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Abstract

In October 2019, Chile experienced the most intense social uprising in its recent history, with thousands of
injuries and hundreds of eye-trauma cases attributed to police and military action. Six years later; the recog-

nition of its victims remains contested. The objective is to examine how ideological position is associated with

the attribution of violence, the recognition of human rights violations and of victim status, and item nonres-

ponse. It is a quantitative, cross-sectional, analytical study based on a self-administered online survey of 5,000
residents aged 18 to 65 of the 52 municipalities of Santiago s Metropolitan Region, fielded between October
2025 and January 2026. Contingency tables, nested logistic regressions, and a multinomial model were used.

Among those identifving with the left, 55.7 % attribute the violence to Carabineros and the Armed Forces,

compared to 8.6 % of the right; the inverse occurs with organized groups (68.0 % and 21.0 %). Adding ideo-

logical position increases the fit of the recognition model sixfold, and the recognition of victim status reverses
its sign depending on the vignette presented: protesters with eye trauma or injured police officers. The group
with no ideological identification (36.2 %) concentrates nonresponse (27.4 %), which is also associated with

lower socioeconomic strata. These patterns are interpreted, in an exploratory manner, as polarized memory
and epistemic inequality. The cross-sectional design and the non-probability sample limit generalization.
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Resumen

En octubre de 2019 Chile vivio el estallido social mas intenso de su historia reciente, con miles de personas
heridas y cientos de traumas oculares atribuidos a la accion policial y militar. Seis afios después, el recono-
cimiento de sus victimas sigue en disputa. El objetivo es examinar como la posicion ideologica se asocia
con la atribucion de la violencia, el reconocimiento de la violacion de derechos humanos y de la victima, y
la no-respuesta. Es una investigacion cuantitativa, transversal y analitica, basada en una encuesta en linea
autoadministrada a 5000 residentes de 18 a 65 afios de las 52 comunas de la Region Metropolitana de San-
tiago entre octubre de 2025 y enero de 2026. Se emplearon tablas de contingencia y regresiones logisticas
anidadas y multinomiales. E1 55,7 % de quienes se identifican con la izquierda atribuye la violencia a Cara-
bineros y las Fuerzas Armadas, frente al 8,6 % de la derecha; lo inverso ocurre con los grupos organizados.
Incorporar la posicion ideoldgica multiplica por seis el ajuste del modelo de reconocimiento, y el recono-
cimiento de la victima cambia de signo segun la vifieta: manifestantes con trauma ocular o carabineros
heridos. El grupo sin identificacion ideologica (36,2 %) concentra la no-respuesta, asociada ademas a los
estratos socioecondmicos bajos. Estos patrones se interpretan, exploratoriamente, como memoria polariza-
da y desigualdad epistémica. El disefo transversal y el muestreo no probabilistico limitan la generalizacion.

Palabras clave
Ideologia, reconocimiento, victima, derechos, no-respuesta, violencia, memoria, Chile.

Introduction

On October 18, 2019, a mass fare evasion incident on the Santiago Metro
triggered the largest social mobilization in Chile since the return to democra-
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cy (Somma et al., 2021). What began as a student protest against a fare hike
turned, in days, into a challenge to the economic and political order inherited
from the dictatorship (Cox et al., 2024). The repression that followed was
unprecedented in three decades: between October 2019 and March 2020, the
National Institute of Human Rights (INDH) recorded thousands of injured
individuals, hundreds of complaints of torture, and over four hundred cases
of eye trauma, attributing the bulk of these violations to the Carabineros and
the Armed Forces (INDH, 2019). Although the facts are well-documented
through hospital records, formal complaints, and expert reports, their inter-
pretation remains deeply contested: who perpetrated the violence and who
should be recognized as its victims. Cases of eye injuries—many caused by
pellets fired at face level—became the public face of the uprising and the fo-
cus of the INDH’s own complaints (2019). This case encapsulates a broader
issue: while the uprising stands as the best-documented episode of state vio-
lence in democratic Chile, a substantial portion of the population still denies
that the human rights of those injured were violated. The visibility of harm
does not guarantee its recognition. This gap between what is documented and
what is acknowledged reveals two levels that do not always coincide: ma-
terial harm and the symbolic dispute over who deserves victimhood status.
It is this second level that this article addresses. A comparison with the me-
mory of the dictatorship (1973—1990) sheds light on why this second level
is particularly contentious in the context of the uprising: while that memory,
though contested (Aguilera and Badilla Rajevic, 2022), rests on a transitio-
nal justice framework grounded in consensual institutional recognition (De
Greiff, 2006), the uprising forces the democratic state to assume the role of
perpetrator—a role previously reserved for the authoritarian regime. Admit-
ting these violations is therefore not merely a matter of settling accounts with
the past; it entails challenging the present.

Chilean research on the uprising has primarily focused on its causes and
dynamics (Somma et al., 2021; Cox et al., 2024). Direct evidence regarding
recognition shows that the perception of human rights violations varies chie-
fly according to political stance (Carrasco Paillamilla and Disi Pavlic, 2023),
and the justification of violence—whether by police forces or protesters—
follows this same pattern across different groups (Gerber et al., 2023). The-
se findings align with a longer-term trajectory characterized by a stable but
disengaged party system (Luna and Altman, 2011), declining party identifi-
cation (Bargsted and Maldonado, 2018), political disaffection documented
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since the 1990s (Avendafio and Sandoval, 2016), and growing politicization
that bypasses traditional political parties (UNDP, 2015; Araujo et al., 2023).
What has received the least attention is the memory that followed: how events
are remembered, contested, or avoided once mobilization ceased. This ar-
ticle does not ask why Chile erupted, but rather how the recognition of its
victims is distributed today.

It is necessary to define the four core categories of analysis, as none re-
presents a self-evident concept: violence, victimhood, memory, and human
rights are essentially contested categories subject to ongoing epistemological,
political, and legal disputes. Ideological position is operationalized as self-
placement on the left-right spectrum, a conventional measure whose meaning
is not unambiguous (Zechmeister, 2006). Refraining from taking a position
does not equate to a lack of political attitudes: in contexts of weak partisan-
ship, non-identification is a widespread way of relating to politics (Wagner,
2021), which in Chile coexists with intense non-partisan politicization among
working classes (Araujo et al., 2023) and is regionally documented as nega-
tive partisan identity (Cavieres et al., 2025). Regarding violence, we follow
Galtung’s (1969, 1990) distinction between direct, structural, and cultural
violence: while this study measures attitudes toward an episode of direct
violence, the denial of its status and the surrounding silence can be interpre-
ted as cultural and structural violence, respectively. For Arendt (2005), mo-
reover, violence is instrumental and requires justification; thus, the struggle
for recognition is inherently a struggle over the political justification of sta-
te violence. The term “victim” is understood as a two-tiered category where
physical harm does not necessarily align with social recognition (Agiiero,
2015; Gatti, 2017), regulated by frameworks that determine which lives are
deemed grievable (Butler, 2009) and by the resulting struggles for recogni-
tion (Honneth, 1997). This study asks whether specifically harmed indivi-
duals “should be recognized as victims of state violence”—measuring social
status rather than physical harm. This attribution is not the recording of a
factual data point, but a moral judgment assigning blame (Malle et al., 2014)
that is highly permeable to political identity when events are ambiguous and
emotionally charged (Haider-Markel et al., 2018). Finally, non-response is
treated as a substantive analytical category rather than sample loss: it may
reflect survey “satisficing” (Krosnick, 1991), the absence of a crystallized
opinion (Zaller, 1992), or structural inequalities in political resources that si-
lence specific groups (Berinsky, 2004).
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Three theoretical traditions provide the interpretive framework for this
study; as none of their mechanisms are directly measured, they function as
interpretive lenses rather than observed variables. The first is the political
psychology of polarization, which demonstrates that the primary contempo-
rary divide is affective rather than programmatic (Iyengar et al., 2019; Ma-
son, 2018; Wagner, 2021) and, in its pernicious form, transforms political
adversaries into enemies (McCoy et al., 2018). The underlying mechanism
is motivated reasoning: individuals accept without scrutiny information that
confirms their pre-existing attitudes while counterarguing challenging data
(Kunda, 1990; Taber and Lodge, 2006). Although this survey does not inclu-
de feeling thermometers or measures of out-group rejection, it evaluates at-
titudinal divergence based on ideological position, utilizing the polarization
literature as an interpretive framework. The second tradition is the sociology
of memory, which posits that memory is organized within social frameworks
that select what is remembered and how (Halbwachs, 2004); memory is not
a static repository, but an active, contested process (Jelin, 2002). Conducting
this survey six years after the events is therefore a deliberate design decision
rather than a limitation, allowing us to observe socially framed memory rather
than an immediate reaction to crisis. The third tradition involves reflections
on epistemic injustice, which argues that credibility and the resources to ar-
ticulate one’s experience are distributed unequally (Fricker, 2007). This in-
equality is exacerbated among subaltern groups who may be excluded from
public discourse due to a lack of platforms (Spivak, 2011), particularly at the
intersection of dimensions like class and gender (Crenshaw, 1989; De Sousa
Santos, 2010). Amplifying this dynamic is the spiral of silence: individuals
who feel unsupported by the dominant climate of opinion often choose si-
lence over potential social isolation (Noelle-Neumann, 1993).

Building on prior research, this study offers four key contributions: it
conducts its analysis six years after the events—past the acute phase of con-
flict—to observe consolidated memory rather than immediate crisis reactions;
it analyzes attribution, recognition, and non-response within a single unified
design; it compares the influence of ideological position against sociodemo-
graphic variables; and it treats non-alignment and non-response as substantive
categories with their own social distributions. The design also incorporates
randomized vignettes to test whether the ideological gradient of recognition
depends on who is presented as the victim. In democracies where state vio-
lence coexists with competitive elections, how a society recognizes or denies
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its victims defines its moral community—representing our contribution to the
overarching theme of this monograph on polarization and democratic crisis.

The objective of this article is to determine the relative weight of ideological
position—compared to sociodemographic variables—across three dimensions
of post-uprising Chile: the attribution of the origin and purpose of violence,
the recognition of human rights violations and victim status, and non-response
patterns. The guiding research questions—Do attributions by the left and right
differ systematically? Does ideological position carry more weight than social
position in recognition? Who remains silent, and how is that silence distribu-
ted?—are translated into five hypotheses, whose alignment with indicators and
techniques is summarized in Table 1: the attribution of the origin and purpose
of violence varies according to ideological position (H1); incorporating ideolo-
gical position improves model fit for victim recognition (H2); compared to the
left, the right is less likely to recognize human rights violations and the victim
status of injured protesters (H3); individuals without an ideological alignment
are more likely to refrain from responding (H4); and this probability increases
in lower socioeconomic strata regardless of ideological position (HS5).

Table 1
Hypotheses, Indicators, and Analysis Techniques

Indicator

Hypothesis

Technique

HI1. The attribution of origin and
purpose varies according to ideo-
logical position.

Items on origin and pur-
pose x recoded self-iden-
tification.

%% corrected Cramér’s V; stan-
dardized residuals (Figure 2).

H2. Ideological position improves
the fit of the recognition models.

DD. HH. (Yes/No/NS-
NR); victim (Yes/other).

Nested models: multinomial
(main) and binary; LR, AIC, BIC,
pseudo-R?, AUC.

H3. The right recognizes fewer cas-
es than the left (injured protesters).

Same as H2; eye trauma
vignette (Case 1).

RRR and OR with 95% CI; AME;
comparison between vignettes
(Figure 3).

H4. The group without identifica-
tion has a higher non-response rate.

NS/NR in the human rights
question.

Logistic model of nonresponse;
multinomial RRR.

HS. Nonresponse increases among
those with low socioeconomic status.

NS/NR x GSE (ordinal and
categorical).

OR by level; ideology x socioeco-
nomic status interaction; Figure 1.

Note: The techniques are detailed in Section 2.3.
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Materials and Methods

Design, Data, and Procedure

This quantitative, cross-sectional, and analytical study is based on a survey
of 5,000 residents aged 18 to 65 across all 52 municipalities of the Santiago
Metropolitan Region. Fieldwork was conducted between October 2025 and
January 2026 by Offerwise—a public opinion and market research firm—
using its online panel. The questionnaire was self-administered through a non-
probabilistic quota sampling design stratified by sex, age, and socioeconomic
status. The target age range (18 to 65 years) reflects the panel’s operational
coverage and excludes older adults, a demographic constraint to consider
when interpreting the findings.

Data collection spanned October 21, 2025 to January 27, 2026; tempo-
ral stability across administration months is verified in Section 3.5. The final
sample includes representation from all 52 municipalities, with sample sizes
proportional to population size: municipal cases range from 5 to 457 (median
= 81), with the highest densities in Santiago (457), Puente Alto (396), and
Maipt (321). The four least populated rural municipalities (San José de Mai-
po, Maria Pinto, San Pedro, and Alhué) each contribute fewer than ten cases.

The sample’s geographic distribution closely aligns with the 2024 Popu-
lation and Housing Census (INE, 2025), showing a strong correlation across
municipal population shares (= 0,96; Appendix B, Table B8). Minor devia-
tions include an overrepresentation of the Santiago municipality (+3.2 per-
centage points) and a slight underrepresentation of the northeastern sector.
Additionally, female respondents comprise 59.7% of the sample, exceeding
the national census figure of 51.5%—a limitation explicitly acknowledged.
Offerwise, a member of the Norstat Group, operates Latin American online
panels built on opt-in registration and incentive-based participation. It applies
to standard industry quality controls, including duplicate detection and spee-
der checks (Callegaro et al., 2014). Quotas for gender, age, and socioecono-
mic status were set to approximate the Metropolitan Region’s demographics;
Table 2 presents the achieved sample composition, while Table B8 (Appen-
dix B) provides the census benchmark comparison.

Because this study utilizes a voluntary opt-in panel, calculating conven-
tional response rates is inappropriate, as commercial panel participation ra-
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tes do not serve as direct indicators of estimate quality (Baker et al., 2013;
Callegaro et al., 2014). Instead, to ensure methodological transparency, we
report the achieved sample composition, census benchmark comparisons,
and robustness checks in Section 3.5. The vendor-provided dataset includes
only the 5,000 completed cases that passed the attention check; because the
number of incomplete attempts was not provided, it is noted as unavailable.
The instrument embedded an explicit attention-check item, and only suc-
cessful respondents were retained. Socioeconomic status was operationalized
using the socioeconomic group (GSE) classification established by the Chi-
lean Association of Market and Public Opinion Researchers (AIM). Given
the quota-based sampling design, reporting probabilistic margins of error is
methodologically unsuited, and analyses are conducted unweighted—targeting
analytical rather than statistical generalization. Finally, the dataset contains
no missing values, as each non-response reflects an intentional substantive
selection within the questionnaire rather than missing data.

Table 2
Sample Characteristics (N = 5,000)
Characteristic %
Gender (panel quota): female / male 59.7/40.3
Mean age (SD) 35.2 years (13.0)

Age groups: 18-25/26-35/36-45/46-55/56—65 | 31.6/22.8/21.8/14.9/9.0

1.2/83/1037/20.8/24.7/

GSE:AB/Cla/Clb/C2/C3/D/E 2457102

Ideological position: left / center / right / none 15.4/22.7/25.8/36.2

Note: Compiled by the author based on the final dataset. Age range: 18 to 65 years.

Three design decisions warrant brief justification. First, using a self-ad-
ministered online panel provided safe access to the general population regar-
ding a politically sensitive topic, thereby mitigating the social desirability bias
common in interviewer-administered surveys. This approach entails trade-offs,
namely self-selection and the digital divide inherent to non-probability panels
(Baker et al., 2013; Callegaro et al., 2014), both of which are addressed in
the limitations section. Second, the Metropolitan Region was selected as the
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study setting because it served as the epicenter of both the mobilization and
the documented state repression, while accounting for nearly 40% of Chile’s
national population; it represents a key contextual case study rather than a
nationally representative sample. Third, retaining “None” and “Don’t know/
No answer” options as valid substantive categories was methodologically
essential: dropping these responses would have systematically excluded the
very groups whose ideological positioning and non-response behavior form
a primary focus of this inquiry. Regarding ethical considerations, the study
received formal approval from the institutional ethics committee of the lead
university (reference omitted for peer review), and all respondents gave in-
formed consent prior to participation. The full text, sequencing, and response
options for all analyzed items are detailed in Appendix A.

Measures

Ideological position. Self-placement was measured on a scale from 1
(left) to 10 (right), alongside a “None” option. Responses were recoded into
left (1-3), center (4—6), and right (7—10), with those selecting “None” for-
ming a distinct fourth category. Robustness checks using continuous specifi-
cations and alternative cutoff points confirm that the findings are insensitive
to this categorization (Section 3.5). Rather than being treated as missing data,
“None” represents a substantive political stance (Wagner, 2021). Notably, it
constitutes the modal category (36.2%), meaning its removal would have eli-
minated over a third of the sample. Because the instrument omitted auxiliary
indicators of political interest, party identification, or political knowledge,
the precise drivers behind this option—whether non-identification, ideolo-
gical ambiguity, rejection of the political spectrum, information deficits, or
strategic avoidance—cannot be disaggregated using these data.

Recognition of human rights violations. Evaluated through an item as-
king whether protesters’ human rights were violated (“Yes” / “No” / “Don’t
know, no response’’). The primary specification estimates a multinomial lo-
gistic regression distinguishing among all three outcomes. As a secondary
check, a binary model contrasts full acknowledgment (1) against its absen-
ce (0, combining rejection and non-response). The merged “Don’t know, no
response” category conflates genuine uncertainty with non-disclosure—an
instrument limitation addressed in the discussion.
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Recognition of victim status. Participants were randomly assigned in equal
proportions (n = 1000 per scenario) to one of five vignettes describing groups
affected by the unrest: (1) protesters sustaining eye injuries from pellets, (2)
police officers injured by incendiary devices, (3) business owners forced to
close their shops, (4) residents living near protest hubs, and (5) individuals who
withdrew from protests due to fear or disillusionment. Following the vignette,
respondents evaluated the statement: “Do you believe these people should be
recognized as victims of state violence?” (“Yes” / “No” / “I don’t know”). To
align with the study’s central focus, the primary analysis examines the vignette
featuring eye-injured protesters (Case 1)—the most extensively documented
group by human rights monitors (INDH, 2019). Cross-scenario comparisons
are reported as complementary analyses, while a clustered model incorpora-
ting scenario indicators is provided in Appendix B. For modelling purposes,
this variable is dichotomized: “Yes” (1) versus “No” and “I don’t know” (0).

Attribution of violence. Measured using two nominal items assessing the
perceived origin and intended objective of the violence (Appendix A).

Non-response. Coded as a binary indicator (1) for selecting “Don’t know
/ No response” on the human rights violation item.

Control variables. Sex, age (continuous, grand-mean centered), and socioe-
conomic status (SES). Panel quotas were established using a binary sex variable
(female/male). The instrument also captured self-reported sex, which included
an “Other” category (n = 65; 1.3%), alongside a dedicated gender identity item
(Appendix A). Following established survey methodology regarding sex and
gender distinctions (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015), primary models utilize the
binary quota variable (female = 1); sensitivity checks employing self-reported
sex—excluding “Other” due to low cell counts—yield identical results. Socioe-
conomic status spans seven AIM-defined tiers (AB through E) entered as an as-
cending ordinal variable, where an odds ratio below 1 indicates a lower likelihood
of the outcome as socioeconomic status increases. A categorical specification
was also evaluated for sensitivity. Notably, in a self-administered instrument,
selecting “Don’t know / No response” reflects an observable survey behavior,
which should not be automatically equated with public silence or self-censorship.

Analytical Strategy

The analysis proceeded in four steps: (1) bivariate associations using
Pearson’s 2, bias-corrected Cramér’s V, and adjusted standardized residuals
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(Figure 2); (2) for human rights violations, a nested multinomial logistic
model (reference category: “Yes” versus “No” and “DK/NR?”), introducing
sociodemographic variables in the first step and adding ideological position
in the second, reporting relative risk ratios (RRR) with 95% Cls, log-like-
lihood, AIC, BIC, McFadden’s pseudo-R? and likelihood ratio tests—com-
plemented by equivalent nested binary logistic models evaluating average
marginal effects (AME) and area under the ROC curve (AUC) for predicti-
ve discrimination; (3) a distinct binary logistic model for non-response; and
(4) for victim status, nested models estimated specifically within the eye-in-
jured protesters scenario (Case 1) and contrasted against the injured police
officers scenario (Case 2). Pseudo-R* metrics, which traditionally yield low
baseline values, were interpreted comparatively across nested specifications
rather than as absolute proportions of explained variance. To verify that the
explanatory power of ideology is invariant to block order, models were re-
estimated with reverse block entry. Robustness was further established using
alternative categorizations and continuous specifications of the ideological
scale, categorical SES specifications, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors
(HC1), administration month fixed effects, and an ideology xSES interaction
term. All analyses were executed in Python 3 (pandas, scipy, statsmodels),
with full estimation outputs compiled in Appendix B.

3. Results

Divergent Attributions of Violence

Attributions of the primary source of violence are symmetrically inver-
ted across ideological poles (Table 3). Most respondents on the left (55.7%)
attribute violence to the Carabineros and the Armed Forces, compared to
only 8.6% on the right. Conversely, 68.0% of right-leaning respondents bla-
me organized groups, compared to 21.0% of left-leaning individuals. This
association is moderately strong, ¥*(12, N = 5.000) = 840,5, p < 0,001,
V =0,235, with adjusted standardized residuals (Figure 2) revealing that this
effect is concentrated in these four specific cells: left-Carabineros (+23.1),
right-organized groups (+16.3), and their respective negative inverse coun-
terparts (—14.5 and —16.5).
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The attributed target of violence follows a similar pattern, albeit with a
weaker overall association: respondents on the left primarily identify protes-
ters as the main targets (59.1%), whereas those on the right are more likely to
view the Carabineros and Armed Forces as the primary victims (30.2% ver-
sus 15.0%), ¥*(9, N=5.000) = 181,8, p < 0,001, V =0,107. This ideological
polarization extends to the recognition of human rights violations: 90.4% of
left-leaning respondents affirm that violations occurred [95% CI: 88.1-92.3],
dropping to 67.4% in the center, 55.7% among the “None” group, and 35.8%
on the right—where 46.4% explicitly deny them, ¥*(6, N = 5.000) = 892,2,
p <0,001, V=0,298. Adjusted residuals (Figure 2) confirm that the largest
deviations occur in the right-"No” (+23.6) and left-"Yes” (+19.5) cells, while
the “None” category stands out for its high rate of non-response (+11.8). No-
tably, centrist and non-aligned respondents occupy distinct, non-equivalent
intermediate positions: while the center leans rightward when attributing the
causes of violence (48.7% blame organized groups), the “None” group dis-
plays a more dispersed response pattern and accounts for the highest share
of “Other” responses (15.4%; residual +10.4)—providing the initial empiri-
cal marker of its detachment from the left-right spectrum.

Table 3
Attribution of the source of violence by ideological position:
percentage per row [95% CI] and absolute frequency

Carabineros . .
Position and Armed Organized Ol‘lt‘raged Foreign Others
groups citizens agents
Forces

Left 55.7[52.2,59.2] 21.0[18.2, 14.5[12.1, 17.1] 1.7[1.0,2.9] 7.2[5.5,9.2]
(n=1768) (428) 24.0] (161) (111) (13) (55)
Center 23.8[21.4,26.4] 48.7 [45.8, 16.8[14.7,19.0] | 2.5[1.7,3.5] 8.3[6.8,10.0]
(n=1,134) (270) 51.6] (552) (190) (28) (94)
Right 8.6[7.2,10.3] 68.0 [65.4, 13.6 [11.8, 15.6] 5.7[4.5,7.1] 42[3.2,54]
(n=1,289) (111) 70.5] (876) (175) (73) (54)
None 19.6 [17.9, 21.5] 45.8 [43.5, 15.1[13.6,16.9] | 4.0[3.2,5.0] 15.4[13.8,
(n=1,809) (355) 48.11(829) (274) (73) 17.11(278)

Note. y* (12, N =5,000) = 840.5, p < 0.001, corrected Cramér’s V = 0.235. 95% Wilson CI. Equivalent

tables for target, human rights, and victim are provided in Appendix B (Table B1).
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Figure 1
Standardized residuals adjusted from the (ideological position % response)

Adj d standardized residuals of the contingency tables (ideological position x response)
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Note: Positive values (red) indicate overrepresentation of the cell relative to the independent variable;
negative values (blue) indicate underrepresentation.

Ideological Position as the Axis of (Non)Recognition

The nested multinomial model (Table 4) demonstrates that ideological
position is associated with recognition to a substantially greater extent than
sociodemographic variables. The baseline sociodemographic model yields
a pseudo-R? of 0.036 (AIC = 9.309,4); incorporating ideological position
increases this to 0.123 (AIC = 8.486,2; BIC = 8.577.,4), producing a signifi-
cant improvement in model fit, LR ¥*(6) = 835,2, p < 0,001. Relative to the
left, identifying with the right multiplies the relative risk of denying human
rights violations rather than affirming them by a factor of 28.2 (IC 95 % [19.4,
41,1]), while increasing the relative risk of non-response by a factor of 8.5
[5,9, 12,1]. The “None” category exhibits comparable associations with both
denial (RRR = 7,1) and non-response (RRR = 8,0). Socioeconomic status dis-
plays divergent dynamics across outcomes: higher socioeconomic strata are
associated with increased denial (RRR = 1,11 per stratum), whereas lower
strata are associated with higher rates of non-response (RRR = 0,93). Thus,
the right is characterized primarily by active denial, whereas the “None”
group is defined by a combination of denial and silence.
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The secondary binary model reflects these same magnitudes in direct pro-
babilistic terms: sociodemographic variables alone achieve a pseudo-R? of
0.020 and an AUC of 0.592; adding ideological position raises these values
to 0.119 (LR *(3) = 677.2, p < 0,001) and 0.722, respectively. In terms of
average marginal effects (AME), identifying with the right reduces the pro-
bability of recognizing human rights violations by 58.2 percentage points
relative to the left, while “None” identification reduces it by 42.3 percenta-
ge points. Predicted probabilities show that the likelihood of affirming vio-
lations drops sharply from 90.2% on the left to 36.8% on the right, with the
center at 67.3% and “None” at 55.2%.

This pattern is invariant to the entry order of variable blocks: ideological
position alone yields a pseudo-R? of 0.103—more than five times that of the
complete sociodemographic block. Gender displays no statistically significant
association with any outcome, while age is negatively associated with recog-
nition (AME = —0,5 percentage points per year of age). As shown in Figure
1, recognition levels remain largely flat across socioeconomic strata within
each ideological category; the socioeconomic gradient operates primarily in
the distribution between explicit denial and non-response.

Table 4
Multinomial logistic model of recognition of human rights violations
(reference: “Yes”): OR and 95% CI, stratified by ideological position

Predictor “No” OR [95% CI] “NS/NR” RRR [95% CI]
Female (ref. male) 0.98 [0.84, 1.14] 1.14 [0.98, 1.34]
Age (centered) 1.044** [1.038, 1.050] | 1.005[0.998, 1.011]
Socioeconomic status (ordinal) 1.11%*[1.05, 1.17] 0.93* [0.88, 0.99]
Center (left reference) 5.57*%*[3.78, 8.21] 3.81%* [2.67, 5.44]
Right (ref. left) 28.25%%[19.40, 41.12] | 8.47** [5.95, 12.06]
None (ref. left) 7.08** [4.85, 10.35] 7.96%* [5.69, 11.14]

Note. N =5,000. * p<0.05; ** p<0.001. Step 1: log-likelihood = —4,646.7; AIC = 9,309.4; pseudo-R?
=0.036. Step 2: log-likelihood = —4,229.1; AIC = 8,486.2; BIC = 8,577.4; pseudo-R? = 0.123; LR y2(6)
=835.2,p<0.001. Step 1 and binary models with AME and AUC are presented in Appendix B (Tables
B2-B4).
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Figure 2
Predicted probabilities of recognition, denial, and non-response
according to ideological position and socioeconomic status
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Note. Multinomial model; mean based on observed values of the other variables; bands: 95% CI
(Krinsky-Robb simulation, 400 draws).

Recognition of the victim depends on the victim

The vignette design allows us to examine whether the ideological gra-
dient persists when the group depicted as the victim changes. In the vignette
featuring protesters with eye injuries (Case 1, n = 1.000), the pattern mirrors
that of the human rights model: 85.0% of respondents on the left [95% CI:
78.4-89.9] and 30.9% of those on the right [95% CI: 25.2-37.3] recogni-
ze victim status, ¥*(6) = 131,3, p < 0,001, V = 0,256. In the adjusted model
(Table 5), identifying with the right yields an odds ratio of 0.07 [0.04, 0.13],
and incorporating the ideological block increases the pseudo-R? from 0.027
to 0.111 (LR »2(3) = 117,5)—values nearly identical to those observed in the
general human rights model. In contrast, the scenario depicting injured police
officers (Case 2, n = 1.000) completely reverses this gradient: 62.4% of those
on the right [95% CI: 56.5-67.9] versus 47.1% of those on the left [95% CI:
39.0-55.4] acknowledge victim status, corresponding to an OR of 1.87 [1.23,
2.83] for the right, albeit with substantially lower explanatory power (pseu-
do-R?=10,010). Across the remaining three scenarios, the gradient retains the
direction observed in Case 1 at intermediate magnitudes (ORs for the right
of 0.54, 0.30, and 0.17; Appendix B, Table B5), as summarized in Figure 3.

This contrast has a direct methodological implication: evaluations of vic-
tim status do not capture a generalized attitudinal disposition toward victims,
but rather a contextual judgment whose directional sign depends on the tar-
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get group presented. Consequently, a pooled analysis combining all five vig-
nettes—such as the model reported in Appendix B—averages out gradients
that point in opposite directions, thereby by design underestimating the true
magnitude of the association between ideological position and victim recog-
nition (pooled OR for the right = 0.37 [0.31, 0.44]).

Table 5
Logistic models of victim recognition based on assigned scenario

(OR and 95% CI)

Predictor

Case 1: Protesters
with eye injuries

Case 2: Injured
police officers

Female (ref. male)

0.87[0.66, 1.14]

1.03 [0.80, 1.34]

Age (centered)

0.970** [0.959, 0.980]

1.000 [0.990, 1.010]

Socioeconomic status (ordinal)

0.94[0.85, 1.03]

0.95[0.87, 1.04]

Center (left reference)

0.20** [0.12, 0.33]

1.76* [1.15, 2.68]

Right (ref. left)

0.07** [0.04, 0.13]

1.87* [1.23, 2.83]

None (ref. left)

0.15%* [0.09, 0.24]

1.2210.81, 1.82]

Pseudo-R? (McFadden)

0.111

0.010

Note: n= 1,000 per vignette. * p <0.05; ** p <0.001. Case 1: sociodemographic step pseudo-R?=0.027;
full model AIC = 1,244.5; LR ¥*(3) = 117.5, p <0.001. Case 2: LR *(3) = 13.5, p = 0.004. Scenarios 3—5
and the pooled model are presented in Appendix B (Table B5).

Figure 3
Recognition of Victim Status by ideological position and assigned vignette

Recognition of victim status by ideological position and assigned vignette
(percentages with 95% Wilson CI; n = 1,000 per vignette)
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Note. Percentages with Wilson’s 95% CI; n = 1,000 per vignette.
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The “None” non-response

While the left and right hold opposing attitudinal positions, the “None”
group is characterized primarily by its tendency toward non-response. The
rate of non-response increases sequentially across ideological categories:
5.3% on the left, 15.2% in the center, 17.8% on the right, and 27.4% among
those in the “None” group [95% CI: 25.4-29.5]. In the fully adjusted model
(Table 6), non-aligned respondents are more than six times as likely to refrain
from answering relative to those on the left (OR = 6,37[4.56, 8.89]). Incor-
porating the ideological block significantly improves model fit (LR ¥*(3) =
185,9), raising the AUC from 0.579 to 0.654 with adequate model calibration
(Hosmer-Lemeshow p = 0,46). Non-response also displays a distinct socioe-
conomic gradient: each incremental step up in socioeconomic status reduces
the odds of non-response by 10% (OR = 0,90 [0.86, 0.95]), corresponding to
a —1,5 percentage point change per step. The categorical specification con-
firms this monotonic decline relative to tier E (C3: 0.77; C2: 0.70; C1b: 0.59;
Cla: 0.67; all p < 0,05)). In terms of predicted probabilities, non-response
ranges from 5.4% on the left to 26.4% in the “None” category.

Two analytical nuances warrant clarification to prevent misinterpretation.
First, evaluating age requires distinguishing between compositional profile
and individual-level effects. Compositionally, the “None” group exhibits a
mean age (34.8 years) nearly identical to the overall sample average (35.2
years), indicating that non-alignment is not merely a generational phenome-
non. As an adjusted individual-level effect, age is negatively associated with
non-response (OR = 0,992), though with a modest effect size (—1,2 percen-
tage points per decade). Second, the intersection of socioeconomic disad-
vantage and non-alignment operates additively rather than multiplicatively:
the ideology x socioeconomic status interaction term is not statistically sig-
nificant (LR y*(3) = 2,66, p = 0,447), demonstrating that both factors accu-
mulate independently (Figure 1). Nevertheless, non-aligned respondents are
disproportionately concentrated in lower socioeconomic strata: 73.5% [95%
CI: 71.4-75.4] belong to segments C3, D, and E, compared to approximately
half of respondents in other ideological categories (Table 6, Panel B). Finally,
while this group is predominantly female (61.7%), this feature is not unique;
female representation is higher on the left (65.2%). Thus, what uniquely de-
fines the “None” category is not gender, but its socioeconomic composition
and political detachment.
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Table 6
Panel A. Logistic model of nonresponse (NS/NR)
for the human rights question (OR and 95% CI)

Predictor OR [95% CI]

Female (ref. male) 1.14[0.98, 1.33]

0.992* [0.986, 0.997]

Age (centered)

Socioeconomic status (ordinal) 0.90** [0.86, 0.95

Center (left-referenced)

Right (ref. left)

4.03%*[2.85, 5.70

[

[ ]
3.22%%[2.26, 4.59]

[ ]

[ ]

None (left reference) 6.37** [4.56, 8.89

Pseudo-R? (McFadden) 0.050

Note. N =5,000. * p <0.05; ** p <0.001. Sociodemographic step: pseudo-R? = 0.012; full model: AIC
=4,599.2; LR %*(3) = 185.9, p < 0.001.

Panel B. Descriptive profile of the ideological groups

Group n ‘;/90 Sv‘:zncl?]l Mean age (SD) %[;I;oz 3(-311)]_ E
Left 768 65.2[61.8, 68.5] 33.9(12.8) 52.1[48.5, 55.6]
Center 1,134 59.8 [56.9, 62.6] 34.9 (12.9) 52.6 [49.6, 55.5]
Right 1,289 53.5[50.7, 56.2] 36.8 (13.0) 49.8 [47.1, 52.5]
None 1,809 61.7 [59.4, 63.9] 34.8 (13.0) 73.5[71.4,75.4]

Note: 95% Wilson confidence intervals.

Robustness Analysis

The results are not specification-dependent. Alternative recodings of the
ideological scale yield odds ratios for the right ranging between 0.05 and
0.08 in the binary human rights model, while the continuous specification
displays an identical gradient (OR = 0,68 per point; n=3.191). Heteroskedas-
ticity-robust standard errors (HC1) leave all inferential conclusions unchan-
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ged. Monthly fieldwork indicators are not jointly significant (LR p = 0,235),
and the estimated odds ratio for the right remains stable (OR= 0,060), ruling
out potential temporal confounding associated with data collection timing.
Complete estimation details and sensitivity checks are compiled in Appen-
dix B (Table B7).

Discussion and Conclusions

The results converge on three key empirical findings. First, among res-
pondents, the attribution of the source of violence and the recognition of hu-
man rights violations differ sharply according to ideological position, to a
degree unmatched by any sociodemographic variable. Second, the ideolo-
gical gradient in recognizing victim status does not reflect a generalized hu-
manitarian disposition but rather shifts dynamically depending on the group
presented as the victim. Third, the group that does not identify with any po-
litical position—the largest segment in the sample—does not occupy a mo-
derate middle ground; instead, it exhibits a distinct profile characterized by
lower recognition, greater denial, and, above all, a higher rate of non-response
that is strongly concentrated in lower socioeconomic strata. It is essential to
discuss each finding by carefully distinguishing the observed data from its
theoretical interpretation.

The first finding aligns with established mechanisms of polarization and
motivated reasoning: when confronted with highly identity-salient events,
individuals process information in ways that reinforce prior predispositions
(Kunda, 1990; McCoy et al., 2018; Taber & Lodge, 2006). While the cross-
sectional design precludes inferring causal mechanisms, it confirms the per-
sistence of these divergence patterns: six years after events thoroughly do-
cumented by human rights organizations (INDH, 2019), public evidence
has failed to foster a convergence of interpretations. In Halbwachs’s (2004)
terms, the data are consistent with the hypothesis that memories of the upri-
sing are structured within ideological social frameworks; establishing this
conclusively, however, would require specific narrative indicators omitted
from this instrument, leaving the collective memory framing as an interpre-
tive thesis (Jelin, 2002).

The second finding represents the primary methodological contribution of
this study’s experimental design. If victim recognition reflected an uncondi-
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tioned humanitarian disposition, the ideological gradient would remain stable
regardless of the targeted group. Instead, the same evaluative prompt yields
a sharp gradient in one direction for eye-injured protesters and a reversed
gradient for injured police officers. This pattern provides a direct operatio-
nalization of recognition frames: what governs responses is not the physical
harm—documented in both instances—but the normative frame determining
which lives are grievable (Butler, 2009), a frame that remains intensely po-
liticized in post-uprising Chile. In Honneth’s (1997) terms, the struggle for
recognition is fought between groups asserting incompatible claims to victi-
mhood. Within Galtung’s (1990) framework, denying victim status to those
harmed by state agents constitutes cultural violence—the symbolic mecha-
nism retrospectively legitimizing direct force. Furthermore, following Arendt
(2005), contesting victimhood is fundamentally a debate over whether the
state violence of 2019 was justified and what political responsibility ensues.
This finding clarifies an ambiguity in earlier iterations of this work: the see-
mingly weak aggregate association between ideology and victim recognition
did not signal an unpolarized moral category, but rather masked opposing,
highly intense gradients that canceled each other out in the aggregate.

The third finding allows for multiple theoretical interpretations that the
data cannot fully adjudicate. First, drawing on the spiral of silence, individuals
who perceive little support in the prevailing climate of opinion may choose
silence over potential social isolation (Noelle-Neumann, 1993). Second, a
methodological explanation suggests that non-response reflects survey “sa-
tisficing”—selecting the path of least effort—(Krosnick, 1991) or unformed
political views (Zaller, 1992). Third, a structural perspective posits that po-
litical non-response tracks social inequality: individuals with fewer politi-
cal resources are more likely to opt out (Berinsky, 2004). The concentration
of non-response among non-aligned respondents and lower socioeconomic
strata—two additive effects—is consistent with epistemic injustice theories:
credibility and the resources to articulate experience are unequally distributed
(Fricker, 2007), and the left-right spectrum itself may represent an institutio-
nal frame that fails to capture subaltern perspectives (Spivak, 2011). Chilean
empirical scholarship reinforces this view: non-partisan politicization among
working-class sectors (Araujo et al., 2023), negative party identity (Cavieres
et al., 2025), and persistent disaffection (Avendafio & Sandoval, 2016; UNDP,
2015) suggest that non-alignment reflects a distinct positiom toward politics
rather than mere apathy. However, it must be stated explicitly: a “DK/NR”
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selection in a self-administered instrument cannot distinguish among uncer-
tainty, disinterest, fatigue, rejection of offered categories, or response style.
Epistemic inequality remains a hypothesis requiring qualitative research and
additional indicators.

A crucial methodological implication follows. Transforming social life
into data inherently classifies and hierarchizes (van Dijck, 2014): a survey
on political violence categorizes suffering and tallies who recognizes whom.
What is frequently discarded as missing data is, in truth, socially structured
information: dropping “don’t know / no answer” options or collapsing non-
aligned respondents into a residual category erases from the empirical record
groups already occupying the margins of public debate (De Sousa Santos,
2010). This study illustrates two core recommendations: non-response and
non-alignment must be analyzed as substantive data, and victim recognition
items must specify the exact target group, as aggregate metrics risk obscu-
ring opposing underlying gradients.

For Chilean memory policy, these results carry conditional implications.
If victim recognition is a prerequisite for state reparations (De Greiff, 2006),
the observed distribution—where victimhood is affirmed by one ideological
bloc and denied by another—demonstrates that comprehensive reparations
policies cannot take recognition for granted. Before delivering reparations,
institutions must contest the underlying frameworks that define who counts
as a victim. The contrast with dictatorial memory (1973-1990) is instructi-
ve: dictatorship victims were recognized by a successor democratic regime;
uprising victims must be recognized by the very democratic state under which
the harm occurred. Recognition here does not mean settling accounts with a
closed historical chapter, but engaging a contentious present. Furthermore,
the systematic denial of victim status can feed stigmatization processes that
underwrite hate speech (Castagno, 2025), though discursive expressions fall
outside this study’s scope.

Clarification is necessary regarding the intersection of class and gender,
highlighted as relevant by epistemic injustice literature. While the “None”
group is predominantly female, this pattern is not unique: female represen-
tation is even higher on the political left. Treating non-response primarily as
a gendered phenomenon would be incorrect, as interaction terms between
gender and socioeconomic status, and between gender and non-alignment,
are not statistically significant. Intersectionality serves here as an interpre-
tive framework rather than an empirical model finding (Crenshaw, 1989):
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it directs attention to the compounding of socioeconomic disadvantage and
political detachment, rather than proving a multiplicative statistical effect.

Regarding limitations, inherent design constraints must be distinguished
from interpretive ones. Design limitations include the non-probabilistic, quota-
based online panel format, which introduces self-selection bias and a digital
divide that affects representation among lower socioeconomic strata (Baker
et al., 2013; Callegaro et al., 2014). Additionally, the sample overrepresents
women and excludes adults over 65, constraining broader generalizability.

Territorial coverage across all 52 Metropolitan Region municipalities
ensures geographic breadth but not statistical representativeness, and lar-
ge sample sizes do not neutralize selection bias. The cross-sectional design
captures associations rather than causal processes: relationships may be bi-
directional or driven by unobserved antecedents. Institutional trust, media
consumption, protest participation, direct exposure to violence, political in-
terest, and party identification were omitted and could act as mediators or
confounders. Furthermore, each vignette was evaluated by a separate sub-
sample (n = 1.000), and scenarios varied across multiple attributes, making
cross-vignette comparisons descriptive. Finally, the instrument was not sub-
jected to cognitive pre-testing or formal piloting, a factor to consider when
evaluating response categories.

Interpretive limitations include measuring ideology via self-placement,
an approach subject to well-documented ambiguities (Zechmeister, 2006).
Because absolute pseudo-R? values are low, the main conclusions are compa-
rative—ideology exerts greater relative influence than the included sociode-
mographic controls—rather than estimates of total explained variance. Lastly,
the subjective meaning of non-response remains unobserved, and merging
“don’t know” with “no answer” conflates uncertainty with refusal—a dis-
tinction future research should disentangle using refined instruments. Future
studies should incorporate longitudinal panel designs, nationally representa-
tive samples including adults over 65, direct measures of political identifica-
tion, comparative dictatorial memory items, and qualitative methodologies
that explore what the non-aligned population articulates.

Six years after the unrest, these Metropolitan Region panel data reveal
a lack of basic factual consensus regarding the 2019 violence: attributions
of responsibility and victim recognition are structured by ideological posi-
tion to a degree sociodemographic variables cannot explain, and the natu-
re of that recognition depends on who the victim is. Amid this polarization,
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the largest demographic segment—those who do not identify politically—
accounts for most non-responses, a pattern disproportionately concentrated
in lower socioeconomic strata. While the subjective meaning of this silence
remains open to debate, its social distribution does not. Distinguishing bet-
ween recognition, denial, and non-response—and specifying the targets of
victimhood—allows for a more precise account of attitudes toward state vio-
lence in post-uprising Chile, ensuring that academic analysis does not repli-
cate the very exclusions it seeks to document.

Research Funding and Support

This work was funded by ANID (Chile) through the FONDECYT project No. 1230258
Organization: National Agency for Research and Development (ANID)

Country: Chile

City: Santiago, Chile

References

Agiiero, J. C. (2015). Los rendidos: Sobre el don de perdonar. Instituto de Estudios
Peruanos.

Aguilera, C. and Badilla Rajevic, M. (2022). Human rights memorials in turmoil:
Antagonistic memories in contemporary Chile. Political Geography, 98,
102731. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2022.102731

Araujo, K., Angelcos, N. and Pérez Ahumada, P. (2023). Politizacion sin identifi-
cacion: Los sectores populares y su relacion con la politica en Chile.
Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung.

Arendt, H. (2005). Sobre la violencia (G. Solana Diez, trad.). Alianza Editorial.
(Trabajo original publicado en 1970).

Avendano, O., y Sandoval, P. (2016). Desafeccion politica y estabilidad de los resul-
tados electorales en Chile, 1993-2009 [Political disaffection and the stabi-
lity of electoral results in Chile, 1993-2009]. Perfiles Latinoamericanos,
24(47), 175-198. https://doi.org/10.18504/p12447-010-2016

Baker, R., Brick, J. M., Bates, N. A., Battaglia, M., Couper, M. P., Dever, J. A., Gile,
K. J. and Tourangeau, R. (2013). Summary report of the AAPOR task force
on non-probability sampling. Journal of Survey Statistics and Methodology,
1(2), 90-143. https://doi.org/10.1093/jssam/smt008

57


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2022.102731
https://doi.org/10.18504/pl2447-010-2016
https://doi.org/10.1093/jssam/smt008

Universitas-XX1, Revista de Ciencias Sociales y Humanas de la Universidad Politécnica Salesiana del Ecuador,
No. 45, September 2026-February 2027

Bargsted, M. A. and Maldonado, L. (2018). Party identification in an encapsulated
party system: The case of postauthoritarian Chile. Journal of Politics in
Latin America, 10(1), 29-68. https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1801000102

Berinsky, A. J. (2004). Silent voices: Public opinion and political participation in
America. Princeton University Press.

Butler, J. (2009). Frames of war: When is life grievable? Verso.

Callegaro, M., Baker, R. P., Bethlehem, J., Goritz, A. S., Krosnick, J. A. and Lavrakas,
P.J. (eds.). (2014). Online panel research: A data quality perspective. Wiley.

Carrasco Paillamilla, S. F. and Disi Pavlic, R. (2023). Predictors of perceptions of hu-
man rights violations during the Chilean social outburst of 2019. Frontiers
in Psychology, 14, 1133428. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1133428

Castagno, P. A. (2025). Beyond the echoes of the right. En S. Coban y Y. Giritli
Inceoglu (eds.), Media, populism and hate speech (pp. 115-135). Brill.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004721326 008

Cavieres, J., Guzman-Castillo, J. and Meléndez, C. (2025). Identidades partidarias
negativas como vinculos politicos en América Latina [Negative partisan
identities as political linkages in Latin America]. Colombia Internacional,
122, 31-60. https://doi.org/10.7440/colombiaint122.2025.02

Cox, L., Gonzélez, R., y Le Foulon, C. (2024). The 2019 Chilean social upheaval: A
descriptive approach. Journal of Politics in Latin America, 16(1), 68-89.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X231203747

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex. University
of Chicago Legal Forum, 1989(1), 139-167.

De Greiff, P. (ed.). (2006). The handbook of reparations. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199291926.001.0001

De Sousa Santos, B. (2010). Descolonizar el saber; reinventar el poder. Ediciones
Trilce. https://bit.ly/4wymAlQ

Fricker, M. (2007). Epistemic injustice: Power and the ethics of knowing. Oxford Uni-
versity Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780198237907.001.0001

Galtung, J. (1969). Violence, peace, and peace research. Journal of Peace Research,
6(3), 167-191. https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336900600301

Galtung, J. (1990). Cultural violence. Journal of Peace Research, 27(3), 291-305.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343390027003005

Gatti, G. (ed.). (2017). Un mundo de victimas. Anthropos.

Gerber, M. M., Figueiredo, A., Séez, L. and Orchard, M. (2023). Legitimidad, justicia
y justificacion de la violencia intergrupal entre carabineros y manifestan-
tes en Chile [Legitimacy, justice and justification of intergroup violence

58


https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1801000102
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1133428
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004721326_008
https://doi.org/10.7440/colombiaint122.2025.02
https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X231203747
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199291926.001.0001
https://bit.ly/4wymAlQ
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof
https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336900600301
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343390027003005

Patricia Castillo-Gallardo, Paulina Chavez-Ibarra, Claudia Hernandez-Del Solar
y German Mondragon. Recognize, deny, remain silent

between police officers and protesters in Chile). Psykhe, 32(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.7764/psykhe.2021.31721

Haider-Markel, D. P., Joslyn, M. R., Ahmed, R. and Badran, S. (2018). Looters
or political protesters? Attributions for civil unrest in American cities.
Social Science Research, 75, 168-178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssre-
search.2018.07.002

Halbwachs, M. (2004). La memoria colectiva. Prensas Universitarias de Zaragoza.
(Trabajo original publicado en 1950).

Honneth, A. (1997). La lucha por el reconocimiento: Por una gramdtica moral de
los conflictos sociales. Critica.

Instituto Nacional de Derechos Humanos. (2019). Informe anual 2019: Situacién de
los derechos humanos en Chile en el contexto de la crisis social. INDH.
https://bit.ly/4vWleld

Instituto Nacional de Estadisticas [INE]. (2025). Sintesis de resultados: Censo de
Poblacion y Vivienda 2024. INE. https://bit.ly/4c6tAPb

Iyengar, S., Lelkes, Y., Levendusky, M., Malhotra, N., y Westwood, S. J. (2019). The
origins and consequences of affective polarization in the United States.
Annual Review of Political Science, 22, 129-146. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-polisci-051117-073034

Jelin, E. (2002). Los trabajos de la memoria. Siglo XXI Editores.

Krosnick, J. A. (1991). Response strategies for coping with the cognitive demands of
attitude measures in surveys. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 5(3),213-236.
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350050305

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

Luna, J. P. and Altman, D. (2011). Uprooted but stable: Chilean parties and the
concept of party system institutionalization. Latin American Politics and
Society, 53(2), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-2456.2011.00115.x

Malle, B. F., Guglielmo, S. and Monroe, A. E. (2014). A theory of blame. Psychological
Inquiry, 25(2), 147-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.877340

Mason, L. (2018). Uncivil agreement: How politics became our identity. University of
Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001

McCoy, J., Rahman, T. and Somer, M. (2018). Polarization and the global crisis of
democracy. American Behavioral Scientist, 62(1), 16-42.

Noelle-Neumann, E. (1993). La espiral del silencio. La opinién publica y los efectos
de los medios de comunicacion [ The spiral of silence: Public opinion and

59


https://doi.org/10.7764/psykhe.2021.31721
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.07.002
https://bit.ly/4vWleld
https://bit.ly/4c6tAPb
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350050305
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-2456.2011.00115.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.877340
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001

Universitas-XX1, Revista de Ciencias Sociales y Humanas de la Universidad Politécnica Salesiana del Ecuador,
No. 45, September 2026-February 2027

the effects of mass media]. Communication & Society, 6(1-2), 9-28. https://
doi.org/10.15581/003.6.35558

Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo. (2015). Informe sobre Desarro-
llo Humano en Chile 2015: Los tiempos de la politizacion. PNUD Chile.

Somma, N. M., Bargsted, M., Disi Pavlic, R. and Medel, R. M. (2021). No water in
the oasis: The Chilean Spring of 2019-2020. Social Movement Studies,
20(4), 495-502. https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2020.1727737

Spivak, G. C. (2011). ;s Puede hablar el subalterno? El cuenco de plata. (Obra ori-
ginal publicada en 1988).

Taber, C. S. and Lodge, M. (2006). Motivated skepticism in the evaluation of po-
litical beliefs. American Journal of Political Science, 50(3), 755-769.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x

van Dijck, J. (2014). Datafication, dataism and dataveillance: Big Data between
scientific paradigm and ideology. Surveillance & Society, 12(2), 197-208.
https://doi.org/10.24908/ss.v12i2.4776

Wagner, M. (2021). Affective polarization in multiparty systems. Electoral Studies,
69, 102199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2020.102199

Westbrook, L., y Saperstein, A. (2015). New categories are not enough: Rethinking
the measurement of sex and gender in social surveys. Gender & Society,
29(4), 534-560. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243215584758

Zaller, J. R. (1992). The nature and origins of mass opinion. Cambridge University
Press.

Zechmeister, E. (2006). What’s left and who’s right? A Q-method study of individual
and contextual influences on the meaning of ideological labels. Political
Behavior, 28(2), 151-173. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-006-9006-5

60


https://doi.org/10.15581/003.6.35558
https://doi.org/10.15581/003.6.35558
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2020.1727737
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.24908/ss.v12i2.4776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2020.102199
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243215584758
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-006-9006-5

Patricia Castillo-Gallardo, Paulina Chavez-Ibarra, Claudia Hernandez-Del Solar
y German Mondragon. Recognize, deny, remain silent

APPENDICES

Appendix A. Verbatim wording of the items analyzed

The questionnaire “Social Suffering and Attitudes Toward the Social Upri-
sing in Chile” was self-administered online (approximate duration: 10 minutes)
and organized into three modules: (1) attitudes toward the 2019 social crisis;
(2) views on the impacts, with randomized scenarios; (3) sociodemographic
data. It included an attention-check item (‘“Please answer: Which option be-
low is not a color?”); the final dataset includes only those who answered it
correctly. The items used in this article are reproduced below in the order in
which they appeared; the complete questionnaire is available upon request.

Module 1 (Attitudes toward the social crisis)

Item 5. “During the 2019 social crisis (Social Uprising), do you believe
that the human rights of protesters were violated?” — Response options: Yes
/ No / Don’t know, no answer.

Item 7. “Do you believe that the violence experienced during the social
unrest originated primarily from...?”” — Response options: Organized groups /
Carabineros and the Armed Forces / Outraged citizens / Foreign agents / Other.

Item 8. “Do you believe that the violence experienced during the social
unrest was directed primarily at...?” — Response options: Protesters / Poli-
ce and the Armed Forces / Citizens / Business owners.

Module 2 (Impact Evaluations). Instructions: “Below, a brief scenario
describes the consequences of the 2019 social unrest for a specific group in
society. Based on this case, please answer the following question.” Respon-
dents were randomly assigned to one of five scenarios (n=100 per scenario;
20% of the sample each):

Case 1: “Young people who participated in demonstrations suffered pellet-
induced eye injuries and currently face physical and emotional side effects
that affect their daily lives.”

Case 2: “Police officers were injured by incendiary devices during crowd

control operations and, due to their injuries, have been unable to resume their
duties normally.”
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Case 3: “Business owners were forced to close their companies following the
protests and have been unable to resume commercial activities.”

Case 4: “Residents living near protest zones were exposed to gunfire, tear
gas in their streets, and severe daily disruptions, prompting several to relo-
cate and alter their routines.”

Case 5: “Many individuals actively participated in the social protests but
over time withdrew due to fear and disillusionment over the lack of structu-
ral change.”

Analyzed Item: “Do you believe these people should be recognized as
victims of state violence?” — Response options: Yes / No / I don’t know.

Module 3 (Sociodemographics). “What is your sex?”’ — Response options:
Female / Male / Other. “Thinking about your gender, how would you describe
yourself?” — Response options: Feminine / Masculine / Other / Prefer not to
say. “How old are you?” — Open-ended response. “On a scale from 1 to 10,
where 1 represents the left and 10 represents the right, where would you place
yourself?” — Scale anchored at 1 (“Left”) and 10 (“Right”), with an explicit
“None” option (77). Socioeconomic status (GSE) was operationalized using the
panel’s pre-established classification based on household compositional data.

The survey instrument was developed and reviewed by the research team
in alignment with the project’s conceptual framework. No formal cognitive
pre-testing or pilot testing was conducted prior to administration—a constraint
explicitly noted among the study’s limitations. However, the stability of fin-
dings across alternative item recodings and sensitivity specifications (Section
3.5) provides indirect empirical verification of the instrument’s robustness.

Appendix B. Supplementary Material

This appendix compiles supplementary analytical outputs: raw response
distributions with 95% confidence intervals (Table B1), step-by-step nested
binary logistic models (Table B2), average marginal effects (Table B3), the
initial step of the multinomial logistic model (Table B4), scenario-specific
analyses of victim status recognition (Table BS), the categorical specification
of socioeconomic status (Table B6), a summary of sensitivity and robustness
checks (Table B7), and a benchmark comparison between the sample and the
2024 Population and Housing Census (Table B8).
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Table B1

Response distributions by ideological position:
percentage per row [Wilson's 95% CI] and absolute frequency

Panel 1

Attributed purpose of the violence

Position

Protesters

Citizens

Police
and Armed Forces

Tenants

Left (n = 768)

59.1 [55.6, 62.5] (454)

20.2[17.5,23.2] (155)

15.0 [12.6, 17.7] (115)

5.7[4.3,7.6] (44)

Central (n=1,134)

44.4[41.6, 47.4] (504)

23.9[21.5,26.5] (271)

20.5[18.2,22.9] (232)

11.2 9.5, 13.2] (127)

Right (n = 1,289)

32.4[29.9,35.0] (417)

23.4[21.2,25.8] (302)

30.2[27.7,32.7] (389)

14.0[12.3, 16.0] (181)

None (n = 1,809)

41.8[39.5, 44.1] (756)

26.3 [24.3, 28.4] (476)

20.1[18.3,22.0] (363)

11.8[10.4, 13.4] (214)

Panel 2

Human rights violations against protesters

Position

Yes

No

NS/NR

Left (n=768)

90.4 [88.1, 92.3] (694)

431[3.1,6.0] (33)

5.3[4.0,7.2] (41)

Center (n = 1,134)

67.4 [64.6,70.0] (764)

17.5 [15.4, 19.8] (198)

152[13.2, 17.4] (172)

Right (n = 1,289)

35.8[33.3, 38.5] (462)

46.4 [43.7,49.1] (598)

17.8 [15.8, 19.9] (229)

None (n = 1,809)

55.7[53.4, 57.9] (1,007)

16.9 [15.3, 18.7] (306)

27.4[25.4,29.5] (496)

Panel 3

Recognition of Victim Status (five grouped bullet points)

Position

Yes

No

I don’t know

Left (n="768)

66.4 [63.0, 69.7] (510)

17.8 [15.3, 20.7] (137)

15.8 [13.3, 18.5] (121)

Center (n = 1,134)

55.2[52.3, 58.11 (626)

21.7[19.4, 24.2] (246)

23.1[20.7, 25.6] (262)

Right (n = 1,289)

41.7[39.0, 44.4] (537)

37.2[34.6, 39.9] (480)

21.1[19.0, 23.4] (272)

None (n = 1,809)

50.7 [48.4, 53.01 (918)

183 [16.6, 20.1] (331)

31.0[28.9, 33.11 (560)

Note. Attributed source of violence: Table 3 of the article. Chi-square test: ¥*(9, N = 5,000) = 181.8,
p <0.001, V=0.107. Chi-square test for independence: y*(6) = 892.2, p < 0.001, V = 0.298.
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Table B2
Nested binary logistic models (OR and 95% CI)
Predictor Chi-Square Household — (gro‘:::)tel:il; . (gr::;tel:ir; . NS/NR —
Test — Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1
Woman 1.05 0.98 0.94 111
(tef. man) [0.93, 1.17] 0941083, LOT1 11068 1 10] [0.83, 1.05] [0.96, 1.29]
Age 0.975%* 0.976%* 0.987%* 0.989%+ 0.994
(centered) [0.970,0.979] | [0.971,0.981] [0.983,0.992] | [0.984,0.993] | [0.989, 1.000]
_ 1.00 0.96 0.95% 0.85%*
NSE (ordinal) [0.97, 1.05] 0-98[0.94,1.02] 111 93 1 0] [0.91, 0.99] [0.80, 0.89]
Center - 0.22%%* o 0.62%%* -
(left reference) [0.17,0.29] [0.52, 0.76]
Right B 0.06%* N 0.37%* N
(left ref.) [0.05, 0.08] [031,0.44]
None N 0.13% N 0.50%* N
(left ref) [0.10, 0.17] [0.42, 0.60]
Pseudo-R? 0.020 0.119 0.006 0.024 0.012

Note. N = 5,000. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001. DD. HH.: LR »*(3) = 677.2, p < 0.001; AIC 6,660.5
— 5,989.3; AUC 0.592 — 0.722. Grouped victim: LR ¥*(3) = 121.1,p<0.001; AUC 0.553 — 0.601. NS/
NR: Step 2 corresponds to Table 6 (Panel A) of the article; AUC 0.579 — 0.654; Hosmer-Lemeshow test
p = 0.46. The grouped victim model averages cases with opposite directions (see Table B5).

Table B3

Average Marginal Effects (AME) from Step 2, in percentage points

Predictor

Human Rights Awareness

Nonresponse NS/NR

Female (ref. male)

~13[-3.8,13]

+2.0[-0.2,4.1]

Age (per year)

~0.50%* [0.60, —0.41]

—0.12% [-0.21, ~0.04]

Socioeconomic Status (per level)

~0.4[-1.3,0.5]

—1.5%% [-2.3,-0.7]

Center (left reference)

—31.4%* [-36.9, -26.0]

+17.0%% [11.9,22.2]

Right (ref. left)

—58.2%% [~62.9, —53.5]

+20.3** [15.3,25.3]

None (ref. left)

—42.3%% [-47 3, -37.3]

+27.0%*% [22.2, 31.8]

Note. N = 5,000. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001. dy/dx averaged over observed values; 95% CI in square

brackets.
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Table B4

Multinomial model of recognition of people with disabilities,
Step 1 (sociodemographic factors only; reference: “Yes”)

Predictor

“No” RRR [95% CI]

“NS/NR” RRR [95% CI]

Female (ref. male)

0.87* [0.75, 1.00]

1.07[0.92, 1.25]

Age (centered)

1.042** [1.037, 1.048]

1.006* [1.000, 1.012]

Socioeconomic Status (ordinal)

1.12%* [1.06, 1.17]

0.87** [0.82, 0.92]

Note. N = 5,000. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001. Log-likelihood = —4,646.7; AIC = 9,309.4; BIC = 9,361.5;
pseudo-R? = 0.036. Step 2 corresponds to Table 4 in the article.

Table B5

Victim status by scenario: percentage of recognition (“Yes”)
by ideological position and OR for the right

with eye trauma | 89.9]

54.8 [48.6, 60.9]

Scenario . Right OR
(n = 1,000) Left Center Right None [95% CIJ
1. Protesters 85.0[78.4,

30.9[25.2,37.3]

49.5[44.5,54.5] | 0.07%%[0.04, 0.13]

2. Police 47.1 [39.0, .
injured 55.4] 61.1[54.8,67.0] | 62.4[56.5, 67.9] | 52.9 [47.6, 58.1] | 1.87* [1.23,2.83]
3. Affected 63.0[55.1, .

S ehants 702] 63.6[56.7,70.0] | 47.1 [41.4,52.8] | 64.4[59.3,69.2] | 0.54* [0.36, 0.80]

4. Neighborhoods

of areas with gg.z][sw, 50.7 [44.1,57.2] | 37.3 [31.6,43.3] | 53.9[48.6, 59.1] | 0.30%* [0.20, 0.45]
protest ’

5. People 68.9 [61.1, .
Semobilized 758] 46.2[39.8,52.7] | 26.4 [21.3,32.3] | 34.4[29.8,39.3] | 0.17%* [0.11, 0.26]

Note. Percentages with Wilson’s 95% CI. OR on the right (vs. left) from the logistic model adjusted for
gender, age, and socioeconomic status within each scenario. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001. Pooled model of
the five scenarios: Right OR =0.37[0.31, 0.44] (Table B2); with scenario indicators: 0.35. The complete
models for Cases 1 and 2 are shown in Table 5 of the article.
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Table B6

Categorical specification of socioeconomic status
(ref.: segment E), step 2 (OR and 95% CI)

SES segment Awareness Households Nonresponse NS/NR
D 1.15[0.92, 1.44] 0.90[0.71, 1.15]
C3 1.24[0.99, 1.56] 0.77* [0.60, 0.99]
C2 1.20[0.95, 1.52] 0.70* [0.54, 0.92]
Clb 1.22[0.92, 1.60] 0.59*[0.42, 0.82]
Cla 0.86 [0.64, 1.16] 0.67*[0.47, 0.96]
AB 0.70 [0.38, 1.29] 0.69[0.32, 1.46]

Note. N = 5,000. * p < 0.05. Models with the same controls as in Step 2 (gender, age, ideological
position). The monotonic pattern in NS/NR supports the ordinal treatment in the article.

Table B7

Summary of Robustness Analyses

Analysis

Result

Recodings of the ideological scale
(1-4/5-6/7-10 and 1-3/4-7/8-10)

Right-sided OR (binary human rights) between 0.05 and 0.08
across all specifications.

Continuous ideological scale (only those who
identified their position; n = 3,191)

OR = 0.68 per scale point (p < 0.001).

Robust standard errors (HC1)

Coefficients and inference are identical across all models.

Indicators for the month of application (Nov.,
Dec., Jan.; ref. Oct.)

Not significant as a whole: LR ¢*(3) = 4.25, p = 0.235; OR on
the right side remains stable at 0.060.

Interaction between ideological position x SES
(NS/NR model)

Not significant: LR y*(3) = 2.66, p = 0.447; additive associations.

Discriminant power and calibration

AUC step 1 — step 2: DD. HH. 0.592 — 0.722; victim grouped
0.553 — 0.601; NS/NR 0.579 — 0.654. Hosmer-Lemeshow test
for the NS/NR model: p = 0.46.

Reverse block order

Ideological position alone yields pseudo-R? = 0.103 (DD. HH.),
0.018 (grouped victim), and 0.044 (NS/NR); the additional
contribution of the sociodemographic block is significant but
smaller (LR %*(3) = 110.6; 39.3; 31.2).

Note: All analyses are based on the final dataset (N = 5,000), using the coding described in section 2.2.
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Table B8
Comparison of the sample with the 2024 Population
and Housing Census (INE): share of the ten most populous municipalities

Municipality 2024 Census Population W;::x?;ﬁ:’:::::n % of sample Difference (pp)
Puente Alto 568,086 7.7 7.9 +0.2
Maipa 503,635 6.8 6.4 -0.4
Santiago 438,856 59 9.1 +3.2
La Florida 374,836 5.1 6.0 +0.9
San Bernardo 306,371 4.1 3.8 -0.3
Las Condes 296,134 4.0 34 -0.6
Nufioa 241,467 33 3.1 -0.1
Pefialolén 236,478 32 2.7 -0.5
Pudahuel 227,820 3.1 3.0 -0.1
Quilicura 205,624 2.8 2.8 +0.1

Note: According to the 2024 Population and Housing Census (INE, 2025), the total population of the
Metropolitan Region stands at 7,400,741 individuals; the sum across all 52 municipalities in our sample
exactly matches this regional total. The correlation between municipal representation in the sample and
actual census population weights across the 52 municipalities is exceptionally strong: Pearson’s r =
0,96 (p < 0,001) and Spearman’s = 0,97. The largest geographic deviations outside the top ten reported
municipalities include minor underrepresentations in Lo Barnechea (—0.7 percentage points) and Vitacura
(—0.5 percentage points). Regarding gender composition, women account for 59.7% of the sample
compared to 51.5% in the national census baseline (regional gender breakdowns were unavailable in the
preliminary INE summary at the time of publication). Because the sample was restricted to individuals
aged 18 to 65, precise age comparisons require specialized census microdata (REDATAM). At the
national level, the census reports population shares of 17.7% for ages 0—14, 68.3% for ages 15-64, and
14.0% for individuals aged 65 and older.
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