Design and Validation of the Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS)
ABSTRACT
Classism or the marginalization of people based on their social class is a phenomenon that affects individuals of all ages and socioeconomic strata. The purpose of the present study is to design and construct the Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS) based on Liu's (2011) Social Class World View Model Revised. The design begins with an operationalization of the construct in four dimensions of classism: ascending, descending, lateral and internalized. An initial bank of 60 items was subjected to review by judges and pilot tests on Peruvian adults, which resulted in a reduction to 40 items. Subsequently, an empirical application was carried out on a sample of 302 participants, which resulted in the final version of the instrument with 20 items. Through modern psychometric modeling strategies such as the bifactor model and exploratory structural equation modeling, the final version of the SCW-PCS demonstrated an excellent fit to the initially proposed four-factor multidimensional model and evidenced the adequacy of the entire scale as a single one-dimensional measure. Both the dimensions scores and the general scale demonstrated adequate reliability through the Omega Coefficient. In conclusion, the scale is a robust measurement alternative for perceived classism.
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RESUMEN
El clasismo o la marginación de las personas en función a su clase social es un fenómeno que afecta a individuos de todas las edades y estratos socioeconómicos. El propósito del presente estudio es diseñar y construir la Escala de Clasismo Percibido en la Cosmovisión de Clase Social (SCW-PCS) sobre la base del Social Class World View Model Revised de Liu (2011). El diseño comienza con una operacionalización del constructo en cuatro dimensiones del clasismo: ascendente, descendente, lateral e internalizado. Un banco inicial de 60 ítems fue sometido a revisión por jueces y pruebas piloto en adultos peruanos, que derivó en una reducción a 40 ítems. Posteriormente, se realizó una aplicación empírica en una muestra de 302 participantes, que dio como resultado la versión final del instrumento con 20 ítems. A través de estrategias de modelamiento psicométrico moderno como el modelo bifactor y el modelamiento de ecuaciones estructurales exploratorio, la versión final del SCW-PCS demostró un excelente ajuste al modelo multidimensional de cuatro factores inicialmente propuesto y también evidenció la adecuación de toda la escala como una sola medida unidimensional. Tanto las puntuaciones de las dimensiones como de la escala general demostraron una confiabilidad adecuada a través del Coeficiente Omega. En conclusión, la escala corresponde a una alternativa de medición robusta para el clasismo percibido.
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Diseño y validación de la Escala de Clasismo Percibido de la Cosmovisión de Clase Social (SCW-PCS)
Introduction
Social class discrimination or classism, referring to the marginalization that people present among themselves according to the social class to which they belong, is a social phenomenon that affects individuals of all ages and socioeconomic strata (Simons et al., 2017; Manstead, 2018). As a phenomenon, discrimination affects more than 20% of the adult population in Latin American countries such as the United Mexican States (considering not only discrimination by social or economic class, but also by age, gender, ethnicity, nationality, among others; Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía, 2018; Viveros Vigoya, 2007). Likewise, it is a type of discrimination that has multiple negative effects on those who suffer it, such as increased stress and a reduction in self-concept, which impacts their performance in different areas of their lives such as academic and social (Beech et al., 2021; Dingoyan et al., 2022; García-Cid et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022; Manstead, 2018; Oczlo et al., 2021; Seo et al., 2019). Likewise, it has been found in a study by Martínez-Muñoz & Rabbia (2022).  Likewise, it has been found in a study by Martínez-Muñoz & Rabbia (2022), that those who suffer or have suffered experiences of discrimination are more likely to suffer from low self-esteem, have feelings of inferiority, suffer from depression, among other symptoms and negative effects on their mental health. Moreover, in general, perceived discrimination is found to be associated with reduced self-esteem (Espinosa, 2021; Hagen et al., 2020; Ji et al., 2019; Orth & Robins, 2022), symptoms of depression and anxiety, especially in vulnerable populations such as adolescents and youth; for this reason, classism is a phenomenon that must be addressed in societies in order to improve people's quality of life (Carter & Forsyth, 2010; Cavalhieri et al., 2023; Cuevas et al., 2020; Mekawi et al., 2021; Rudert et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2022).
Initially, the term classism as such was not referred to; instead, as stipulated by Marx, it referred to a class struggle in the capitalist system (Bate, 1984). In this context, there were two main classes: the bourgeoisie, defined as those who command the principal means of production; and the proletariat, constituted by the group of workers salaried by the bourgeoisie. This is how classism was defined, from Marxist theory, as discrimination or prejudice based on the social class to which a person belongs, based on the distribution of power in society (Duek & Inda, 2006; Ortiz, 2014). In itself, the term classism did not acquire relevance until the culmination of the 20th century with the development of social psychology for which classism was framed as discrimination and/or prejudice based on a person's social class, leading to the marginalization and social exclusion of certain groups that are less privileged than others (Lahire, 2005; Martínez-Muñoz & Rabbia, 2022). Currently, the most widely used model of classism is the Social Class Worldview Model (SCWM) or subjective class model (Liu, 2011), which was developed as a subjective and phenomenological guide to understand how people perceive their experiences regarding their social class and classism; also, the model allows integrating both the context, experiences and worldview of individuals in order to have a broader view of this phenomenon. The SCWM (Liu, 2011) states that classism is manifested when individuals are aware of their social position and socioeconomic level, and based on this they seek to classify and interact with people who belong to the same context. Thus, classism or social discrimination represents a sociocultural phenomenon that encompasses awareness, attitudes and behaviors associated with social and economic stratification, where people are valued and judged according to their position in the socioeconomic hierarchy.
Liu's (2011) subjective class model proposes four types of classism: ascending, internalized, lateral and descending. First, ascending classism occurs towards people who belong to a higher social level, as they are seen as unattainable people with elite attitudes, which leads to a distorted perception of them and leads to the so-called “social envy” (Cavalhieri et al., 2023; Matthews, 2023). Secondly, internalized classism is related to self-evaluation and constant concern about the position to which one belongs; it is often present in everyday conversations and affects personal and occupational decision-making, leading to the presence of feelings of inferiority, self-exclusion and lack of social mobility (Cavalhieri et al., 2023). Thirdly, lateral classism occurs when individuals who identify with a social level are made to feel excluded from their own social group by mentioning their deficiencies; however, it is a little studied phenomenon, so hypotheses about its impact on psychological functioning are tentative. Fourth, downward classism refers to the discrimination of people who are seen as a lower social class and categorized as unintellectual, which leads them to be excluded and suffer a series of inequalities such as difficult access to education and health or differential treatment in different establishments (Alcañiz-Colomer et al., 2023; Cavalhieri et al., 2023; Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean, 2020; Guevara, 2018). Particularly, downward classism often has a significant negative impact on the self-esteem and well-being of the people who suffer from it, who may go on to develop mental health problems (Benach & Amable, 2004; Hagen et al., 2020; Kraus & Park, 2014; Oh, 2021; Yu et al., 2021). Finally, reference is made to perceived classism, a concept that seeks to make visible the acts of class discrimination that can occur in people's daily lives; a relevant aspect because people's perception of social class discrimination helps to evaluate the phenomenon and to obtain data that contribute to knowing the degree of relevance that people give to social class (Martínez-Muñoz & Rabbia, 2022).
Although the phenomenon of classism has become more relevant in recent years, which has led to the development of different scales to measure it, these are mainly based on the measurement of people's attitudes towards lower socioeconomic groups and not on people's perception of their own experiences of discrimination based on their social class; likewise, most of the existing classism scales do not measure all the dimensions proposed by the literature. For example, the Ambivalent Classism Inventory (ACI; Jordan et al., 2021) is based on Glick & Fiske's (1996) model of ambivalent sexism and compares the dynamic structure between men and women to the dynamic structure between upper and lower class. In this sense, the ACI only accepts classism towards people of a lower social class, leaving aside the experiences of the other social classes that are formed in societies. Another scale typically used to measure classism is the Classism Attitudinal Profile (CAP; Colbow et al., 2016), this is a 12-item self-report instrument that assesses two aspects of class-based attitudes: downward classism and upward classism. Thus, although this scale, unlike the first one presented, is based on Liu's (2011) model of classism, it does not consider all the dimensions proposed in the literature by this author, which means that it only collects information on how this phenomenon is experienced among different sociodemographic groups, but not among people belonging to the same social class or how each individual consciously experiences it. Third, the Perceived Classism Experiences Scale (PCES); Cavalhieri & Chwalisz, 2020), which is based on the model of classism proposed by Liu (2011), although it considered all the dimensions of the construct of this theoretical model, only proposed 3 of these dimensions (ascending classism, descending classism and lateral classism) as independent, while the fourth dimension (internalized classism) was considered as transversal to the others, an aspect that is not proposed by the base model, which considers the 4 dimensions as independent. It is for these reasons that the aim of the present study is to design and construct the Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS), a psychometric instrument for the measurement of perceived classism, considering the full representativeness of Liu's (2011) model.
Method
Participants 
The target population of the present study comprised Peruvian adults over 18 years of age from different economic strata, who did not require specific vocabulary or advanced cognitive skills to complete the questionnaire. Through non-probabilistic sampling, a sample of 302 cases was obtained, distributed in 52.98% females, 43.38% males and 3.64% unspecified. Among them, more than half (54.30%) were between 19 and 29 years old, 17.21% were between 30 and 39 years old, 8.61% were between 40 and 49 years old, 15.23% were between 50 and 60 years old, and 4.64% were over 60 years old. In addition, 3.65% considered themselves to be of low SES, 42.86% lower-middle SES, 50.17% upper-middle SES, 3.32% high SES. 
Procedures
For data collection, an online form was designed with the Google Forms tool, which had an informed consent, expressing the voluntary nature of participation in the study, as well as respect for the confidentiality agreements for the study. The form also collected sociodemographic data and responses to the proposed item bank. The collection process took place between September 2023 and February 2024.
Measures
Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS)
The process of constructing the SCW-PCS began with the design of an initial bank of 60 items, based on the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association [AERA] et al., 2014). The goal of the design and construction process was to develop an instrument that appropriately represented the four dimensions of perceived classism proposed by Liu (2011): upward, downward, lateral, and internalized classism. To this end, following an exhaustive review of the literature, five cross-cutting attributes were defined for each dimension: attribution of prejudice, perception of exclusion, concern for social class, perception of inequalities and social distancing. The distribution of items according to the dimensions and attributes proposed is shown in Table 1.
Table 1
Item Distribution by Attributes and Dimensions
	Attributes
	Perceived Classism

	
	Upward
	Downward
	Lateral
	Internalized

	Attribution of prejudice
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Perception of exclusion
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Concern about social class
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Perception of inequalities
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Social distancing
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Total
	15
	15
	15
	15


Note. Values indicate the number of designed items for each scale and attribute.
The 60-item item bank was subjected to a review process by seven expert psychometricians, who evaluated the representativeness and clarity of the items. The results were analyzed through Aiken's V coefficient, with a value of V > .70 as appropriate (Aiken, 1985). In addition, a pilot application of the items was made to a sample of 30 individuals from the population, with the aim of evaluating the degree of comprehension of the items. The results of both procedures resulted in the reduction of the bank to only 40 items (i.e., 10 items per dimension, maintaining the representativeness of all attributes). The psychometric analyses presented in this study resulted in the final version of the 20-item scale, presented in a Likert format with five response alternatives from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree.
Analysis strategy
The proposal began with an exploratory analysis of the initial bank of 40 items that included indicators such as observed response rates, descriptive statistics; among them, the corrected item-total correlation as an approximation to discrimination, whose values are expected between ≥.30 (Penfield, 2013) and the factor loadings estimated in a multidimensional model of four correlated factors, with expected values λ≥.30 (Brown, 2015). Based on the observed indicators and considering an adequate representation of the construct, the initial bank was reduced to the final version of 20 items. In this version, the fit of four measurement models was evaluated to assess the internal structure of the scale, from the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) perspective. In particular, a unidimensional model; a bifactor model with a general factor and four specific factors; a multidimensional model with four correlated factors; and a multidimensional model with four correlated factors, evaluated from the perspective of Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling (ESEM), which represents a more realistic alternative to traditional modeling by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) from SEM, since correlations between items and non-zero factors are not restricted (Marsh et al., 2014). As inputs for parameter estimation, a polychoric correlation matrix and the Weighted Least Squares Mean and Variance Adjusted (WLSMV) estimator were considered, both in accordance with the ordinal nature of item responses (Li, 2016; Suh, 2015). Comparison of the was performed with the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Values of CFI≥.95, RMSEA≤.05, and SRMR≤.06 are considered excellent values and CFI≥.90, RMSEA≤.08, and SRMR≤.08 as adequate values (Keith, 2019). For each model, the empirical reliability estimated on the measures was also evaluated through the Omega Coefficient and the Alpha Coefficient (Deng & Chan, 2017). For the case of the bifactor model percentage of Uncontaminated Correlations (PUC), Explained Common Variance (ECV), and Hierarchical Omega ωH were considered as indicators of overall factor strength (Reise et al., 2010); as cut-off points a value PUC>.80 is considered as an indicator of unidimensionality, or when PUC<.80, ECV>.60 and ωH>.70 as cut-off points (Reise et al., 2013). All analyses were programmed in R and the code is available at https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/78P34
Ethical considerations
The project was approved by the Research and Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Psychology of the University of Lima.
Results
Exploratory Analysis of the Item Bank
Table 2 presents the results of the exploratory analysis for the initial bank of 40 items. In general, differentiated response patterns are observed in all items, with some tendency towards the lower response categories (i.e., Strongly Disagree or Disagree) in the majority. In addition, a satisfactory corrected item-total correlation was identified in all cases (r_itc≥.30), suggesting that the items contribute a moderate to large amount of information about the measured latent trait (Penfield, 2013). After fitting a multidimensional model of 4 correlated factors a poor fit was identified χ^2(734) = 1865.761, p<.001, CFI = .877, TLI = .869, RMSEA = .072 (90% CI: .068, .076), SRMR = .078, expected given that several indicators assessing the same content are found in a bank of items; however, information on factor loadings was satisfactory (λ>.30) in all cases. 
The information on all these quantitative indicators was used to make decisions on which items would be kept in the final version. Likewise, it was considered to maintain the full representativeness of the construct by keeping five items for each dimension, each one oriented to one of the five proposed cross-sectional attributes. The list of items that were kept in the final version is presented in Table 3.
Table 2
Item Bank Exploratory Analyses
	Perceived Classism
	Item
	%
	M
	SD
	
	

	
	
	TA
	A
	N
	D
	TD
	
	
	
	

	Upward 
	1
	14.901
	57.285
	17.219
	8.609
	1.987
	2.255
	0.884
	.356
	.598

	
	2
	12.252
	42.384
	25.828
	15.563
	3.974
	2.566
	1.022
	.328
	.530

	
	3
	24.503
	56.623
	13.907
	4.305
	0.662
	2.000
	0.786
	.373
	.636

	
	4
	22.185
	54.967
	13.576
	8.278
	0.993
	2.109
	0.877
	.366
	.621

	
	5
	20.199
	42.715
	21.523
	13.576
	1.987
	2.344
	1.012
	.434
	.631

	
	6
	18.874
	44.371
	17.219
	14.901
	4.636
	2.421
	1.096
	.457
	.700

	
	7
	8.609
	24.834
	18.212
	33.113
	15.232
	3.215
	1.221
	.345
	.460

	
	8
	7.285
	14.570
	15.232
	44.040
	18.874
	3.526
	1.166
	.296
	.387

	
	9
	33.113
	48.344
	12.914
	4.967
	0.662
	1.917
	0.845
	.315
	.569

	
	10
	32.119
	48.013
	13.245
	5.960
	0.662
	1.950
	0.867
	.336
	.614

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Downward 
	11
	18.543
	35.430
	23.510
	17.881
	4.636
	2.546
	1.122
	.393
	.494

	
	12
	11.258
	37.086
	25.828
	19.536
	6.291
	2.725
	1.094
	.321
	.399

	
	13
	15.232
	38.411
	25.497
	18.212
	2.649
	2.546
	1.039
	.617
	.724

	
	14
	24.834
	41.060
	21.192
	11.258
	1.656
	2.238
	1.003
	.454
	.581

	
	15
	18.212
	44.040
	22.185
	14.238
	1.325
	2.364
	0.981
	.531
	.642

	
	16
	20.530
	43.046
	18.874
	14.901
	2.649
	2.361
	1.050
	.556
	.673

	
	17
	23.841
	45.695
	17.550
	11.258
	1.656
	2.212
	0.986
	.505
	.647

	
	18
	15.232
	32.119
	20.199
	25.828
	6.623
	2.765
	1.184
	.557
	.635

	
	19
	21.523
	47.682
	18.543
	11.258
	0.993
	2.225
	0.945
	.590
	.705

	
	20
	14.901
	45.033
	18.543
	15.894
	5.629
	2.523
	1.099
	.571
	.696

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lateral 
	21
	19.868
	42.715
	19.536
	15.894
	1.987
	2.374
	1.035
	.547
	.657

	
	22
	12.914
	36.093
	19.205
	24.503
	7.285
	2.772
	1.169
	.560
	.623

	
	23
	26.159
	47.682
	16.887
	7.947
	1.325
	2.106
	0.927
	.610
	.767

	
	24
	27.152
	43.377
	14.901
	11.921
	2.649
	2.195
	1.049
	.650
	.786

	
	25
	19.536
	41.391
	20.861
	15.894
	2.318
	2.401
	1.045
	.561
	.692

	
	26
	20.199
	38.411
	14.901
	21.854
	4.636
	2.523
	1.172
	.548
	.636

	
	27
	17.219
	33.113
	18.874
	25.166
	5.629
	2.689
	1.185
	.621
	.710

	
	28
	13.907
	38.079
	20.861
	24.834
	2.318
	2.636
	1.072
	.526
	.647

	
	29
	15.563
	44.040
	22.848
	15.232
	2.318
	2.447
	1.003
	.513
	.592

	
	30
	27.815
	47.020
	14.570
	8.940
	1.656
	2.096
	0.961
	.553
	.690

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internalized 
	31
	17.219
	33.775
	18.874
	21.854
	8.278
	2.702
	1.222
	.414
	.459

	
	32
	15.894
	28.146
	19.205
	25.166
	11.589
	2.884
	1.275
	.401
	.476

	
	33
	22.185
	48.675
	18.543
	8.609
	1.987
	2.195
	0.946
	.586
	.722

	
	34
	21.854
	45.695
	19.205
	10.596
	2.649
	2.265
	1.003
	.574
	.720

	
	35
	19.868
	42.715
	17.881
	14.238
	5.298
	2.424
	1.117
	.590
	.717

	
	36
	11.589
	26.159
	20.199
	32.119
	9.934
	3.026
	1.203
	.466
	.524

	
	37
	23.179
	41.391
	16.225
	14.901
	4.305
	2.358
	1.120
	.612
	.723

	
	38
	33.775
	38.079
	19.536
	7.285
	1.325
	2.043
	0.972
	.546
	.684

	
	39
	27.815
	49.669
	16.225
	5.298
	0.993
	2.020
	0.862
	.484
	.637

	
	40
	34.768
	50.993
	9.272
	4.636
	0.331
	1.848
	0.797
	.527
	.720
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Table 3
Items in the Final Version
	Attributes
	Perceived Classism

	
	Upward
	Downward
	Lateral
	Internalized

	Attribution of prejudice
	(2) I think that people from a lower social class than me think that I always get what I want because of my social class.
	(11) I consider that people from a lower social class create truer bonds compared to others from a higher social class.
	(21) I feel like people assume that I cannot afford certain luxuries or comforts common to my social class.
	(31) I believe that the opportunities that one may have in life depend on the social class of origin.

	
	
	
	
	

	Perception of exclusion

	(4) I feel that because of the things I have, because of my social class, people from a lower social class avoid making plans with me.
	(13) I think that people from a higher social class exclude me socially because of my economic situation.
	(23) I think others focus on my financial shortcomings, which makes me feel like I do not fit into the social groups with which I identify.
	(33) When I attend social events with people from different social classes than me, I often feel excluded.

	
	
	
	
	

	Concern about social class
	(6) I am worried that people think that my social class is the only reason why I have good job opportunities.
	(16) I am worried that people from a higher social class than mine will treat me in a mocking manner due to my current economic situation.
	(25) I am concerned that the way I dress affects the perception that other people of the same social class have of me (35) I am concerned that my social class prevents me from doing activities that other social classes have the freedom to choose.
	(6) I am worried that people think that my social class is the only reason why I have good job opportunities.

	
	
	
	
	

	Perception of inequalities
	(7) I believe that because of my social class I have access to better health services than people from a lower social class than me.
	(17) Compared to people of a higher social class than mine, I think I have difficulties accessing basic resources.
	(28) I have been treated differently from other people in my own social class due to differences in our lifestyles.
	(37) I am concerned that my education is insufficient to interact with people from other social classes at work.

	
	
	
	
	

	Social distancing
	(10) I feel that I have difficulties relating to people from a lower social class than mine.
	(19) I prefer to stay away from people of a higher social class to avoid being treated disparagingly.
	(30) I avoid going to certain places where people from my social class also go, as I often feel like I do not deserve to be there.
	(40) I distance myself from people of a different social class than mine to avoid looking bad in front of them due to our differences.



Internal Structure and Reliability Analysis
Table 4 presents the results of the fit of all the models considered in the analysis for the final version of the instrument. As can be seen, the unidimensional model is the one that presented the least appropriate fit among all the alternatives evaluated χ^2(170) = 533.870, p<.001, CFI = .912, TLI = .902, RMSEA = .084 (90% CI: .076, .092), SRMR = .072. The estimated reliability of this model was quite high (ω = .898, α = .904, AVE = .344), with strong factor loadings λ = .259 - .724.
In order to extend the study on potential unidimensionality, a bifactor model was fitted and the results were satisfactory χ^2(150) = 336.406, p<.001, CFI = .955, TLI = .943, RMSEA = .064 (90% CI: .055, .073), SRMR = .054. Additionally, indicators of the strength of the general factor suggested that the scale can be treated as a unidimensional structure given that much of the variance is attributed to it rather than to the specific factors ECV = .733, PUC = .789, with high reliability ωH = .835 and strong factor loadings toward the general factor λ = .233 - .719. Thus, there is sufficient empirical evidence to affirm that the scale can be represented by a single dimension of classism. 
In another perspective, the initially proposed four-factor correlated multidimensional model of four factors also presented an excellent fit to the data set χ^2(164) = 368.970, p<.001, CFI = .950, TLI = .943, RMSEA = .064 (90% CI: .056, .073), SRMR = .057, with high factor loadings λ = .345 - .764 and strong relationships between latent factors r = .585 - .928. The estimated reliability was relatively acceptable for measures of upward (ω = .631, α = .685, AVE = .324), downward (ω = .755, α = .798, AVE = .448), lateral (ω = .780, α = .813, AVE = .470), and internalized (ω = .720, α = .768, AVE = .418) classism.
Finally, the same model evaluated from the ESEM perspective presented the best fit among all the evaluated proposals χ^2(120) = 219.751, p<.001, CFI = .976, TLI = .962, RMSEA = .053 (90% CI: .041, .063), SRMR = .037, this is expected given the relaxation of the restriction of an absence of relationship between items and non-corresponding factors. The factor loadings of most items belonging to each factor were satisfactory λ > .30 and those of items with non-corresponding factors were low λ < .20, with few exceptions; likewise, the correlation between latent factors ranged from .115 to .823. Both results show that the scale can also be treated as multidimensional. A graphical representation of the four models evaluated is presented in Figure 1.

Table 4
Fit of the Measurement Models
	Model
	 (gl)
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Unidimensional
	533.870*** (170)
	.912
	.902
	.084 (.076, .092)
	.072

	Bifactor
	336.406*** (150)
	.955
	.943
	.064 (.055, .073)
	.054

	Multidimensional
	368.970*** (164)
	.950
	.943
	.064 (.056, .073)
	.057

	ESEM
	219.751*** (120)
	.976
	.962
	.053 (.041, .063)
	.037


Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.  ESEM = Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling.
***p<.001
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Figure 1
Measurement Models
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Note. In descending order, the models correspond to: unidimensional, bifactor, multidimensional correlated 4-factor, and the multidimensional correlated 4-factor analyzed with Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling.


Discussion
Classism is a social phenomenon that refers to the marginalization of people based on the social class to which they belong. The importance of studying this phenomenon lies both in the multiple negative effects it has on people's mental health and in the extent of its scope; in this sense, it is understood that classism contributes to increased stress, reduces self-esteem and can lead to depressive disorders, in addition it can occur in people of different ages, sexes, social classes and ethnicities, having that discrimination, as a phenomenon, affects more than 20% of the adult population of Latin American countries (Martínez-Muñoz & Rabbia, 2022; Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía, 2018). Currently, this construct is addressed from the Social Class Worldview Model (Liu, 2011), a framework where the context, experiences and worldview of individuals are integrated to describe classism more accurately. In this sense, the advancement of the study of the phenomenon requires measurement instruments that allow capturing it in a comprehensive manner. Although there are some proposed tools that seek to achieve this goal (e.g., Colbow et al., 2016; Cavalhieri & Chwalisz, 2020), none of them have addressed Liu's (2011) model in its entirety. For these reasons, the aim of the present study was to design and construct the Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS, an instrument to measure perceived class discrimination.
The design and construction process of the instrument was guided by the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014). Initially, we sought to represent the four dimensions proposed by Liu (2011): ascending, descending, lateral and internalized classism. Subsequently, an initial bank of 60 items was designed, so that each dimension was made up of 15 items referring to five cross-cutting attributes: attribution of prejudice, perception of exclusion, concern for social class, perception of inequalities and social distancing. The initial bank was subjected to a review by experts who evaluated the representativeness of the items in order to obtain evidence of content-related validity. This process was accompanied by a pilot application to 30 participants in order to identify the degree of compressibility of the items. Thus, the bank was reduced to a total of 40 items, 10 for each dimension. The 40 items of the preliminary version were applied empirically to a sample of 203 Peruvian adults. In this application, the first phase consisted of an exploratory evaluation of item descriptive statistics, discrimination indicators, and factor loadings against a multidimensional model of four correlated factors. Taking into account the results of these preliminary analyses, together with the representativeness of all the attributes and dimensions of the construct, we arrived at the final version of the instrument, which has 20 items. 
The final version of the SCW-PCS was subjected to factor structure analysis to obtain evidence of validity linked to the internal structure, where it was identified that both the unidimensional and multidimensional structure have empirical support. In other words, it is possible to generate a general measure of classism, as well as submeasures for each of the four dimensions. Among the models evaluated; on the one hand, the bifactor model demonstrated an excellent fit, with robust indicators of the strength of the general factor that denote the possibility of treating the scale as multidimensional. As Reise et al. (2007) state, a bifactor model is useful for solving cases where unidimensionality may be in question. On the other hand, the multidimensional model with four correlated factors from the ESEM methodology was the one that presented the best fit in all cases. As Marsh (2014) delineates, an ESEM model tends to present a better fit to empirical data compared to models based on a CFA, given that it does not impose restrictions on the relationship between factors and items that are not corresponding.
This result is similar to what has been found in the literature; for example, the Perceived Classism Experiences Scale (PCES; Cavalhieri et al., 2020) was a proposal that initially considered the dimensions of upward, downward and lateral classism in a multidimensional model of three correlated factors; however, the fit of this model in subsequent analyses was not appropriate and it was shown that a bifactor structure had a better fit. Regarding the Classism Attitudinal Profile (CAP; Colbow et al., 2016), this proposal involved addressing only the upward and downward classism dimensions, where they identified that the subscales had moderate correlations with each other, and strong correlations with other variables associated with classism. The authors conclude that approaching the measurement of the construct in a multidimensional manner presents advantages compared to traditional unidimensional measurements. In other instances, the Ambivalent Classism Inventory (ACI; Jordan et al., 2020) addresses hostile and benevolent behaviors toward individuals in poverty. In their analysis of the factorial structure, they compared the fit of three models: unidimensional, and multidimensional with two and three correlated factors. Among their studies, they identified that the three-factor model was the best fit and that a unidimensional structure presented a poor fit.
In this sense, analyses of the factor structure of various classism instruments tend to consider the comparison between unidimensional and multidimensional structures as part of their methodology. Some scales tend to favor one structure over the other; however, the present SCW-PCS instrument demonstrates that, unlike existing measures, it can be approached both unidimensionally and multidimensionally. In addition, another advantage in terms of factor structure is that the SCW-PCS considers all the dimensions proposed in Liu's (2011) model, so that a better representativeness of the construct in question is achieved. Concerning reliability, the PCES (Cavalhieri & Chwalisz, 2020), CAP (Colbow et al., 2016) and ACI (Jordan et al., 2021) scales used the Alpha Coefficient as a method for reliability estimation and their results were satisfactory, both in an overall score for unidimensional scales and for the scores of each factor in those based on multidimensional models. In the present study, the Omega Coefficient was used, which turns out to be a more accurate approximation of the reliability estimate. This occurs because the Alpha Coefficient is based on a Tau-equivalent model, in which it is established as a restriction that the factor loadings are the same for all items (Viladrich et al., 2017), so that when this restriction is not met, the estimate may be biased (Cho. 2016). In contrast, the Omega Coefficient is based on a congeneric model, where factor loadings can vary between items, so it is more congruent with reality and the reliability estimate is more accurate (Deng & Chan, 2017). In the case of the SCW-PCS, adequate levels of reliability were found when considering both a single general dimension and the independent subdimensions. It is important to take into account that the reliability obtained when considering the entire scale as a single measure of classism is higher than that obtained when considering the subdimensions; this occurs naturally because the length of a test also influences its reliability (Nunnally, 1967).
In conclusion, a measurement instrument for perceived classism was constructed that, unlike previous measures in the literature, considers Liu's (2011) model in its entirety. The scale presents evidence of content-related validity, obtained through a robust design, construction and revision process. Likewise, evidence is presented in relation to the internal structure that justifies the use of the scale to generate a single global measure of perceived classism, as well as to obtain specific measures for each of its four dimensions. Finally, the measures obtained from this scale have adequate levels of reliability. Although the present study offers several implications for the development of future research and a broader perspective on the measurement of perceived classism, certain limitations have been identified. In terms of the sociodemographic characteristics of the participants, it is evident that it is mostly homogeneous in terms of level of education and age range, so it is recommended that further studies should have access to more diverse samples.  It is for this reason that it is recommended that future research address the study of psychometric properties of the SCW-PCS considering other contexts to ensure its robustness.
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Appendix
Social Class Worldview Perceived Classism Scale (SCW-PCS)
English Translation and Original Spanish
Rate your agreement with each statement using a 5-point scale [Califique qué tan de acuerdo se encuentra con cada afirmación utilizando una escala de 5 puntos]:

	Strongly disagree [Totalmente en desacuerdo]
	Disagree
[En desacuerdo]
	Neutral
[Ni de acuerdo, ni en desacuerdo]
	Agree
[De acuerdo]
	Strongly agree [Totalmente de acuerdo]

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5



Upward Classism [Clasismo Ascendente]
1. I think that people from a lower social class than me think that I always get what I want because of my social class. [Considero que las personas de una clase social más baja que la mía piensan que siempre obtengo lo que quiero debido a mi clase social.]
2. I feel that because of the things I have because of my social class people from a lower social class avoid making plans with me. [Siento que a causa de las cosas que tengo debido a mi clase social  las personas de una clase social más baja evitan hacer planes conmigo.]
3. I am worried that people think that my social class is the only reason why I have good job opportunities. [Me preocupa que las personas piensen que por mi clase social es la única razón por la cual tengo buenas oportunidades laborales.]
4. I believe that because of my social class I have access to better health services than people from a lower social class than me. [Creo que debido a mi clase social tengo acceso a mejores servicios de salud que las personas de una clase social más baja que la mía.]
5. I feel that I have difficulties relating to people from a lower social class than mine. [Siento que tengo dificultades para relacionarme con personas de una clase social más baja que la mía.]

Downward Classism [Clasismo Descendente]
6. I consider that people from a lower social class create truer bonds compared to others from a higher social class. [Considero que las personas de una clase social baja crean vínculos más verdaderos en comparación a otras de clase social más alta.]
7. I think that people from a higher social class exclude me socially because of my economic situation. [Creo que las personas de una clase social más alta me excluyen socialmente por mi situación económica.]
8. I am worried that people from a higher social class than mine will treat me in a mocking manner due to my current economic situation. [Me preocupa que personas de clase social más alta a la mía me traten de manera burlesca debido a mi situación económica actual.]
9. Compared to people of a higher social class than mine I think I have difficulties accessing basic resources. [En comparación con personas de clase social más alta que la mía creo tener dificultades para acceder a recursos básicos.]
10. I prefer to stay away from people of a higher social class to avoid being treated disparagingly. [Prefiero alejarme de personas de clase social más alta para evitar que me traten despectivamente.]

Lateral Classism [Clasismo Lateral]
11. I feel like people assume that I cannot afford certain luxuries or comforts common to my social class. [Siento que las personas asumen que NO puedo permitirme ciertos lujos o comodidades comunes en mi clase social.]
12. I think others focus on my financial shortcomings which makes me feel like I do not fit into the social groups with which I identify. [Creo que los demás se enfocan en mis carencias económicas lo que me hace sentir que NO encajo en los grupos sociales con los que me identifico.]
13. I am concerned that the way I dress affects the perception that other people of the same social class have of me (35) I am concerned that my social class prevents me from doing activities that other social classes have the freedom to choose. [Me preocupa que mi forma de vestir afecte la percepción que otras personas de mí misma clase social tienen sobre mí]
14. I have been treated differently from other people in my own social class due to differences in our lifestyles. [He sido tratado de forma distinta a otras personas de mi propia clase social debido a diferencias en nuestros estilos de vida.]
15. I avoid going to certain places where people from my social class also go often [Evito asistir a determinados lugares a los que personas de mi clase social también asisten ya que a menudo siento que NO mereciera estar ahí.]

Internalized Classism [Internalizado]
16. I believe that the opportunities that one may have in life depend on the social class of origin. [Considero que las oportunidades que uno pueda llegar a tener en la vida dependen de la clase social de origen.]
17. When I attend social events with people from different social classes than me I often feel excluded. [Cuando asisto a eventos sociales con personas de clases sociales diferentes a la mía a menudo me siento excluido.]
18. I am worried that people think that my social class is the only reason why I have good job opportunities. [Me preocupa que mi clase social me impida realizar actividades que otras clases sociales tienen la libertad de elegir.]
19. I am concerned that my education is insufficient to interact with people from other social classes at work. [Me preocupa que mi educación sea insuficiente para relacionarme con personas de otras clases sociales en el trabajo.]
20. I distance myself from people of a different social class than mine to avoid looking bad in front of them due to our differences. [Me alejo de personas de una clase social diferente a la mía para evitar quedar mal frente a ellas debido a nuestras diferencias.]
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