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1 Abstract

Abstract

Palabras clave: Market justice preferences; Education; Meritocratic beliefs; Chile; Latent

class analysis

The commodification of education has reshaped not only how educational systems

are organized but also how people evaluate what counts as fair in this domain. Market

justice—the normative principle that access to and quality of education should depend

on an individual’s or family’s ability to pay—has been consistently linked to meritocrat-

ic beliefs, which legitimize inequalities by attributing outcomes to individual effort and

talent rather than to structural conditions. However, most research treats meritocracy

as a one-dimensional construct, overlooking that meritocratic and privilege-based beliefs

can coexist within the same individuals. Building on a multidimensional framework that

distinguishes perceptions from preferences and merit from privilege, this study asks how

patterns of meritocratic beliefs are configured in the population and how these configura-

tions relate to preferences for market justice in education. I use representative data from

the Chilean survey EDUMERCO (N = 3,470), collected in 2025 among adults aged 18 to

75 in the Santiago Metropolitan Region. I first apply latent class analysis to identify con-

figurations groups of meritocratic and privilege-based beliefs, and then estimate ordinal

logistic regression models to examine how membership in these belief classes relates to

education market justice preferences, net of educational level, political identification, and

sociodemographic controls, with a robustness check on a student subsample. By moving

beyond a unidimensional view of meritocracy, this study aims to show that meritocratic

beliefs do not operate as a single, uniform mechanism of legitimation but as a multidi-

rectional one whose relationship with market justice varies across groups. The findings

are expected to inform how normative judgments about educational fairness are shaped
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in a highly unequal, market-oriented society such as Chile, offering evidence to support

policies aimed at advancing educational justice.

Preferred journal for submitting the article: Social Justice Reseach



3 Introduction

1 Introduction

Education has historically been a central element in the functioning of welfare states

by promoting access to opportunities and upward social mobility (Castles et al., 2010).

However, the commodification of education in recent years has profoundly transformed

the purpose of educational institutions (Brancaleone & O’Brien, 2011; OECD, 2025). In

this context, the expansion of private education has created a competitive environment

with the public sector, leading, in some cases, to the perception that paying for education

is synonymous with quality (Busemeyer & Iversen, 2020; Esping-Andersen, 1985; Lindh,

2015). This phenomenon is particularly concerning in countries such as Chile, the United

States, and Australia, where educational provision is primarily private (Castles et al., 2010;

Lee & Stacey, 2024; Valenzuela et al., 2014). Thus, the commodification of education has

led to tangible consequences, such as school segregation, but it has also changed people’s

moral schemes about what is considered fair in education (Brancaleone & O’Brien, 2011;

Fourcade & Healy, 2007; Koos & Sachweh, 2019; Piketty & Sandel, 2025).

Although one might expect most people to support the public option—especially in

countries with greater inequality—various studies have shown that some segments of

the population support the private alternative and may even endorse the inequalities

it generates (Lindh, 2015). This runs counter to general notions of redistribution and

social justice, which are based on the principles of equality and equity (Walzer, 2010). In

this sense, the private architecture of education has reshaped people’s sense of justice. The

concept of “market justice” proposed by Lane (1986) is highly relevant in this context; it

holds that access to education and its quality should be determined by an individual’s

or a family’s ability to pay. By treating money as the guiding principle of education

provision, this concept alludes to a distributive judgment but one focused on legitimizing

inequalities rather than on the equitable distribution of resources, making it an essential
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element for understanding the cultural and institutional transformations brought about

by the commodification of education.

The literature suggests that meritocracy is among the most significant factors in le-

gitimizing inequalities, and particularly in market justice. Despite being a distributive

system based on effort and talent, several studies have shown that meritocratic beliefs are

linked to the acceptance of inequality, as they attribute responsibility for successes and

failures primarily to individual agency, which functions as a cultural mechanism that jus-

tifies social hierarchies and diminishes the perception of the structural factors that shape

individual trajectories (Darnon et al., 2018; Heuer et al., 2020; Mau, 2015; Mijs, 2016;

Mijs, 2021). Now, in the field of market justice, previous research has shown a positive

association between perception of meritocracy and market justice (Castillo et al., 2024;

Castillo, Iturra, et al., 2025; Castillo et al., 2026). More specifically, meritocratic effort ori-

entation has been found to be a key driver of education market justice preferences among

both adults and students (Castillo et al., 2024; Castillo, Iturra, et al., 2025). In this way,

meritocratic beliefs serve as auxiliary frames of reference for all individuals; however, this

raises the questions: Are the frames of reference provided by meritocratic beliefs the same

for everyone? Do these frames share the same type of association with market justice in

education?

Although many scholars have shown interest in meritocratic beliefs, most adopt a one-

dimensional perspective. For example, they often view meritocratic beliefs as mutually

exclusive with those that acknowledge privileges in society, such as social and econom-

ic capital. This has significant implications for our understanding of social reality, as it

prevents us from observing the multidimensional nature of meritocracy. Recognizing this,

various authors have developed conceptual frameworks for studying meritocracy (Duru-

Bellat & Tenret, 2012; Mijs, 2018); for example, Castillo et al. (2023) proposes a novel

conceptual framework that distinguishes between meritocratic factors—such as effort and

talent—and factors of privilege—such as social networks and a wealthy family. Further-

more, this framework distinguishes between perceptions and preferences, allowing us to

understand that meritocratic beliefs and beliefs about privilege are neither opposites nor

mutually exclusive; they can coexist. However, there are caveats regarding how these meri-

tocratic beliefs take shape and operate differently in people’s minds. Concretely, although

we already know that meritocratic beliefs are compatible with structuralist or privilege-
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based beliefs, there is a lack of clarity about the different configurations of beliefs in

people’s minds and how these groups of individuals are characterized by similar belief

patterns.

Some studies have sought to understand the diversity of meritocratic beliefs in person-

centered approaches (Van Hootegem, 2022; Zhu, 2025), but their operationalizations of

meritocracy do not distinguish between perceptions and preferences, limiting the scope of

interpretations based on these measurements. We see there is also research that has already

examined the link between meritocracy and market-oriented preferences in education, but

without outlining a typology of beliefs that would allow for an appreciation of variations

across groups in the relationship between these two variables (Castillo et al., 2024; Castillo,

Iturra, et al., 2025; Lindh, 2015) In light of the above, I aim to contribute to this line

of research based on two developments: (1) To identify different patterns of meritocratic

beliefs using the conceptual framework proposed by Castillo et al. (2023). (2) To analyze

how these patterns of meritocratic beliefs relate to the preference for market justice in

education.

The study of the relationship between meritocratic beliefs and market justice in ed-

ucation is particularly relevant in Chile, a country that has internalized market-based

structures into its social services since the military dictatorship, during which education

was one of the sectors that underwent extensive privatization—the foundations of which

remain in place to this day (Bellei, 2025; Corvalán et al., 2016; Valenzuela et al., 2014).

Furthermore, the country’s high levels of inequality are striking given its strong adher-

ence to meritocracy, especially regarding the value placed on effort (Castillo, Iturra, et al.,

2025). Thus, this study aims to respond to two questions: (1) How do patterns of mer-

itocratic beliefs manifest in terms of the number of identifiable groups and their sizes?

(2) To what extent do meritocratic belief patterns influence preferences for market-based

justice in education?.

To address these issues, I use representative data from the Chilean survey EDUMER-

CO (N = 3470), a 2025 study that examined attitudes, emotions, and behaviors among

adults aged 18 to 75 regarding inequalities and meritocracy. First, I applied latent class

analysis to identify configurations of meritocratic beliefs, and then conducted ordinal lo-

gistic regression to examine the relationship between these profiles and preferences for
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market justice in education, while incorporating sociodemographic and socioeconomic fac-

tors. Thus, this research expands our understanding of how people’s normative judgments

vary and, above all, attempts to clarify that meritocracy does not function as a one-way

mechanism for legitimizing educational inequalities. This can provide an assessment of

how people normatively perceive the functioning of education, which may serve as a basis

for developing policies to promote educational justice.



7 Theoretical and empirical background

2 Theoretical and empirical background

2.1. Market justice preferences

Welfare states have undergone several institutional transformations in recent years,

with private expansion strongly penetrating social services alongside public provision

(Busemeyer & Iversen, 2020). Such processes have led to changes in the architecture of

the institutions responsible for social welfare. On the one hand, private companies operate

as service administrators of benefits based on the user’s ability to pay, whereas on the

other hand, public providers have reorganized to compete as quasi-markets (Lindh, 2017).

Besides changes at the formal level, the commodification of social services shapes cultural

norms and beliefs, where markets operate as moral projects (Fourcade & Healy, 2007;

Koos & Sachweh, 2019).

The field of distributive justice has gradually incorporated market preferences into

attitudinal research on redistribution. Since Kluegel’s seminal work (1981) on the nor-

mative foundations of beliefs about social stratification, the concept of market justice

preferences has been developed, understood as the normative principle that legitimizes

access to goods and services according to an individual’s or family’s ability to pay (Lane,

1986). This principle is closely linked to the justification of inequalities: by conceiving the

market as a space of equal opportunities, economic success is interpreted as an individual

achievement (J. R. Kluegel et al., 1999), disregarding the structural conditions that pro-

duce such disparities. In this way, market justice operates simultaneously as an economic

and moral principle that legitimizes socioeconomic inequalities.

Most research in this field relies on survey data, in which questions about market

justice directly probe support for the provision of social services—education, pensions,

and health care—based on individual ability to pay (e.g., “Is it fair that high-income
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individuals receive better education than low-income individuals?”) (Busemeyer, 2013;

Lindh, 2015). Within this framework, ISSP has been the primary source for advancing

this agenda. Also, recent research has employed both indices constructed from relevant

items (Castillo, Laffert, et al., 2025) and a separate analysis of each item.

Education is one of the key dimensions in the study of market justice, given the com-

modification processes educational systems have undergone in recent decades. The grow-

ing prominence of the private sector in education, coupled with the implementation of

market-driven logic, has transformed the structure of educational systems where students

and their families are viewed as consumers of a service (Brancaleone & O’Brien, 2011;

Lindh, 2015). These changes have ethical consequences, as education loses its intrinsic

value and becomes a means of generating monetary value, and its quality is often deter-

mined by the type of funding, thereby reinforcing socioeconomic inequalities (Abowitz

& Stitzlein, 2018; Ball, 2004; Piketty & Sandel, 2025; Satz, 2010). In this sense, market

justice in education conflicts with educational justice by denying equity in quality and

universal access to education.

Recent literature on market preferences has identified significant associations at both

the individual and contextual levels. At the individual level, socioeconomic status emerges

as a consistent predictor; those in more advantaged positions tend to exhibit greater

preferences for market justice (Koos & Sachweh, 2019; Lindh, 2015), a pattern reflecting

a moral economy that justifies status for those who benefit from the market order. In this

regard, political ideology shows a clear association, with right-leaning individuals tending

to favor market-oriented distributional principles (Castillo et al., 2024; Lee & Stacey, 2024).

At the contextual level, the relative weight of private and public service provision emerges

as a structuring factor in preferences; in countries where private investment predominates,

individuals tend to internalize the market order as a criterion of justice and, consequently,

to reduce their redistributive preferences; whereas the opposite trend is observed where

public provision prevails (Busemeyer, 2013; Immergut & Schneider, 2020; Lindh, 2015).
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2.2. Meritocratic beliefs

When discussing education, it is difficult not to encounter the concept of meritocracy.

Based on Michael Young’s work The Rise of Meritocracy (1962) (2017), this concept

is understood as the distribution of rewards based on effort and talent. For their part,

schools award credentials that reflect students’ performance in various subjects. In this

sense, meritocracy is a fundamental element of every educational institution, as it is one of

the principles governing the awarding of credentials. Thus, beliefs about the educational

system are often closely tied to meritocracy (Clycq et al., 2014; Darnon et al., 2018).

In the field of education, meritocracy has been used as a distributive principle, but

within this framework, it has also been linked to the justification of inequalities. Start-

ing from Adams’ theory of equity (1963), meritocracy operates as a universal equality

principle, where rewards should be commensurate with effort. Several studies have shown

that meritocratic beliefs are associated with individualistic beliefs, such as an aversion to

redistribution and a preference for market justice (Bartram, 2023; Castillo et al., 2024;

Castillo, Iturra, et al., 2025; Mijs, 2021; Sin et al., 2026), and are characteristic of those in

more privileged social positions (Heuer et al., 2020). In these cases, meritocracy is used to

legitimize positions, with those who benefit from the system often justifying their success

on the basis of their own merit, overlooking the structural conditions that shape reality.

Thus, the merit narrative is used to support the idea that money should determine the

quality and access to education. This normative judgment runs counter to educational jus-

tice, as it hinders equal opportunities and, ultimately, determines students’ educational

trajectories (Moyano, 2020; Walzer, 2010).

In the meritocracy research framework, most studies have used survey items, with the

International Social Survey Program as the main instrument for measuring and analyzing

meritocratic beliefs in both national and international contexts. These items show the

relevance of meritocratic and privilege factors for getting ahead in life, like effort and

contacts, respectively. Following this conceptual model, there is a tradition of studying

meritocratic beliefs from a unidimensional perspective (García-Sánchez et al., 2019; Mijs,

2021). The fundamental assumption of this perspective is that the factors are negatively

correlated; for example, if one expresses a higher degree of meritocratic beliefs, then,

consequently, beliefs that account for structural factors decrease. The problem with this
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approach is that it has serious implications for understanding social reality, since people’s

beliefs cannot be assumed to follow a rational logic where, if one goes up, the other must go

down. To address this, in recent years, some authors have proposed a multidimensional

perspective on meritocracy, constructing frameworks that allow for distinguishing the

dimension of merit from that of privilege, on the one hand, and differentiating perceptions

from preferences on the other (Castillo et al., 2023; Duru-Bellat & Tenret, 2012; Zhu, 2025).

These advances have led to two key contributions: (1) to capture the coexistence of beliefs

that may be considered contradictory and, consequently, (2) to demonstrate that people

can hold different sets of meritocratic beliefs.

While the multidimensional perspective on meritocracy allows for a more detailed ex-

amination of people’s beliefs, a caveat remains about the individuals who hold them. So

far, we do not know how different combinations of these dimensions operate in people’s

minds or how prevalent they are in populations. Several methods have addressed these

issues by estimating how variables can group into persons, with Latent Class Analysis

(LCA) among the most promising approaches. LCA is a person-centered approach that

allows us to identify the heterogeneity of individuals’ beliefs by clustering them, going be-

yond the scope of variable-centered methods, which assume that the association between

two or more variables in the population behaves uniformly (Cech & Blair-Loy, 2010). In

our context, one advantage of this approach is that it accommodates the possibility that

individuals may hold both meritocratic and structuralist beliefs, allowing for a theoreti-

cal and methodological examination of multidimensional meritocracy (Nylund-Gibson &

Choi, 2018; Zhu, 2025).

Although LCA allows us to identify different configurations of meritocratic beliefs, it

is not possible to define in advance the types of patterns that will be found. In this regard,

the evidence suggests that one of the most common patterns is pure meritocratic beliefs,

in which individuals consider merit important and structural factors unimportant (Heuer

et al., 2020; Xian & Reynolds, 2017; Zhu, 2025). On the other hand, a pattern has also

been identified in which success is attributed to family and background conditions rather

than effort (C. Palomino & Sebastian, 2026). Finally, a pattern of dual consciousness has

been identified, in which individuals consider merit, family connections, and wealth to be

important (Zhu, 2025). Therefore, based on previous studies, this research hypothesizes

three types of groups based on meritocratic beliefs:
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𝐻1: (1) purely meritocratic beliefs, viewing merits as important while deem-

ing privilege factors as irrelevant; (2) aware of privilege beliefs, viewing privi-

lege factors as important while deeming merits as unimportant; (3) dual con-

sciousness, viewing merits and privilege factors as important simultaneously.

Each pattern of meritocratic beliefs can be situated within a framework of meaning

related to a preference for market justice in education. As the literature suggests, the per-

ception of meritocracy is widely associated with the legitimization of inequalities—and

specifically with market justice—so it is to be expected that the first group would adhere

to this pattern (Castillo, Laffert, et al., 2025; Castillo, Iturra, et al., 2025). With regard

to the second group, the prevalence of privilege could be directly associated with disagree-

ment over education-market justice preferences, since observing that society distributes

rewards based on factors unrelated to merit might seem unfair (Alesina & La Ferrara,

2005). Finally, the pattern of dual consciousness may demonstrate that the recognition

of merit and privilege in the functioning of society could imply an understanding that

structural conditions play an important role in individual outcomes, leading to opposi-

tion to the idea that access to and the quality of a service such as education should be

based on economic conditions (Xian & Reynolds, 2017; Zhu, 2025). Based on the above,

the following hypotheses emerge:

𝐻2: Purely meritocratic beliefs class shows a positive association with edu-

cation market justice preferences

𝐻3: Aware of privilege beliefs class shows a negative association with edu-

cation market justice preferences

𝐻4: Dual consciousness beliefs class shows a negative association with edu-

cation market justice preferences

2.3. Associated factors

There are various theories regarding how educational attainment affects people’s re-

distributive preferences. On the one hand, there are theories that view education as a

resource that enhances the development of technical skills and/or critical thinking, lead-
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ing individuals to become aware of structural problems and, as a result, to support the

reduction of inequality (Becker, 1993; Freire, 2015; Schultz, 1961). On the other hand,

in cultural reproduction theories, education has been understood as a source of social

inequalities, as it reproduces individuals’ living conditions, preventing opportunities for

intergenerational social mobility and, consequently, perpetuating the stratified social or-

der (Bourdieu, 2019; Bowles & Gintis, 2011). Within the framework of redistributive

preferences, reproductionist notions are grounded in self-interest theory, whereby those

with higher levels of education tend to exhibit attitudes that reflect a desire to protect

their privileged social positions, which could be understood as an aversion to redistribu-

tion or support for market-based justice. Thus, education can be understood not only as

an enlightening force in social life but also as a cog in the reproduction of inequalities.

Recent literature provides empirical support for these two theoretical approaches to

education. For example, research by Nye et al. (2026) found, in an analysis of 282 country-

year combinations from various international surveys, that in 95 % of cases, education was

positively associated with market-oriented attitudes. Likewise, Van Noord et al. (2019)

used data from 31 countries to show that education is widely understood as the basis for

social stratification. Other studies have found that higher levels of education are associated

with a greater preference for public investment (Busemeyer, 2012) However, the results

from Liu & Wang (2026) suggest that education does not fulfill a generalized function;

rather, both the enlightening and the reproductionist roles exist but depend on the level

of education, where in countries with low inequality, basic education is associated with

reproductionist positions, while in secondary and tertiary education, the enlightening role

stands out.

Given the important role that education plays in shaping individuals’ attitudes toward

inequality, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

𝐻5: Individuals with higher levels of education show higher education mar-

ket justice preferences

In addition to educational level, the literature has shown that income is also an impor-

tant factor in the study of attitudes toward inequality (Heuer et al., 2020; Lindh, 2015).

The evidence shows that higher-income individuals tend to support market-based dis-

tributive principles (Immergut & Schneider, 2020; Lindh, 2015; Nye et al., 2026). In this
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context, among higher-status social groups, there is congruence between their attitudes

and their individual outcomes—that is, a legitimization of the market as a distributor of

rewards, serving as a justification for social status. Although the link between income and

market justice can be tied to self-interest theories, Langsæther & Evans (2020) argues that

social status does not always provide a rational explanation for attitudes toward inequali-

ty, making it necessary to test this relationship. Based on the literature, the corresponding

hypothesis is:

𝐻6: Individuals with higher incomes show higher education market justice

preferences

Political ideology also influences people’s attitudes toward inequality. In this regard,

the scientific literature has shown that people with right-wing political ideologies tend to

support a market-based distribution of welfare (Lee & Stacey, 2024). Meanwhile, (Van

Hootegem, 2022) found that right-wing individuals are less likely to adopt positions that

support equity and equality. This finding is consistent with the study by Castillo, Iturra,

et al. (2025), which found that only individuals identifying with right-wing ideologies

showed a positive correlation with a preference for market justice in education. In this

context, the following hypothesis is proposed:

𝐻7: Right-wing individuals show higher education market justice prefer-

ences than those belonging to the left-wing

Finally, I examine the moderating role of education in the relationship between merito-

cratic belief patterns and preferences for education market justice. Given that education

can play either an enlightenment or a reproductionist role, it would be interesting to ob-

serve how educational level can amplify or attenuate the relationship between each latent

class and education market justice preferences. Since I do not have sufficient evidence

to support this hypothesis, this analysis is exploratory. Thus, the following hypothesis

emerges:

𝐻8: Classes that are positively associated with education market justice

preferences show an amplified effect when moderated by educational level
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Figura 2.1: Conceptual map for hypotheses.

2.4. This study

Considering the hypotheses, this study argues that implementing a private social ser-

vices architecture has consequences for the population’s normative judgments, with mer-

itocracy emerging as a driving force shaping people’s conceptions of justice in the edu-

cational sphere. Specifically, this research posits that meritocracy is a multidimensional

concept, and based on this premise, it advances two main arguments: (1) Meritocratic

beliefs are not subject to a rational or continuous logic; their multidimensional nature

explains why such beliefs are organized into diverse patterns in people’s minds. (2) Based

on these different configurations of beliefs, meritocracy can be understood as a multidirec-

tional mechanism for legitimizing inequalities based on ability to pay, thereby expanding

the current framework of understanding regarding this issue. The aim is to highlight the

importance of studying the link between education and meritocracy in a global context of

commodification, where this relationship addresses the convergence of familial, cultural,

and academic elements in shaping a sense of justice. In a broader sense, this research could

inform policymakers’ prioritization of public policies that promote educational justice.

In light of the foregoing, it is worth analyzing this phenomenon in Chile, a country

that offers an interesting case for examining how public attitudes toward the distribution
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of social services. Chile is one of the most unequal countries in the OECD, with a high con-

centration of income and wealth in the top decile (Chancel et al., 2026; Flores et al., 2020).

This inequality is largely attributable to the neoliberal reforms of the civil-military dicta-

torship (1973–1989), subsequently expanded by democratic governments, which privatized

and commodified key spheres of social reproduction through concessions and regulatory

frameworks favorable to private provision (Madariaga, 2020; PNUD, 2017). This mod-

el has produced structurally segmented systems in health care, education, and pensions,

where access and quality depend on the ability to pay, benefiting higher-income sectors

and relegating the poorest to limited, underfunded public alternatives (Boccardo, 2020;

Castillo, Laffert, et al., 2025). The education system is characterized as one of the most

privatized in the world, where the quality of private education surpasses that of public

education due to the limited regulation of the education market, and where high levels of

private-sector investment coexist with a lack of public funding, which is reflected in high

levels of school segregation and a low regard for public education (Bellei, 2025; Ramos,

2022; Valenzuela et al., 2014). Thus, in a context marked by high and durable inequalities,

deep marketization of education, and the entrenchment of meritocratic beliefs, it becomes

relevant to examine the link between meritocratic beliefs and preferences for education

market justice (Castillo, Laffert, et al., 2025).
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3 Data, Variables and Methods

3.1. Data

The data come from the EDUMERCO dataset, a survey conducted as part of the

EDUMER-funded project that focused on beliefs and attitudes toward meritocracy and

inequality. The survey was conducted in 2025 via Computer-Assisted Web Interviewing

(CAWI) among adults aged 18 to 75 in the Santiago Metropolitan Region of Chile. The

sampling design was a quota-based non-probability sample, with quotas for age, sex, ed-

ucational level, and socioeconomic status that approximated the population parameters.

The total sample consisted of 3,470 respondents.

3.2. Variables

The dependent variable of this study is the preference for market justice in education.

This construct is measured using the following statement: “It is just that high-income

people have a better education for their children than people with lower incomes” (“Es

justo que las personas de altos ingresos tengan una mejor educación para sus hijos que

las personas con ingresos más bajos” in Spanish). The responses cathegories are based on

a Likert scale from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”.

The main independent variable in this study is meritocratic beliefs. To this end, two

dimensions are distinguished: (1) meritocratic perceptions and preferences, and (2) per-

ceptions and acceptance of privilege. Meritocratic and privilege-based perceptions and

preferences were measured using the same items proposed in the original scale (Castillo

et al., 2023). The items are as follows:
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Meritocratic perceptions: the extent to which effort and ability are rewarded in Chile,

Meritocratic preferences: agreement with that those who work harder or are more

talented should be better rewarded,

Privilege perceptions: the extent to which success is perceived as linked to connec-

tions and family wealth,

Privilege acceptance: agreement that it is acceptable for individuals with better

connections or wealthy parents to achieve greater success.

Each item is rated on a four-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1)

to “strongly agree” (4), higher scores indicate stronger endorsement of the corresponding

perception or preference.

In addition, other independent variables considered are educational level and political

identification. Educational level is measured using the question: “What is the most recent

course or level of study you completed?” (“¿Cuál es el último curso o nivel de estudios

que completó?” in Spanish). The response categories range from 1 to 9, where higher

values indicate a higher level of education among respondents. Political identification,

meanwhile, is measured along a left-right axis using a 6-category scale, where 1 indicates

right, 5 indicates left, and 6 indicates independent.

Based on previous research (Castillo, Laffert, et al., 2025), the statistical models in-

clude sociodemographic controls to account for potential compositional effects in the

population. The control variables are age (en años) and sex (0 = male; 1 = women).

3.3. Analytical strategy

First, a latent class analysis (LCA) is conducted to identify the latent classes (C)

that represent meritocratic belief patterns. Second, once the optimal model has been

determined, each individual is assigned the latent class to which they are most likely to

belong. Third, a multinomial logistic regression is performed to examine the relationship

between membership in latent classes and a preference for market justice in education,

while also considering the effects of education and political identification on the dependent

variable.
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Tabla 3.1: Descriptive statistics of variables

Variable Category Valid N
Dependent variable

Education market justice preferences Agree 533
Education market justice preferences Desagree 1308
Education market justice preferences Strongly agree 188
Education market justice preferences Strongly desagree 1243

Independent variables
Effort perception Agree 814
Effort perception Desagree 1712
Effort perception Strongly agree 123
Effort perception Strongly desagree 663
Talent perception Agree 1101
Talent perception Desagree 1557
Talent perception Strongly agree 144
Talent perception Strongly desagree 509
Rich parents perception Agree 1135
Rich parents perception Desagree 299
Rich parents perception Strongly agree 1797
Rich parents perception Strongly desagree 125
Contact perception Agree 1216
Contact perception Desagree 113
Contact perception Strongly agree 1973
Contact perception Strongly desagree 87
Effort preference Agree 1236
Effort preference Desagree 181
Effort preference Strongly agree 1839
Effort preference Strongly desagree 85
Talent preference Agree 1408
Talent preference Desagree 739
Talent preference Strongly agree 942
Talent preference Strongly desagree 118
Rich parents preference Agree 1322
Rich parents preference Desagree 1072
Rich parents preference Strongly agree 228
Rich parents preference Strongly desagree 470
Contact preference Agree 1168
Contact preference Desagree 1280
Contact preference Strongly agree 239
Contact preference Strongly desagree 492
Educational level 1 12
Educational level 2 52
Educational level 3 125
Educational level 4 992
Educational level 5 298
Educational level 6 726
Educational level 7 395
Educational level 8 693
Educational level 9 177
Political identification Center 234
Political identification Does not identify 1436
Political identification Left 805
Political identification Right 846
Income De $1.100.001 a $2.700.000 mensuales liquidos 660
Income De $2.700.001 a $4.100.000 mensuales liquidos 184
Income De $280.001 a $380.000 mensuales liquidos 252
Income De $380.001 a $470.000 mensuales liquidos 324
Income De $470.001 a $610.000 mensuales liquidos 528
Income De $610.001 a $730.000 mensuales liquidos 332
Income De $730.001 a $890.000 mensuales liquidos 327
Income De $890.001 a $1.100.000 mensuales liquidos 513
Income Mas de $4.100.001 mensuales liquidos 88
Income Menos de $280.000 mensuales liquidos 262
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3.3.1. Latent class analysis

LCA is conducted using the poLCA package in R (Linzer & Lewis, 2011), with meri-

tocratic and privilege-based indicators as dichotomized variables. The model is estimated

using the Expectation-Maximization (EM) and Newton-Raphson algorithms, which iter-

atively estimate the model’s parameters until convergence. The optimal number of latent

classes is determined based on a combination of statistical criteria, including the Akaike

Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and entropy. Lower

AIC and BIC values indicate better model fit, while higher entropy values indicate better

classification accuracy.

Figura 3.1: Conceptual map for latent class analysis (LCA). “C” represents latent class
memberships. “M1-M4” represents four meritocratic intems used as LCA
indicators, and “P1-P4” represents four privileged items used as LCA indi-
cators.

3.3.2. Ordinal logistic regression

After determining the optimal number of latent classes, individuals are assigned to

their most likely latent class memberships based on their posterior probabilities. An ordi-

nal logistic regression is then conducted to examine the relationship between latent class

memberships and the preference for market justice in education. The ordinal logistic re-
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gression model is also estimated in R, with the preference for market justice in education

as the dependent variable and latent class memberships, educational level, and political

identification as independent variables.

3.3.3. Robustness analysis

To ensure the robustness of the research findings, I decided to replicate the procedure

with a student population from the same country. This was possible because I had access

to a dataset generated by the same project from the main database. As a result, the same

variables were available to conduct a complete replication of the study. The analyses in

this section will be performed using the same software and the same code libraries.
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