Figure S1: Mildly threatening article about teacher bias.
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Table S1: Regression of key outcome variables on self-affirmation condition and control variables (without exclusions)


	
	 
	
	
	
	

	Outcome
	Group
	B
	SE
	t(296)
	p
	95% CI

	
	Intercept
	5.38
	.25
	21.23
	< .001
	4.88, 5.88

	Message Acceptance
	Self-affirmation
	-.09
	.16
	-.57
	.566
	-.41, .22

	
	% FSM
	-.01
	.00
	-1.45
	.148
	-.01, .00

	
	Age
	-.00
	.01
	-.53
	.594
	-.02, .01

	
	Intercept
	4.03
	.22
	18.32
	< .001
	3.60, 4.47

	Message Derogation
	Self-affirmation
	-.04
	.14
	-.29
	.770
	-.32, .23

	
	% FSM
	.01
	.00
	1.64
	.102
	-.00, .01

	
	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.09
	.278
	-.02, .01

	
	Intercept
	3.75
	.28
	13.20
	<.001
	3.19, 4.31

	Psychological Discomfort
	Self-affirmation
	.03
	.18
	-.16
	.876
	-.33, .38

	
	% FSM
	-.01
	.00
	-1.51
	.133
	-.01, .00

	
	Age
	-.02
	.01
	-1.92
	.056†
	-.03, .00

	
	Intercept
	3.62
	.19
	19.54
	<.001
	3.26, 3.99

	Personal Relevance
	Self-affirmation
	-.02
	.11
	-.21
	.834
	-.26, .21

	
	% FSM
	-.01
	.00
	-2.98
	.003**
	-.01, -.00

	
	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-2.42
	.016*
	-.02, -.00

	
	Intercept
	4.11
	.14
	30.37
	<.001
	3.84, 4.38

	Relevance to Others
	Self-affirmation
	-.01
	.09
	-.14
	.886
	-.16, .18

	
	% FSM
	-.00
	.00
	-1.21
	.227
	-.01, .00

	
	Age
	-.01
	.00
	-2.42
	.016*
	-.02, -.00

	
	Intercept
	2.92
	.24
	12.39
	<.001
	2.45, 3.38

	Support for CPD: Video
	Self-affirmation
	.36
	.15
	2.39
	.017*
	.06, .65

	
	% FSM
	.01
	.00
	2.17
	.031*
	.00, .01

	
	Age
	-.00
	.01
	-.24
	.814
	-.02, .01 

	
	Intercept
	3.86
	.22
	17.73
	<.001
	3.43, 4.29

	Support for CPD: Meetings
	Self-affirmation
	.18
	.14
	1.29
	.199
	-.09, .45

	
	% FSM
	.00
	.00
	.66
	.509
	-.00, .01

	
	Age
	-.02
	.01
	-3.05
	.002**
	-.03, -.01

	Professional Beliefs about Diversity
	Intercept
	3.65
	1.00
	36.34
	<.001
	3.45, 3.85

	
	Self-affirmation
	.04
	.06
	.62
	.539
	-.08, .16

	
	% FSM
	-.00
	.00
	-.05
	.959
	-.00, .00

	
	Age
	-.00
	.00
	-2.38
	.018*
	-.01, -.00


Notes: † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01. Condition was coded 0 = Control, 1 = Self-Affirmation.


Table S2: Demographic breakdown of the sample by condition
	
	Condition

	
	 Control
	Self-affirmation

	Demographic
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Age (years)
	39.84
	10.09
	42.61
	11.04

	Experience (years)
	12.94
	8.84
	14.29
	10.48

	% students eligible for FSM in school
	37.97
	22.57
	31.17
	20.99

	% ethnic minority students in school
	26.82
	24.69
	25.31
	23.64

	
	
	
	
	

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Leadership position
	
	
	
	

	  Yes
	64
	43.2
	63
	45.3

	  No
	84
	56.8
	76
	54.7

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	  Male
	8
	5.4
	9
	6.5

	  Female
	139
	93.9
	129
	92.8

	  Non-binary
	-
	-
	1
	0.7

	Ethnicity
	
	
	
	

	  Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi
	-
	-
	1
	0.7

	  Asian or Asian British – Indian
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.7

	  Asian or Asian British – Chinese
	1
	0.7
	-
	-

	  Black or Black British – Caribbean
	1
	0.7
	-
	-

	  Mixed – White and Black African
	-
	-
	1
	0.7

	  Mixed – White and Asian
	-
	-
	3
	2.2

	  Other Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Background
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.7

	  White – British
	131
	88.5
	123
	88.5

	  White – Irish
	3
	2.0
	1
	0.7

	  Other White Background
	9
	6.1
	7
	5.0

	  Prefer not to say
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.7

	FSM eligibility as a child
	
	
	
	

	  Yes
	33
	22.3
	35
	25.2

	  No
	105
	70.9
	91
	65.5

	  Don’t know
	10
	6.8
	13
	9.4


Note: Only genders and ethnicities that were represented by at least one participant are listed.
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Unconscious hias in education

Blases are tendencies in our behaviours or thoughts that are often automatic
reactions to the stereotypes we hold about different groups of people. Biases
reflect what we expect pecple to be like, based on our own experiences, as well
as things we learn from others, the media and society as a whole. These biases
are often widespread and can provide useful mental shortcuts. However, recent
reseerch suggests that In school settings, despite the best intentions of
teachers, these unconscious and automatic biases may also bear a significant
cost for students from lower socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds.

What does the research tell us?

A recent study in the UK revealed that teachers judged an identical piece of
writing as being of poorer quality If they believed it had been written by a
low-SES student rather than a high-SES student. Based on the written work,
teachers also tended to allocate low-SES students to lower abilty groups and
judge them to be working at a significantly inferior overalllevel

Further research elsewhere in Europe has suggested that teachers are le
likely to call on low-SES students to participate in class discussions and that
low-SES students are less likely to participate without invitation. This
discrepancy in classroom interaction time between teachers and their students
of varying backgrounds may lead to unequal opportunities for language and
soclal development.

How to mitigate
harmful biases: A
starting point

The findings of these studies
suggest that teachers may be
contributing unintentionally to
the unequal outcomes that are
increasingly  evident I the
United Kingdom. These i
would be best addressed If both

individuals and institutions are
invested I the process of
de-blasing  the  cla
Teachers need support and
reassurance from thelr schools

to reflect on thelr own biases
and to work out how best to
mitigate them. Schools should
make efforts to challenge
widespread societal stereotypes
and offer teachers regular
non-judgemental meetings in
which to discuss Issues of bias
and social justice.

v

For their part, teachers should
take all avallable opportunities to
review thelr teaching and
consider how thelr practices
could be interpreted from the
perspectives of different student
groups. Without  such  work,
inequalities in educational - and
later life - outcomes may be
maintained and even

perpetuated




