[bookmark: _headingh.gjdgxs]Dear Editor,
           Thank you for your feedback on our resubmitted article in Revista Interamericana de Psicología/Interamerican Journal of Psychology entitled "System Justification in the Social Explanation of the Violence against Minoritized Groups." 
Below are our responses and comments to the suggestions and questions raised by the reviewers. In the text, we have highlighted in red the changes we made to make them easier for you to see. We believe that these comments have helped to improve our manuscript, and we think we have succeeded. We hope that you find the revised manuscript suitable for publication. Of course, we are willing to make any further changes that you or the reviewers feel would improve our manuscript.
Yours sincerely, 
Authors

Reviewer A
Introducción
-. El manuscrito describe de forma correcta la teoría en la que basa su fenómeno de estudio. Sin embargo, no se aprecia con claridad un vacío en el conocimiento, es decir, de cómo el estudio se diferencia de otras investigaciones ya realizadas en la temática o que es lo que aporta en su área de estudio. 
R: We have highlighted these aspects in the introductory section as follows: 
“A consolidated line of research in the social psychology of legitimacy (e.g., Jost & Major, 2001) has shown that people use seemingly unbiased justifications to perceive social inequalities as legitimate (for reviews, see Costa-Lopes et al., 2013; Abad-Merino et al., 2018). Research within system justification theory (SJT), for example, has shown that people in general, whether they come from advantaged or disadvantaged groups, are motivated to justify the social system in ways that are perceived as just, legitimate, and necessary (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost, 2019). Although the legitimation of violence has not been the direct focus of SJT, previous studies have highlighted the need to consider the central role of legitimating myths in justifying unjust actions, practices, and policies, including individual and state violence (e.g., Shaw et al., 2017). 
Accordingly, analyzing the legitimacy of violence in the context of SJT can shed light on the social psychological processes underlying individuals' motivation to justify the social system that promotes, accepts, and perpetuates violence, particularly against minority groups. Based on SJT, we propose that "people exhibit system-justifying tendencies to defend and rationalize existing social, economic, and political arrangements" (Jost, 2019, p. 1), and are also likely motivated to explain violence against minority groups in ways that justify the reasons for it. In this article, we present two studies that address this possibility.”	
In addition, we have strengthened the innovative aspect of the presented studies in the general discussion section as follows:
“Our findings have several interesting theoretical and practical implications for studies of the factors that legitimize social inequalities, particularly for research and theory on people's motives for legitimizing the way society is organized (e.g., Jost & Banaji, 1994). First, we contextualized the results within social psychological approaches to social inequalities (Costa-Lopes et al., 2013). Our results provide the first experimental evidence that people elicit elements that justify violence, describing it primarily as a naturalizing functioning of society. Second, the results also offer new insights into secondary victimization research (Tavares et al., 2022). Indeed, some social groups not only suffer violence against themselves, but are also visibly blamed for their own suffering. This study shows that people do this openly, especially against women. Although the phenomenon of victim blaming occurs in all the contexts studied, it proved to be stronger in the context where the victims were women than in the other situations. This tendency has been observed in other studies that have shown that people perceive women as culpable for their own suffering (e.g., Felson & Palmore, 2018; Bothamley & Tully, 2018; Canto et al., 2017). This stronger tendency to perceive women as responsible for their situation may be related to the sexist ideologies that permeate people's ideas about women, reflected in honor culture (e.g., Canto et al., 2017), rape myths (e.g., Shaw et al., 2017), gender roles (e.g., Bothamley & Tully, 2018), and the breakdown of established patriarchal patterns (e.g., Baldry et al., 2015). Our findings can also contribute to understanding the social implications of these representations by focusing on the need to consider people's tendency to legitimize the social situation of women in violent situations and to blame them for their victimization”.

Método
-. El manuscrito señala que se trata de un diseño experimental. En este sentido, es importante señalar que tipo de diseño experimental se realizará (pre-experimento, cuasi-experimento, experimento puro).
R: We addressed this issue in the method section of each study. Specifically:
Study 1 (Participants section): “We used an experimental design in which participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions that corresponded to the target violence group”.
Study 2 (Participants section): “We used an experimental design in which participants were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions, corresponding to a 2 (opinion focus: personal opinion vs. society opinion) X 4 (target of violence: control vs. black people vs. women vs. gay individuals).”

-. La mayoría de los diseños experimentales emplean alguna forma de diseño de una variable. Los experimentos de una variable involucran la manipulación de una sola variable de tratamiento seguida de la observación de los efectos de esta manipulación en una o más variables dependientes. La variable a manipular se denomina tratamiento experimental (variable independiente, variable experimental, variable de tratamiento o intervención). La variable que se mide para determinar los efectos del tratamiento experimental suele denominarse postest, variable dependiente o variable de criterio. 
Sin embargo, el objetivo que señala el presente manuscrito es: identificar los factores de justificación que utilizan los individuos para explicar las razones de la violencia contra los grupos minoritarios. En ambos estudios no alcanzo a identificar cual es la variable dependiente y como se está realizando la manipulación de la variable independiente (sistemas de justificación a la violencia) para ver sus efectos en la variable criterio. 
R: In the current version, we highlighted the dependent variable as follows:
In Study 1:
“We asked participants to write on a blank sheet why this type of violence occurs in Brazil. We categorized participants' responses based on the three predicted categories (perception of violence as systemic; blaming the victim; blaming the perpetrator). Because participants wrote multiple sentences with different content within the same paragraph, it was not only possible to assign each elicited sentence to a category (i.e., violence as systemic; blaming the victim; blaming the perpetrator), but also to quantify how many sentences characterizing each category elicited them, which allowed us to assess the intensity with which these categories were mentioned. Specifically, we calculated the strength of evocation for each type of category most frequently mentioned by participants by counting how many times each participant mentioned different elements of the same category, which is a strategy typically used by people to affirm their positions on socially relevant issues (Tracy, 2019). We then used the number of invocations as the reason for violence as the dependent variable”.
In Study 2:
“The main measure was participants' responses to the open-ended question about reasons for violence. As in Study 1, we classified the participants' responses into three categories: Perception of violence as systemic (e.g., "Brazilian society uses it as an excuse, mainly as something cultural, as a sexist society, and with a failed political system"; "There are still many prejudices in society in general"); victim blaming (e.g.., "The reason why these murders are mainly committed by blacks is because they are more involved in drug trafficking than whites"); and offender blaming ("There are many aggressive people, in some cases these people commit such atrocities"; "aggressive partner, very jealous partner to the point of assaulting his partner"). The full list of invocations of these categories in each target group can be found in the online materials (https://osf.io/wmrzs/). We then asked four experts who did not know the hypotheses to validate the categories of invocations according to the three predicted categories. They indicated how many category descriptors were elicited by each participant. We found the following inter-raters’ internal consistencies: victim blaming (α = 0.87); systemic violence (α = 0.77); perpetrator blaming (α = 0.71). We used the number of evocations as the reason for violence in each category as the dependent variable.”
Concerning the manipulation of the variable independent, we described it as follows:
In Study 1:
“We asked the participants to collaborate in an opinion survey regarding violence in Brazil. Because we used a between-participants experimental design, each participant answered only one of the four conditions: a control condition, in which we questioned them about violence without specifying any specific target group; and three experimental conditions, each with specific target group (black individual vs. women vs. gay people). Specifically, in the control condition, participants read: “In Brazil, many people experience violent situations. In your opinion, what are the main reasons that contribute to these people being the target of violence?”. In the black-target condition, they read: “In Brazil, we witness many cases of homicide. Statistics show that blacks are disproportionately murdered. What do you think are the main reasons why blacks are targeted by this type of violence?”. In the female condition, participants read: "We see cases in Brazil where women are the target of domestic violence (e.g., they are beaten by their partners), with serious consequences for their physical and psychological integrity. But not all women go through this situation. In your opinion, what are the main reasons why some women are affected by this situation?”. In the gay target condition, they read: “We witness in Brazil situations of violence with great cruelty. When you look at the history of these cases, it turns out that in many instances the victims were gay people. What do you think are the main reasons why some homosexuals are subjected to this type of violence?”
In Study 2:
“As in Study 1, the participants received a sheet containing a vignette addressing the problem of violence in Brazil. Depending on the experimental condition, the vignette addressed violence without specifying a target group (control condition) or addressing this problem in relation to black people, women, or gay individuals. The difference from the first study was the manipulation of the role played by the participants. We asked half of them to respond according to "their personal opinion". For the other half, we asked them to express not their personal opinion, but the opinion of society in light of the presented case of violence”.

Resultados
-. Revisar el formato APA de las tablas reportadas. Es importante que aparezcan los símbolos de los estadísticos reportados.
R: We revised the Table according to APA guidelines (Chapter 7 – Tables and Figures of the APA 2019 Manual). We also scrutinised the symbol used to represent statistical parameter to be in accordant to the APA style (APA, 2019 manual, Chapter 6 – Mechanics of Styles: section 6.44 Statistical Symbols and Abbreviations).

Reviewer B


It is recommended to add the research question of study 2 in the introduction.

R:  As suggested by the reviewer, we highlighted this research questions in the introduction as follow: 

“In Study 2, we went a step further and asked half of the participants to express their opinions about the reasons for the occurrence of violence, as in Study 1, while we asked the other half to describe society's opinion about violence to examine whether concerns about self-concerns about the anti-prejudice norm, which dictates that "good people are not prejudiced" (Lima et al., 2019), is an inhibiting factor in the situation of expressing one's personal opinion compared to the situation in which participants express society's opinion”.

In the results, you have stated that: ‘Participants who were instructed to respond according to their own opinion emitted more evocations than those who responded according to society's opinion.’ and that: ‘Comparison between experimental conditions indicated that the difference was significant only for offender blaming so that participants in the social condition blamed the offender less than those in personal condition.’ These are the main results of study 2 and are contrary to what was expected, so they should be mentioned in the discussion. 

R: We clarified this aspect in the results section as follows:

“Participants who were instructed to answer according to their own opinion gave more invocations (i.e., the sum of the average scores of invocations between categories) than those who answered according to the society's opinion”.

I am a little bit confused. Before you have stated that: ‘Comparison between experimental conditions indicated that the difference was significant only for offender blaming so that participants in the social condition blamed the offender less than those in personal condition.’ So, I do not understand this part of the discussion; it seems contrary to the results. 

R: There is no contradiction, because the above description referred to the comparison between the two conditions in terms of the total number of invocations. The present comparison refers to the decomposition of the interaction effect between the manipulation and the type of invocations, so that the higher total number of invocations in the personal condition was because participants in the society condition blamed less the offender. That is, the main effect was driven by the interaction effect that identified the specific type of evocation when the manipulation influenced participants' evocations.




