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Changing attitudes toward redistribution: The role of perceived economic inequality in

everyday life and intolerance of inequality

Abstract

Modern societies are characterized by economic inequality. Redistributive policies are one of
the means to reduce it. We argue that perceived economic inequality in everyday life and
intolerance of it are central factors to enhance positive attitudes toward redistribution. To test
it, we conducted a four-wave longitudinal panel study in Chile with a sample of 1221 college
students (at T1 — baseline, 960 at T2, 926 at T3, and 787 at T4; Mage = 18.89). As expected, a
cross-lagged longitudinal analysis controlled by household income confirmed a positive
relationship between perceived economic inequality in everyday life and intolerance of
inequality, which in turn was positively associated with support for redistributive policies.
These results were stable and consistent over time, supporting the idea that perceived economic
inequality in everyday life enhances positive attitudes toward redistribution by increasing
intolerance of it. Results highlight the important role played by perceived inequality in

everyday life.

Keywords: economic inequality, intolerance of inequality, attitudes toward redistribution,

everyday life, perceived inequality.



Changing attitudes toward redistribution: The role of perceived economic inequality in
everyday life and intolerance of inequality

Despite social and economic progress made in the last few centuries, societies still
cannot solve a fundamental issue: ongoing economic inequality. This disparity has increased
in most societies and is very likely to continue growing in the future (Alvaredo et al., 2017;
Piketty, 2014). Chile is one of the countries that leads economic inequality rankings
worldwide (Salgado, 2019). Lately, it has received significant international attention because
of the civil movement that demands a more equitable society (Somma et al., 2020). In this
context, the present research tested the association between Chilean citizens’ perceived
economic inequality in everyday life and two of its potential effects: intolerance of inequality

and attitudes toward redistribution.

Notwithstanding the costs of inequity and the desire to reduce economic inequality
(Brown-lanuzzi et al., 2015; Evans & Kelly, 2017), people do not often challenge inequality
(Hadler, 2005; Kelley & Evans, 1993). In fact, the redistribution of economic resources is
still unpopular among people (Brown-lanuzzi et al., 2015; Son Hing et al., 2019). Moreover,
individuals are not very precise when estimating actual inequality in their countries (Condon
& Wichowsky, 2020; Norton & Ariely, 2011) and are more inclined to support policies that
foster educational opportunities than those aimed at redistributing taxes (McCall &
Kenworty, 2009; Franko, 2016). Furthermore, citizens often do not trust the government to
redistribute resources (Arsenio, 2018). Nevertheless, some research has recently suggested
that perceived economic inequality in people’s daily life — rather than a general and abstract
estimation of such inequality — may lead people to tolerate inequality less and be more open

to redistribution (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020).



To measure perceived economic inequality, studies use tasks that ask participants how
resources are distributed in their countries, measures such as diagrammatic representations of
resource distribution, or perceived wage gaps (Choi, 2019; Norton & Ariely, 2011). Yet,
these measures have raised serious concerns about their construct validity. Participants find it
difficult to report their perception of inequality using them. Their answers tend to reflect
variability associated with cognitive biases or educational levels (Helgason & Mérola, 2017,
Pedersen & Mutz, 2019). As a result, numerous studies have pointed out the need to measure
economic inequality experienced by people daily rather than use abstract measures of
inequality (Boudreau & Mackenzie, 2018; Cruces et al., 2013; Gonthier, 2017; Mijs, 2019).

However, this has rarely been done so far (see Kraus et al., 2017, for exceptions).

Therefore, some qualitative studies have examined how people perceived economic
inequality in their daily lives (see Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2018a; Garcia-Castro et al., 2021).
They have found that perceived economic inequality is not restricted to financial issues and
includes dimensions related to people’s routines. For example, individuals identify social
classes, intergroup relations founded on discrimination, and job conditions as important
indicators of inequality (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2018). Moreover, people perceived inequality
through daily cues such as consumption, opportunities, leisure, and mental health (Garcia-
Castro et al., 2021). Finally, some studies remark that the frequency of perceived economic
inequality in everyday life influences attitudes toward economic inequality (Garcia-Sanchez

et al., 2018; Garcia-Castro et al., 2021).

We aimed to overcome the aforementioned limitation by exploring perceived
economic inequality in daily life as a critical factor that may trigger less tolerance of
inequality and lead to greater support for redistributive policies over time. This relationship
has been theoretically proposed (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2018b; Son Hing et al., 2019) and

preliminarily tested in at least one experimental study (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020). Moreover,



as far as we know, our research is a novel attempt to examine these ideas using longitudinal
data, a recommended approach to test relationships over time, and bring more ecological

validity to the results (Elliot et al., 2008; Newman, 2020; Salgado, 2019).

Perceived economic inequality in everyday life, intolerance of inequality, and attitudes

toward redistribution

Perceived economic inequality in daily life is defined as the everyday events during
which members of society perceive variability in the distribution of resources amongst
themselves (Akyelken, 2020). From this perspective, perceived economic inequality in daily
life comprises at least two elements: the places people usually inhabit and the persons who

are part of their reference group (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2018a).

The most critical social circles from which individuals can estimate inequality are
those within which people interact the most often in their everyday life (Clark & Senik, 2010,
Irwin, 2015). People gather information about economic distribution based on their own
experience and the experiences of their relatives, friends, coworkers, and acquaintances,
including only small amounts of information about society as a whole or other abstract
images (Evans & Kelley, 2017; Molina et al., 2019). The information that people extract from
their close reference group is applied generally to the entire population (Brown-lanuzzi et al.,
2015; Cruces et al., 2013). In fact, the mechanisms used to extract information about the
distribution of society from reference groups are present in many different cultures (Evans &

Kelly, 2017, Kanbayashi, 2019).

Furthermore, the closest context impacts social perception, especially when it is
highly salient (Larsen et al., 2019; Newman, 2020). Research on the accessibility heuristic
has shown that when people cognitively assess any given situation, they base their judgment

on their social circle and close environment (Cruces et al., 2013; Evans & Kelley, 2017),



which provides information that influences their assessment of reality (Bisgaard et al., 2016).
The most immediate environments exert a remarkable influence on individuals’ perception of

economic inequality (Evans & Kelley, 2017; Irwin, 2015; Kanbayashi, 2019).

Attitudes toward redistribution are influenced by perceived economic inequality in
daily life (Kearns et al., 2014). Some evidence in this regard has shown that people living in
less equal environments are more likely to vote for legislators who espouse policies of wealth
redistribution (Newman & Hayes, 2019). Individuals who interact with people in
unemployment situations also tend to support redistribution of wealth to a greater extent
compared to those who do not have these types of interactions (Franko, 2016). Moreover, the
perceived economic condition of the reference group affects people’s attitudes toward wealth

redistribution (Dawtry et al., 2015).

Although the previous results show how individuals’ context and reference groups can
affect their perception of inequality and their tendencies to agree with redistributive
measures, attitudes toward inequality can also influence perceived inequality. At a recent
time in literature, research has also shown that psychosocial processes can shape perceptions
of inequality (Du & King, 2021; Sainz et al., 2019a). For example, people who have more
social dominance orientation (Kteily et al., 2017), believe in a just world (Garcia-Sanchez et

al., 2021), and validate a meritocratic ideology (Castillo et al., 2019) perceive less inequality.

Notwithstanding people tend to reject the economic inequality they perceive (e.g.,
Castillo et al., 2012; Khun, 2019), this is not always the case. The extent to which economic
inequality is tolerated is a function of people’s perception and beliefs about it (LA Roex et
al., 2019; Han et al., 2012). Indeed, perceived economic inequality in daily life has been
shown to predict better intolerance of inequality than the existing popular measures of a

general perception of inequality (Garcia-Castro et al., 2019). In addition, it has also been



found experimentally that perceived economic inequity in everyday life increases intolerance
of inequality (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020). Therefore, perceived economic disparity in daily

life seems to be a more reliable predictor than an abstract measure of perceived inequality.

The effect of perceived economic inequality in support for redistributive policies
appears not to be direct (Choi, 2019; Norton & Ariely, 2011) but mediated by intolerance of
inequality (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020). Perceiving greater inequality in everyday life may
make people tolerate inequality less; in turn, this may lead people to support redistributive
policies (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020). Empirical evidence has previously confirmed this idea
and revealed that intolerance of inequality is related to support redistributive policies. When
intolerance of inequality is high, people show more support for redistributive policies (Franko

et al., 2013; Kuziemko et al., 2015).

People tend to congregate and interact within social groups composed of individuals
similar to themselves regarding their socioeconomic status (Cruces et al., 2013). When social
groups are homophilic economic inequality is not visible (Son & Lin, 2012). Then, the social
distance between social groups results in a lack of consciousness about the structural reasons
that create inequality (Mijs, 2019). Conversely, when people become aware of the inequality
around them in their daily lives, their tolerance for inequality decreases, and they support
more redistributive policies (Garcia-Castro et al., 2020). As socioeconomic status can
influence this process (Akyelken, 2020; Irwin, 2015), we control this variable when testing

PEIEL’s effect.

The current research
Our contribution is based on two aspects. First, to test the hypothesized model, we
used a longitudinal panel methodology with four waves of data collection. As far as we

know, this design has not been used before to test this model. This design provided optimal



conditions to test how perceived economic inequality in everyday life influences changes in
support for redistributive policies over time directly and indirectly by reducing the level of
tolerance to inequality (see Figure 1). We would also replicate a previous result to provide
greater ecological validity to the model (Baucal et al., 2020). Second, the study presented
here was conducted in a sample of the non-Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich and
Democratic (WEIRD) population (Rad et al., 2018) in Latin America. This region has not
often been represented in the literature on economic inequality and support for redistributive
policies.

Specifically, we hypothesize that the more people perceive economic inequality in
their daily life, the higher their support for redistributive policies (H1) and the higher their
intolerance of inequality over time (H2). We also expect the association between perceived
economic inequality in everyday life and support for redistributive policies to be mediated by
the level of intolerance of inequality over time (H3). Thus, we consider that perceived
economic inequality would predict support for redistributive policies controlled by household
income because it increases the level of intolerance of inequality over time. Figure 1 shows
the tested model. Likewise, we explore the possibility that intolerance to inequality and
attitudes toward redistribution affects the perception of economic inequality in everyday life.
Supplementary materials, data, and analyses’ scripts are available at

https://osf.io/yjexs/?view only=c4d80f18dd464e0e93b60a5c6d17899a

[FIGURE 1 HERE]

Method

Participants

First-year university students from five different schools in Santiago, Chile, were
enrolled in the first part of a longitudinal panel study (N = 1221; Mage = 18.89, SDage=1.6, 66%

women), 960 (67% women) at T2, 926 at T3 (67% women), and 787 at T4 (68.6% women).


https://osf.io/yjexs/?view_only=c4d80f18dd464e0e93b60a5c6d17899a

Attrition rates were generally low, meaning that only 21.42% of participants dropped out at

T2, 1.15% at T3, and 4.03% at T4.

Procedure

Participants were recruited using social media networks as well as on campus.
Research assistants recruited them using a message describing the study, the reward for
participation, and its longitudinal design. Individuals interested in participating in the study
were instructed to share their contact information to be sent the Qualtrics survey link. After
giving their informed consent and receiving guarantees regarding data confidentiality and
anonymity, participants answered a questionnaire comprising the target measures that took
about 45 minutes to complete. The time lag between waves was 6 months (Wave 1 took place
in May 2017, Wave 2 was in November 2017, Wave 3 was in May 2018, and Wave 4 was in
November 2018); data collection took about one month. After completing the questionnaire,
participants were thanked and rewarded with $10, $12, $15, and $20 USD, respectively, in

each wave.

The study data was collected in the context of a broader project addressing social
change and collective action. The project had the approval of the Ethics Committee. The
sample size was initially set to enable a series of analyses despite attrition rates. Hence, the
sample size for this study was determined by its availability considering the number of
participants needed to perform structural equation models (N>460) (Wolf et al., 2013) and a
mediation analysis (N>562) (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007) with a statistical power of at least
80%. All available data for each participant were used. Full Information Maximum
Likelihood (FIML) procedure was applied to impute missing data. Accordingly, missing data
can partly be recuperated from previous waves, making this statistical procedure a powerful

tool for dealing with missing data (Schafer & Graham, 2002; Wothke, 2000).



Measures

All measures remained constant for the entire study.

Perceived Economic Inequality in Everyday Life (PEIEL). Adapted from (Garcia-
Castro et al., 2019), a single item measures this variable. We asked participants to report the
frequency of perceived economic inequality in their everyday life by answering the following
question (from 1 = never, to 5 = very frequently): “How often do you see situations of
economic inequality in your daily life?” PEIEL’s measures in recent studies have shown

satisfactory validity evidences (see Melita et al., 2021; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2020).

Intolerance of inequality. This study considered a single item commonly used in
international surveys (e.g., ISSP, 2017). Participants were questioned about their level of
agreement or disagreement (1 = totally agree, 5 = totally disagree) with the following
question: “In Chile, income differences are too large.” This measure was conceptualized as
tolerance of inequality (Gonthier, 2017; Larsen, 2016; Schroder, 2017). Considering higher
scores of this measure have been shown to mean lower tolerance for inequality, we designate

said measure as intolerance of inequality.

Attitudes toward redistribution. Two items adapted from Dawtry et al. (2015) were
used to measure support for redistributive policies. Participants were questioned about their
level of agreement or disagreement (1 = totally agree, 5 = totally disagree) with the following
statements: “I think the government should redistribute wealth charging higher taxes to rich
people.” and “Wealth in this country should be distributed more equitably, also reaching
groups with fewer resources.” The results from these two items were then averaged to

produce one score at each given time (r ranging from .53 to .61).

Household Income. Monthly family income in Chilean pesos after taxes and

deductions were asked with 20 options 1=below $220.000, 2=between $220.001 and $280.000,



3=between $280.001 and $330.000, 4=between $330.001 and $380.000, 5=between $380.001
and $420.000, 6= between $420.001 and $470.000, 7=between $470.001 and $510.000,
8=between $510.001 and $560.000, 9=between $560.001 and $610.000, 10=between $610.001
and $670.000, 11=between $670.001 and $730.000, 12=between $730.001 and $800.000,
13=between $800.001 and $890.000, 14=between $890.001 and $980.000, 15=between
$980.001 and $1.100.000, 16= between $126.001 and $149.000, 17=between $1.260.001 and
$1.490.000, 18=between $1.490.001 and $1.850.000, 19=Dbetween $1.850.001 and $2.700.000,
20=above $2.700.000. The average response ranged between $670.001 and $730.000 which is

approximately between $971 and $1011 US dollars.

Results

Descriptive statistics

Correlations of the same measures over time, standard deviations, and means at their
corresponding time points are displayed below in Table 1. As expected, the correlations
between the same variables over time reported in Table 1 were significantly positive, ranging

in size from .36 to .84.

[TABLE 1 HERE]

Table 2 shows the variable’s correlations matrix measured at the same time point. The
cross-wide relationships between variables are from low to moderate (Swank & Mullen,

2017).

[TABLE 2 HERE]

Structural model

To estimate the longitudinal effect of PEIEL on attitudes toward redistribution and the

mediating role of intolerance of inequality at four data time points, we conducted longitudinal



cross-lagged path analyses with the robust maximum likelihood estimation in Mplus version
8.2 (Muthen & Mutheén, 2018). Our baseline model included only autoregressive effects
between variables estimated over time. The model was then systematically compared with
others that constrained the autoregressive effects for each variable to be equal across different
time points. If the later models did not substantially change the control format indicator (CFI)
and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) indicators, we retained and
interpreted the most parsimonious constrained model results in which the stability of variable
scores across different time points was the same. This decision was made using the criteria
introduced by Rutkowski and Svetina (2014) and suggestions by Chen (2007). When
determining invariance between different models with samples bigger than 300 participants,
these authors recommend focusing on the change in the CFl and RMSEA of the models as
follows: the decrease in the CFI should not be greater than .02 when compared to the
previous model, and the RMSEA should not change by more than .03. It is worth noting that
Chen (2007) and Rutkowski and Svetina (2014) argued that the traditional scaled chi-square
difference test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001) is less recommended when comparing models with
large samples because it is a sensitive technique that shows significant changes even if the
variations in the fit of the models are minimal. Unstandardized parameters are reported
because standardized parameters can result in inaccurate estimates and standard errors (Cole

& Maxwell, 2003). Results are summarized in Table 3.

[TABLE 3 HERE]

Autoregressive longitudinal model

It is important in the longitudinal analysis to evaluate if the variables are predictors of
themselves over time (Usami et al., 2019). Therefore, the first analysis tested a first-order

autoregressive model. The parameters in the first model (1a) were freely estimated. After this



model was tested, a second model (see Table 3, Model 1b) assessed if the autoregressive
effects between T1 and T2 were equivalent to those between T2 and T3 and between T3 and
T4; specifically, it assessed whether the stability in a variable was itself consistent over time
(Cole & Maxwell, 2003). Since invariance between models was confirmed (ACFI = .001;
ARMSEA = -.004), the second, most parsimonious model (Model 1b) was retained. All
estimated paths were significant (p < .001) in this model, which indicates that the variables

predicted themselves, showing the stability of the constructs over time.

Unidirectional forward longitudinal models

The next model was built on the autoregressive model (Model 1b) by estimating the
hypothesized paths between the predictor (i.e., perceived economic inequality in everyday
life T1 and T2), the mediator (i.e., intolerance of inequality T2 and T3), and the outcome
variable (i.e., attitudes toward redistribution T3 and T4), respectively. Again, the model
showed a good fit (see Table 3, Model 2a). The next step was to constrain the hypothesized
pathways to be equivalent between T1 and T2, between T2 and T3, and between T3 and T4.
This more constrained model also showed a good fit (see Table 3, Model 2b) and did not
significantly differ from the former (ACFI = -.015; ARMSEA = .000). Hence, the more

restrained Model 2b was retained (see Figure 2).

[FIGURE 2 HERE]

Results revealed that perceived economic inequality in daily life predicted a change in
respondents’ attitudes toward redistribution to reduce inequality. Consistent with H1, the
greater the perceived level of economic inequity in everyday life at Time 1, Time 2, and Time
3, the more participants increased their attitudes toward redistribution over the subsequent

time points (i.e., six months T2, one-year T3, and eighteen months later T4). In addition, and



consistent with H2, perceived economic inequality in daily life predicted an increase in the
level of intolerance of inequality six months later, which in turn predicted a rase in
participants’ positive attitudes toward redistribution to reduce inequality six months later (see
the significant indirect effect in Table 4). Thus, this pattern of results strongly supported H3
and provided evidence of the longitudinal mediating role of intolerance of inequality in the
relationship between perceived economic disparity in daily life and attitudes toward

redistribution.

[TABLE 4 HERE]

Unidirectional reverse longitudinal models

To test the reverse relationship, the predictor and outcome variables were then
swapped. In this model, T1 and T2 attitudes towards redistribution were considered
predictors of T2 and T3 intolerance of inequality, which were predictors of T3 and T4
perceived economic inequality in everyday life. This reverse model also showed a good fit, as
is shown in Table 3 (Model 3a). Similar pathways were constrained to be equivalent in
magnitude between time points as in the unidirectional forward model. This inverse model
with equivalent paths exhibited good fit indices (see Model 3b) and demonstrated no
significant decrease in fit compared to an unconstrained Model 3a (ACFI=-.011; ARMSEA=

-.002).

The reverse indirect path from attitudes towards redistribution at Time 1 and Time 2
to perceived economic inequality in everyday life at Time 3 and Time 4 via intolerance of
inequality at Time 2 and T3 was significant (See Table 4), indicating the presence of a
mediation. Models 3b and 2b had similar fit indices (see Table 3; ACFI = .006; ARMSEA = -

.003), suggesting that neither model was preferable over the other. We then tested a



bidirectional longitudinal model that simultaneously estimated both the ‘forward’ and

‘reverse’ paths. It is reported in the next section.

Bidirectional longitudinal models

Given that perceived economic inequality in daily life predicted an increase in
positive attitudes toward redistribution, and attitudes toward redistribution predicted a rise in
perceived economic inequality in everyday life, we combined the pathways from the
unidirectional longitudinal (forward and reverse) models. Including the bidirectional
longitudinal models allowed us to test whether the variables had a recursive effect in an
exploratory way. The first bidirectional model was freely estimated, except for the
autoregressive pathways that were already constrained to be equivalent in magnitude between
Tland T2, T2 and T3, and T3 and T4, as in previous models. The bidirectional model fit well
statistically (see Table 3, Model 4a) and was then compared with a model in which equivalent
pathways were constrained to be equal in magnitude between different time points (Table 3,
Model 4b). The two models did not vary in terms of fit (ACFI=-.014; ARMSEA=-.003), so
the most parsimonious bidirectional model was treated as the definitive parameter estimation
(Model 4b, see Figure 3). These results suggest that a recursive relationship between
variables is possible. Thus, a reciprocal influence between perceived economic inequality in
daily life and attitudes toward redistribution over time was observed in this final model

mediated by intolerance of inequality.

[FIGURE 3 HERE]

Discussion

One of the most pressing issues in contemporary society is economic inequity
(Wilkinson & Pickett, 2017), and economic redistribution seems to be a valuable way to

reduce it (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2020; Sainz et al., 2019b). This research explored one of the



possible antecedents of attitudes toward inequality and redistribution: perceived economic
inequality in daily life. Consistent with our predictions, results revealed that the extent to
which people perceive economic inequality in everyday life relates to attitudes toward
redistributive policies over time (H1). In addition, as expected, perceived economic
inequality in daily life also predicted changes in the level of intolerance of inequality, making
people less tolerant toward it (H2). Finally, results confirmed the central role played by
intolerance of inequality in the process of linking economic inequality in daily life and
attitudes toward redistribution (H3). Specifically, the more individuals were exposed to
economic inequality in their everyday lives, the higher their intolerance. Increasing
intolerance of inequality, in turn, fostered the development or growth of positive attitudes
toward redistribution over time. The outcomes are given even controlling for household

income. The current results are relevant for many reasons.

First, the class structure of society leads individuals to perceive and estimate
inequality based on the social groups they interact with (Cruces et al., 2013; Mijs, 2019).
These processes may distance individuals from different social groups — more or less
disadvantaged than themselves — which, in turn, could make people unaware of the structural
reasons that cause inequality. It has been shown that attitudes toward inequality tend not to
change without direct experiences with people from different social strata (Condon &
Wichowsky, 2020). Furthermore, the contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006) could explain the effect of perceived economic inequality in everyday life on attitudes
towards inequality and redistribution. Perceived economic inequality in daily life leads
individuals to make comparisons between advantaged and disadvantaged close others, which
leads them to question these disparities. In line with this idea, past research has shown that
individuals who make more economic comparisons between people show greater support for

wealth redistribution policies (Clark & Senik, 2010; Senik, 2009).



Second, having experiences that increase knowledge about inequality can change
attitudes toward it over time (Kearns et al., 2014). Previous research has shown that
inequality poses a threat to the self-concept (Lowery et al., 2012; Rosette & Zhou, 2018).
Therefore, increases in perceived economic inequality in daily life could threaten the social
standing of individuals, given that those who often perceive economic disparities in their
everyday lives may be more afraid of losing social status (Garcia-Castro et al., 2019). This
can lead to decreased tolerance of wealth disparity and more support of redistribution

(Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2018a).

To our knowledge, this the first study that has shown how perceived economic
inequality in daily life relates to support redistributive policies over time. Beliefs linked to
inequalities tend to reinforce themselves, making them hard to change (Brown-lanuzi et al.,
2015). However, attitudes are conditioned by knowledge gathered from everyday life (Kearns
et al., 2014). The current results show that changes in attitudes seem to require time.
Everyday knowledge about inequality is accumulated thanks to the information gathered
from social groups, interpersonal contact, and direct observations, providing information on
redistributive policies (Kearns et al., 2014). Longitudinal studies appear to be an adequate
tool to track how this accumulation of daily knowledge affects support for redistributive

policies (Newman, 2020).

The relationship between wealth disparity and support for redistributive policies is
complex and not necessarily straightforward (Evans & Kelley, 2018). The aforementioned
results of this study provide substantive evidence to support the mediational process involved
in the relationship between perceived economic inequality in daily life and attitudes toward

redistribution through intolerance of inequality.



Despite these promising findings, we are conscious of the limits of mediation models
(Fiedler et al., 2018) and the partial mediation showed in the current study. Nevertheless, we
argue that intolerance of inequality could be understood as one of several mechanisms at play
in the relationship between perceived economic disparities in daily life and attitudes toward
redistribution. Future research could test other possible mediators involved in this

relationship, such as justice or meritocracy beliefs.

Although in some cases, single-item measures are as valid and reliable as broader
instruments (Du & King, 2021; Postmes et al., 2013), we acknowledge that the items used to
measure perceived economic inequality in daily life and intolerance of inequality could be
improved. For example, in the case of perceived economic inequality in everyday life, more
items of PEIEL’s scale may be used (Garcia-Castro et al., 2019). Unfortunately, the space
limit in the questionnaire used constrained the possibility of including more items, which

frequently happens in extensive surveys.

Notwithstanding perceived economic inequality and intolerance of inequality refer to
subjective elements of economic disparities and, they evaluate different cognitive processes
(Son Hing et al., 2019). The measured “Income differences [in country] are too large” is an
attitudinal measure of the level of rejection or acceptance generated by perceived inequality
(Choi, 2019). The adjective “too large” involves assessing whether there is more inequality
than there should be. For this reason, this measure is conceptualized as intolerance to
inequality (see Garcia-Castro et al., 2019, 2020, 2021; Gonthier, 2017; Larsen, 2016;
Schroder, 2017). Besides, it is the most used measure in international surveys (ISSP, 2017).
However, since intolerance to inequality is a crucial variable in social psychology, new multi-
item measures of this construct should also be considered in future studies (see Wiwad et al.,

2019).



The present results also show important evidence supporting a bidirectional and
dynamic relationship among the variables, influencing each other with a recursive effect.
Perceived economic inequality in daily life leads to intolerance of inequity and support for
wealth redistribution; yet, the support of redistributive policies also causes intolerance of
inequality and a greater perception of economic inequality in daily life. This lines up with
previous research suggesting the possible bidirectional relationship mentioned above
(Bobzien, 2019; Castillo et al., 2019). The evidence provided in the present research offers

insight into this recursive dynamic approach.

The main focus of this study was the psychosocial consequences of perceived
economic inequality in daily life. However, results must be taken with caution to the extent
that they seem to point out that unidirectional linear models account for only a small part of
the psychosocial processes involved and because the measures used play an important role in
understanding the results found. This is inferred by considering the small effect size found in
this study and in the previous one that experimentally tested the same mediation path (Garcia-

Castro et al., 2020).

The present study results support recent findings showing that attitudes toward
inequality can also predict perceived economic inequality over time (Du & King, 2021). This
result has been explained by a motivated cognition process (Aldama et al., 2021). Those who
tolerate and justify more inequality perceive less inequality just because they are motivated to
not seeing it. In this way, conservatives defend themselves from the damaging effects of
perceiving economic inequality (Du & King, 2021). Furthermore, having positive attitudes
toward redistribution and tolerate less inequality can lead to perceiving more inequality. All
in all, this process helps to maintain a more consistent view of society, and cognitive

dissonance is reduced (Aldama et al., 2021). Future research should explore this dynamic



relationship in greater depth to deepen our understanding of the processes that are at play in

this rather complex phenomenon.

In conclusion, the results of this study confirmed that directing people’s focus to the
wealth disparity in their daily lives relates to their concern about inequality and their support
to policies to reduce it. Likewise, it shows the benefits of longitudinal studies to capture the
psychosocial changes over time of perceived economic inequality in everyday life. If we want
to build more egalitarian societies, developing interventions that highlight the perception and
experience of inequality in daily life can be a way to promote more positive attitudes toward

actions aimed to reduce inequality.
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Figure 3. Full longitudinal constrained bidirectional model tested in the current study.

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. Model 4b in Table 2: y*(72) = 253.704; p < .001; CFI = .963; RMSEA = .050; SRMR = .050. Unstandardized coefficients
are reported. Within-time covariates were all significant at time point 1. For parsimonious reasons, full details can be seen in the supplemental materials Table
S2.



Table 1

Descriptive statistics and correlations of the measures included in the current study

Items Range M 95% ClI rrim Ir2-13 Ir3-14

Lower Upper
Limit Limit

PEIEL

T: 1 1.00-5.00 4.33 4.28 4.38 B50**  50**  53**

T 1 1.00-5.00 4.29 4.24 4.34

T3 1 1.00-5.00 4.28 4.23 4.34

T4 1 1.00-5.00 4.27 4.21 4.33

Tolerance to Inequality

T1 1 1.00-5.00 4.64 4.59 4.68 36%*  43** A1**

T 1 1.00-5.00 4.63 4.59 4.67

T3 1 1.00-5.00 4.60 4.55 4.64

T4 1 1.00-5.00 4.58 4.52 4.63

Attitudes toward redistribution

T1 2 1.00-5.00 4.02 3.96 4.08 60**  B1** 62**

T 2 1.00-5.00 4.01 3.96 4.07

T3 2 1.00-5.00 4.02 3.96 4.08

T4 2 1.00-5.00 4.02 3.96 4.09

Household Income

T: 1 1.00-22.00 10.99 10.52 11.46  .84*** @3***  GlrF**

T 1 1.00-22.00 11.29 10.83 11.75

T3 1 1.00-22.00 11.39 10.92 11.85

T4 1 1.00-22.00 11.61 11.14 12.07

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <. 001



Table 2

Variable’s correlation matrix measured at the same time point

2 3 4
T1
PEIEL 38*** 35*** - 12%**
Intolerance of inequality 1 AQF** -.08*
Attitudes toward redistribution 1 -.20%**
Household income 1
T2
PEIEL ABF** 38*** -, 18***
Intolerance of inequality 1 BTFF* -.09**
Attitudes toward redistribution 1 - 21%**
Household income 1
T3
PEIEL 53*** .39%** -.18***
Intolerance of inequality 1 AJFF* - 11%*
Attitudes toward redistribution 1 - 13***
Household income 1
T4
PEIEL 49F** A40*** - 13%**
Intolerance of inequality 1 A0*** -.04
Attitudes toward redistribution 1 -.09**
Household income 1

Note. *** p <.001, ** p <.01, * p <.05



Table 3

Comparisons of autoregressive, unidirectional forward, unidirectional reverse and bidirectional longitudinal models tested in the current study

Model Model Fit Model Comparison Model Invariance Testing
la ¥2(85) = 749.450; p < .001; CFI = .864; RMSEA = .088; SRMR = .157
1b ¥2(93) = 752.161; p < .001; CFI = .865; RMSEA = .084; SRMR =.160 1bvs. la ACFI=.001; ARMSEA=-.004
2a v2(58) = 258.674; p < .001; CFI = .959; RMSEA = .059; SRMR = .071
2b ¥2(78) = 352.219; p < .001; CFI = .944; RMSEA = .059; SRMR =.085 2b vs. 2a ACFI=-.015; ARMSEA=.000
2bvs. 1b ACFI= .079; ARMSEA= -.025

3a ¥%(58) = 250.725; p <.001; CFI = .961; RMSEA = .058; SRMR = .067

3b  y¥(78) = 321.213; p < .001; CFI = .950; RMSEA = .056; SRMR = .079 3bvs. 3a ACFI=-.011; ARMSEA= -.002
3bvs. 1b ACFI= .085; ARMSEA=-.028
3bvs. 2b ACFI= .006; ARMSEA= -.003

4a  y¥(40) = 150.755; p < .001; CFI = .977; RMSEA = .053; SRMR = .029

4b  y¥(72) = 253.704; p < .001; CFI = .963; RMSEA = .050; SRMR = .050 4bvs. 4a ACFI= -.014; ARMSEA= -.003
4bvs. 1b ACFI= .098; ARMSEA= -.034
4b vs. 2b ACFI=.019; ARMSEA= -.009
4bvs. 3b ACFI= .013; ARMSEA= -.006

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; 1a = autoregressive
model (freely estimated parameters); 1b = autoregressive model (within construct path equivalence); 2a = unidirectional forward model: predictor > mediators
—> outcomes (freely estimated parameters); 2b = unidirectional forward model (within construct path equivalence);

3a = unidirectional backward model: outcomes = mediators - predictor (freely estimated parameters); 3b = unidirectional backward model (within construct
path equivalence); 4a= bidirectional model (freely estimated parameters); 4b=bidirectional model (within construct path equivalence for new paths).



PERCEIVED ECONOMIC INEQUALITY IN EVERYDAY LIFE

Table 4

Significance of the mediation effects tested in the current study

T1 T2 T3 T4 Size of Indirect  p-value of 95% C.I.
Effect (B) Effects Lower Upper
Forward Model
(2b)
Indirect effect PEIEL Intolerance ATR - .011 .021 .006 .016
Indirect effect - PEIEL Intolerance ATR .011 .021 .006 .016
Reverse

Model (3b)
Indirect effect ATR Intolerance PEIEL - .012 .013 .007 .017
Indirect effect - ATR Intolerance PEIEL .012 .013 .007 .017
Bidirectional

Model (4b)
Indirect effect PEIEL Intolerance ATR - .008 .024 .004 .012
Indirect effect - PEIEL Intolerance ATR .008 .024 .004 .012
Indirect effect ATR Intolerance PEIEL - .010 .019 .006 .014
Indirect effect - ATR Intolerance PEIEL .010 .019 .006 .014

Note. Unstandardized coefficients. p values are two tails. Explanation of the abbreviations: PEIEL=
Perceived Economic Inequality in Everyday Life; ATR=Attitudes Towards Redistribution.



