic?]  

Ranking New 

27 
Market, 
evaluation** 

[In which areas of would it be fair, to allocate goods 
according to a market logic?] 

Ranking New 

*Adjusted wording, ** Item has to be developed  

Scope of Justice and Intergenerational Justice (Vignettes—3 items per respondent) 
Classical item-based measures of inequality perceptions tend to favor and overestimate ac-
tual preferences for equality (see Liebig et al., 2015). People tend to overstate their prefer-
ence for equality in the more general, all-encompassing situations, as compared with scenar-
ios in which they are provided with more details concerning the respective situations and the 
claimants involved. We have tried to solve this problem by suggesting the use of vignettes for 
the items on intergenerational justice. Vignette studies have a long tradition in social justice 
research (Wallander, 2009; Auspurg & Hinz, 2015) and have been used successfully by 
members of our team in previous studies.  

Intergenerational justice involves questions of sustainability and the extent to which people 
include future generations in their justice evaluations. We propose to design a small part of 
the new module as a vignette study in which the respondents must decide whether to invest 
a certain amount of money in the needs of people with a specific profile by increasing public 
debt. Hence, the respondents are confronted with an intergenerational trade-off in which the 
profiles of potential recipients vary. We suggest asking three questions related to different 
profiles of potential recipients, splitting the respondents into four random subsamples in each 
country, as has been done in previous rounds (e.g., the Immigration module in ESS Round 
7). Each respondent would need to respond to three separate questions (i.e., each respond-
ent has to make a decision regarding three pairs of potential recipients). Each pair consists 
of a description of a young and an old recipient. We vary the type of need (subsidize an edu-
cation/make necessary purchases) and migration status (native, recently naturalized migrant, 
or naturalized long ago). By splitting the sample into four, we can gather information on 24 
different profiles of potential recipients in each country, gaining deeper insights about how 
the population in each country thinks about allocating public resources between current and 
future generations. The results of the vignette may also be used to analyze preferences for 
intergenerational justice at the group level, such as across social classes, birth cohorts, or 
age groups.  

We intend to introduce each vignette as follows: “Imagine the following situation: The gov-
ernment of your country has approved a special program to improve the living conditions of 
persons in need. The program is financed by increasing the public debt by [1 percent of the 
national budget], to be amortized by the next generation. Each person can apply for an 
amount of 10,000 euros. Because there are more applicants than there are disposable funds, 
decisions must be made based on individual cases. Supposing you can decide who gets the 
one-off payment of 10,000 euros, to whom would you give this subsidy? In the following you 
will find descriptions of applicants, and you are asked to decide which of the two applicants 
should get the 10,000 euros. Alternatively, you can decide not to choose either applicant and 
instead to reduce the public debt by the same amount.” 

The suggested profiles between which the respondents must choose involve the following 
attributes, which will vary randomly across respondents: 
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Dimensions and Levels of Vignettes  

Dimension 1 
Applies for 10,000 euros to 
subsidize an education or 
further training  

Applies for 10,000 euros to supple-
ment his/her income and to make nec-
essary purchases (e.g., renovating the 
apartment)  

 2 

Dimension 2 20 years 60 years  2 

Dimension 3 Female Male   2 

Dimension 4 
Naturalized migrant since 
he/she is [20 years old:] 6 / 
[60 years old:] 18 years old 

Recently naturalized migrant  Native  3 

 

This will result in 24 different profiles (2 x 2 x 2 x 3). By splitting the sample into four groups, 
with each respondent confronting with three pairs of potential recipients, we can use the full 
matrix of different profiles. In each split, the profiles and combinations are fixed—that is, we 
generate 12 pairs from the 24 single profiles and assign three pairs each to one of the four 
respondents’ splits. In each country with a sample size of N = 1,500, 375 respondents will 
answer one fixed sample of profiles. 

The actual amount of increase the public debt would be provided in the currency of each 
country and would amount to 1 percent of the national budget. The QDT would research and 
communicate this information to the NCs for the use in their country.  

Suggested use of contextual data 
Perceptions and attitudes about justice and fairness as well as opinions about redistributive 
policies are influenced not only by individual attributes such as social class or ideology, but 
also by contextual-level factors (the degree of income inequality, economic prosperity, and 
institutional context). Aside from being interesting in their own right, contextual variables re-
flect interactions with variables at the individual level. For example, increasing inequality 
might have a stronger effect on the attitudes of people who subscribe to egalitarian values 
(Alesina & Giuliano, 2011).  

An important group of contextual variables describe the prevailing distribution of incomes in 
the society. The larger the distance between the income of the median voter and the mean 
income of the electorate, the lower the acceptance of prevailing inequalities and the greater 
the pressure on the government to redistribute (Meltzer & Richard, 1981; Romer, 1975). The 
model predicts that greater inequality will induce greater demand for redistribution. Fairness 
theories emphasize that it is not only the size of inequality that matters but also the way it is 
produced; in other words, inequality is more readily accepted if the process generating it is 
considered to be fair (Alesina & Giuliano, 2011; Fong, 2001). 

Consequently, justice and fairness attitudes are expected to be related to contextual varia-
bles that describe the prevailing income distribution and the prevailing income generation. 
The most commonly used indicator of income inequality, the Gini coefficient of equivalized 
disposable income, is included in the ESS Multilevel Data Repository. In addition, inequality 
indicators that describe the two extremes of the income distribution, such as the relative in-
come poverty rate (possible source: OECD, Eurostat) and the income share of the top 5% of 
the population (possible source: EU-SILC), could be included, as could other important indi-
cators that describe pre-redistribution inequality, such as an index of gross wage inequality 
(possible source: OECD, Earnings Database) or income inequality before taxes and transfers 
(possible source: EU-SILC). Indicators of relative educational mobility (possible source: EU-
SILC, AES, or ESS) and of relative occupational mobility (possible source: EU-SILC, AES, or 
ESS) would also be useful. 

General macroeconomic conditions might also influence people’s views about justice and 
fairness in their society. The welfare state is not only an institution that redistributes income 
from the rich to the poor; it is also a form of social insurance that protects agents from ad-
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verse macroeconomic and social conditions (Blekesaune, 2007). Agents are expected to 
seek to reduce their exposure to social risks, meaning they will be less tolerant of inequalities 
in times of high unemployment and poor economic conditions, whereas they will accept 
higher levels of inequality and lower levels of redistribution in times of economic prosperity 
(Jaeger, 2013). This hypothesis underlines the importance of contextual indicators such as 
GDP per capita and the unemployment rate, which are included in the ESS Multilevel Data 
Repository. Important indicators to add are the GDP growth rate in the previous year and the 
average growth rate over the previous 5 years, which could be obtained from Eurostat.  

A third type of contextual indicator that could be included describes the institutional context of 
the income distribution. According to welfare regime theory, views about inequality and de-
mand for redistribution are a function of countries’ institutional arrangements—most im-
portantly, the way the welfare state is organized—and their political and cultural history 
(Esping-Andersen, 1990). This theory underlines the importance of taking into account wel-
fare state indicators, such as government social spending as a percentage of GDP, which is 
included in the ESS Multilevel Data Repository. An important element to add is a govern-
ment’s social insurance spending as a percentage of GDP (possible source: Eurostat). Other 
important institutional indicators describe the general functioning of the government. Im-
portant indicators of government effectiveness, rule of law, control of corruption, and corrup-
tion perception are all included in the ESS Multilevel Data Repository. 

An important population characteristic is the ethnic and religious fractionalization of the popu-
lation. When the poor are disproportionately concentrated in a racial or religious minority, the 
majority (all else being equal) tends to prefer less redistribution. This is the consequence of a 
general tendency toward homophily, meaning that individuals are more generous toward 
others who are similar to them racially, ethnically, and linguistically (Alesina & Giuliano, 
2010). 

 
4 Team expertise and experience 
 
Austria: Bernhard Kittel (PI), Nadia Steiber 
Kittel does experimental work on justice perceptions and redistribution decisions in the labor-
atory and directs a subproject of the DFG research group FOR2104, “Needs-Based Justice 
and Distribution Procedures.” He is involved as a principal investigator in the FP7 research 
consortium “Cultural Pathways to Economic Self-Sufficiency and Entrepreneurship: Family 
Values and Youth Unemployment in Europe,” in which he is a member of the core group re-
sponsible for the comparative survey administered in 10 European countries and Turkey. He 
has extensive experience in using and teaching quantitative methods, most notably at the 
ECPR Methods School, the Essex Summer School, and the African Doctoral Academy. 
Steiber’s research interests are in the area of work and the lifecourse, and she has coordi-
nated the design of various national and cross-national survey questionnaires. Having been 
a member of the ESS Questionnaire Design Team of the rotating module on Work, Family, 
and Well-being in ESS Round 5, she has extensive experience in working with ESS data. 
 
Germany: Stefan Liebig (PI), Jürgen Schupp, Michael Weinhardt 
Liebig has extensive expertise in sociological justice research and comparative survey meth-
odology. He was part of the German team of the ISJP from 1991 to 2004 and was National 
Coordinator of the German ESS for Rounds 7 and 8. Having conducted a number of justice-
related surveys and experiments, he is particularly experienced in the theory-guided devel-
opment of survey questions on justice attitudes. He has extensive experience in the devel-
opment and realization of factorial surveys within population surveys. At present he is princi-
pal investigator of a project funded by the German Research Foundation (2016–2019), which 
aims to identify the structural conditions of changes and stabilities of justice attitudes over the 
lifespan based on a long-term panel study. The first wave of that panel was conducted in 
2012, and the second wave will be fielded in 2017. (The module proposed here uses meas-
urement concepts from that panel study.) Schupp is Director of the German Socio-Economic 



17 

Panel Study and an expert in comparative survey methodology; he has also published on 
social inequality and issues of empirical justice research. Weinhardt has been Executive 
Secretary of the German ESS team since 2014, with research interests in survey methodolo-
gy, social structure, and the study of human values. He has extensive experience in the doc-
umentation and evaluation of attitudinal survey measures. 
 
Hungary: István György Tóth (PI), Márton Medgyesi 
Tóth has particular research expertise in the measurement and interpretation of income ine-
quality, the analysis of income distribution, economics and sociology of the welfare state, 
values and attitudes toward social policies, and redistribution. He directs the Hungarian 
Household Monitor Survey series, and he represents Hungary in the ISSP and in the World 
Values Survey. The ongoing comparative projects in which he has held leading positions 
include Growing Inequalities’ Impacts (GINI) and Poverty Reduction in Europe: Social Policy 
and Innovation (ImPRovE). Medgyesi has conducted research on income distribution and 
attitudes to inequalities in various international projects and is the Hungarian correspondent 
for the OECD project on income distribution. 
 
Israel: Arye Rattner (PI), Avital Mentovich, Clara Sabbagh, Meir Yaish 
Rattner was the principal investigator of the Israel Social Justice Project as part of the ISJP. 
For the past 15 years, he has led a longitudinal project involving annual surveys on justice, 
trust, and legitimacy in Israel. He is also involved in activities related to Israel’s participation 
in Round 8 of the ESS and over the years has led several large-scale empirical surveys and 
studies on justice and related subjects. Mentovich’s research explores how individuals’ expe-
riences and perceptions of justice affect their reaction to state institutions and policy making. 
Sabbagh’s academic work focuses on key conceptions of social justice that underlie the 
basic structure of society and how these conceptions are affected by local (national) and 
global trends. Yaish’s research interests lie in social stratification and mobility, and he has 
published papers on attitudes to inequality. 
 
USA: Guillermina Jasso (PI) 
Jasso has worked extensively on the theoretical and empirical analysis of justice and fair-
ness, on inequality and its link to justice and other individual and social outcomes, on factori-
al survey methods, and on survey methods in general.  Her contributions include mathemati-
cal formulas for justice evaluation and for the effects of inequality and poverty on overall in-
justice, connecting inequality between persons (such as that measured by the Gini coeffi-
cient) and inequality between subgroups (such as gender and ethnic gaps), developing the 
basic factorial survey method, and designing and directing (as one of four principal investiga-
tors) the first longitudinal survey of a probability sample of new legal immigrants to the United 
States, an effort funded by the U.S. National Institutes of Health that included interviews with 
over 20,000 persons in 95 languages. 
 
 
5 Dissemination  

We are convinced that the ESS is an invaluable source of information, not only for scientists, 
but also for policy makers, politicians, journalists, the media, and the wider public. As social 
scientists, we profit tremendously from the existence of the ESS and therefore feel indebted 
to help the ESS gain the scientific and public recognition it requires and deserves in order to 
fulfill its mission for years to come. We are convinced of the importance of a wide range of 
dissemination activities that raise awareness of the ESS and the opportunities that arise with 
the publication of the data from our module. Therefore, our dissemination strategy not only 
will address the scientific community, but also intends to develop formats to inform policy 
makers, the media, and the wider public as a whole. 

We expect that Round 9 data will be released via the ESS website in October 2019 and that 
we would have access to data about one month before the final data release in order to 
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check and explore the provisional dataset. As soon as the data are made available, the core 
research group behind this ESS module will meet for a 3-day workshop at the University of 
Bielefeld in order to extensively explore the data. This will provide us with the opportunity to 
consider and plan our publication and dissemination activities and to begin working on our 
analyses. 

As a first step, we would produce comprehensive descriptive analyses for an issue of the 
ESS Topline Findings series based on the module. This is likely to entail country-specific 
profiles of each country’s understanding of social justice and evaluation of social inequalities, 
which can then be compared across all countries that participated in Round 9. In addition, 
the national teams will collaborate for the preparation of press information to be released in 
conjunction with the Round 9 data. Members of our team will present and discuss key find-
ings and further dissemination plans at an SAB meeting. They will also present findings from 
the module (e.g., based on the content of the ESS Topline Findings booklet) at a policy sem-
inar organized by the CST at institutions such as the European Parliament or the OECD. In 
addition, we plan to hold similar public seminars in the home country of each team member. 
We assume and expect that the topic of our module will be of great interest not only for aca-
demics, but also for policy makers, civil society actors, and the wider public and is therefore 
likely to generate widespread interest in the media. We will also explore ways to present and 
spread the information as general-audience pieces and in multi-media form for social media 
formats.  
 
About 6 months after the release of the data, another workshop will be organized in Vienna, 
to which additional scholars in the field will be invited, to develop a joint book project on “So-
cial Justice in Europe,” based on the ESS module. At the seminar, first drafts of papers cov-
ering various aspects of the module will be discussed. We will propose this volume to 
Springer Publishers, which is currently developing a concentration on this field of research 
and this topic, offering empirical analyses of up-to-date European data. It will fit perfectly in 
the series as a sequel to two conceptual overviews of the state of the art. Stefan Liebig has 
contributed to the Handbook of Social Justice Theory and Research, edited by Clara Sab-
bagh and Manfred Schmitt (Springer, 2016), and Bernhard Kittel is co-editor, with Stefan 
Traub, of Needs-based Distributional Justice— An Interdisciplinary Perspective (Springer, in 
preparation, expected 2017). Moreover, the University of Vienna has an open-access con-
tract with Springer for scientific work carried out by its staff members.  
 
Within 3 years of the release of data, we expect to have more than one article accepted for 
publication in a peer-reviewed journal based on our proposed module. As outlined above, the 
project teams will be able to start data analysis as soon as the data become available. These 
teams will produce papers to be presented at the large international conferences in sociology 
(ESA, ISA), political science (ECPR, EPSA, IPSA), and economics (EEA) as well as the next 
suitable conference of International Society for Justice Research (ISJR) in 2020. They intend 
to submit these papers to the top general journals in their respective fields (e.g., ASR, AJS, 
ESR, SF, AJPS, APSR, EJPR, EER, JEEA). One article is planned describing the data and 
underlying theoretical rationale, presenting early key findings and outlining further analysis 
opportunities, similar to Huppert et al. (2009) in their presentation of the ESS Well-Being 
module. 
 
Beyond the specific activities already outlined here, the use of the data is likely to be en-
hanced and supplemented by further research initiatives. The project team will propose a 
selected subset of the questions outlined in this proposal for inclusion in the US General So-
cial Survey (submission deadline: June 30, 2016). Depending on a successful review of both 
proposals, this would open up a whole range of possibilities for comparisons between the US 
and Europe and would also be likely to attract attention and new data users for the ESS in 
the US. In addition, contributing research teams are currently engaged in large-scale coop-
erative research programs focusing on aspects of social justice (Bielefeld – LINOS-panel 
study group; Vienna: DFG Research Group 2104(FOR 2104) “Needs-based Justice and Dis-
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tribution Procedures,” 2015–up to 6 years, conditional on positive evaluations). The ESS 
module will greatly enlarge the analytical scope of these research programs, making it likely 
that the module will be used per se and in conjunction with other data sources for a long time 
to come.  
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