SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 
Personal Agency Among Students from Low Socio-Economic Backgrounds: An Examination of Student Profiles, Perceived Teaching Support, and Achievement

Missing Data
Table S1a displays missing data for each substantive variable in the study. Table S1b shows the student demographic characteristics by missing status for the two major missing data patterns. Independent samples t-tests showed no major differences between participants who had missing data and those who had no missing data in terms of the background characteristics (all small effect sizes). We can conclude that the different demographic groups were represented similarly among participants with and without missing data. 

Measurement Invariance Tests
Model Specifications 
Measurement invariance tests were run for the profile indicator variables (i.e., perceived competence, school belonging, perseverance, academic buoyancy, and conduct problems) and the latent predictors (i.e., the five perceived teacher support factors) to ascertain whether the measurement properties can be considered equivalent across students from low socio-economic-status (SES) background (viz. the sample examined in our study; n = 20,125) and those from mid-to-high-SES backgrounds (the remaining students not examined in main analyses; n = 54,653). For the profile indicator variables, two sets of measurement invariance tests were run across these two groups. The first set involved all first-order factors (including two separate factors of conduct problems: disruptive behavior and truancy), whereas the second set involved a higher-order factor of conduct problems. In the first set of tests, we ran five models that were progressively more restrictive: configural (allowing all parameters to be freely estimated across the two groups), metric (loadings fixed to equality across groups), scalar (intercepts also fixed), latent variance-covariance (variances and covariances also fixed), and latent mean (means also fixed) invariance models. Residuals were not constrained as initial tests indicated invariance was not met when these were constrained across groups. The second set of measurement invariance tests for the profile indicator variables involved adding the higher-order conduct problems factor and its parameters were progressively constrained following the same sequence of models as described above. 
Turning to the latent predictor variables (i.e., emotional support, instructional relevance, organization and clarity, feedback-feedforward, classroom management), measurement invariance tests were run to ascertain whether the measurement properties can be considered equivalent across students from low-SES background and those from mid-to-high-SES backgrounds. We ran six models that were progressively more restrictive. These models were the same as those listed above, but with the addition of a residual invariance model (where residuals were also constrained across groups). In all invariance tests, to establish invariance, we looked for changes in RMSEA across each model of .015 or less and for changes in CFI of -.01 or less (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).
Results
Results for the measurement invariance tests are shown in Table S2. These results show that for the profile indicator variables, measurement invariance up to latent means was obtained for the profile indicator models (involving first- and higher-order conduct problems; all ΔRMSEA ≤ .015; all ΔCFI ≤ -.01). For the predictor variables, the results demonstrated complete measurement invariance. 


Correlations Among Substantive Factors
	Table S3a displays correlations among the agency indicator variables from the invariant measurement models and Table S3b displays correlations among the perceived teaching support factors from the invariant measurement models. Given parameter constraints, the correlations are identical for students from low-SES and mid-to-high-SES backgrounds. 

Elbow Plots
Figure S1 displays elbow plots from the LPA.

LPA Solution
Table S4 shows the means and variances (including 95% confidence intervals) for the LPA solution. 

Student Characteristics as Predictors of Membership in Student Profiles
Table S5 displays results from the models examining the background characteristics as predictors of student profile membership. Relative to male students, female students were more likely to be in the Flourishing profile than in the Average and Resigned profiles, but they were less likely to be in the Flourishing profile than in the Precarious and Vulnerable profiles. Female students were also more likely to be in the Average profile than the Resigned profile, but less likely to be in the Average profile than in the Precarious and Vulnerable profiles. Finally, female students were more likely to be in the Precarious profile than the Resigned profile, equally likely to be in the Precarious and Vulnerable profiles, and less likely to be in the Resigned profile than the Vulnerable profile.
Grade 9 students (relative to Grade 7 students) were less likely to be in the Flourishing, Average, and Precarious profiles than all remaining profiles. Grade 9 students were also more likely to be in the Resigned profile than the Vulnerable profile. Students born overseas were more likely to be in the Flourishing profile than the Average and Precarious profiles, they were more likely to be in the Average profile than the Precarious profile, and they were less likely to be in the Average profile than the Vulnerable profile. Further, students born overseas were less likely to be in the Precarious profile than the Resigned or Vulnerable profiles. Students with higher prior achievement (relative to students with lower prior achievement) were more likely to be in the Flourishing and Average profiles than all remaining profiles. They were also more likely to be in the Precarious profile than the Resigned or Vulnerable profiles, but were equally likely to be in the Resigned or Vulnerable profiles. Taken together, the results involving background characteristics show that there were mixed findings for students’ gender. Grade 7 students (compared with grade 9 students), students born overseas, and those with higher prior achievement were typically members of more adaptive profiles.
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Table S1a

Missing Percentage for Each Substantive Factor

	
	% Missing

	Personal agency factors
	

	Perceived competence
	16.5

	School belonging
	2.2

	Perseverance 
	3.1

	Academic buoyancy
	17.9

	Conduct problems
	18.6

	Predictors
	

	Emotional support
	2.6

	Classroom management
	3.6

	Instructional relevance
	17.4

	Organization and clarity
	17.2

	Feedback-feedforward
	2.8


Note. Values > 10% were due to some schools completing a shorter survey with fewer items. 


Table S1b

Student Demographic Characteristics by Missing Status on Two Main Missing Data Patterns

	
	Missing data pattern 1 (16-17% missing)
	
	
	Missing data pattern 2 (2-3% missing)
	

	
	Non-missing on substantive variables
	Missing on substantive variables
	
	Non-missing on substantive variables
	Missing on substantive variables

	Gender
	50% male
	51% male
	
	50% male
	59% male

	Grade
	51% grade 7
	51% grade 7
	
	51% grade 7
	48% grade 7

	Born overseas
	12% born overseas
	14% born overseas
	
	13% born overseas
	20% born overseas

	Prior achievement
	M = 491.76
	M = 490.21
	
	M = 491.64
	M = 484.63





Table S2

Fit Statistics from the Measurement Invariance Tests by Socio-Economic Status Grouping (Low vs. Mid-to-High)

	
	χ2
	df
	RMSEA
	CFI
	Δχ2
	Δdf
	ΔRMSEA
	ΔCFI

	Profile indicator variables – first-order conduct problem factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	36051.12*
	520
	.043
	.946
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Metric
	36816.84*
	539
	.042
	.945
	876.016
	19
	-.001
	-.001

	Scalar
	37891.18*
	558
	.042
	.943
	1009.357
	19
	.000
	-.002

	Variance-covariance
	41766.90*
	579
	.044
	.935
	3552.031
	21
	.002
	-.008

	Latent means
	46972.19*
	585
	.046
	.930
	10140.751
	6
	.002
	-.005

	Profile indicator variables – higher-order conduct problems factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	42787.49*
	578
	.044
	.936
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Metric
	42800.41*
	579
	.044
	.936
	34.083
	1
	.000
	.000

	Scalar
	42852.57*
	580
	.044
	.936
	47.918
	1
	.000
	.000

	Variance-covariance
	44669.88*
	585
	.045
	.933
	2268.919
	5
	.001
	-.003

	Latent means
	45430.95*
	586
	.045
	.932
	-2741.335
	1
	.000
	-.001

	Predictor variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	45299.86*
	628
	.044
	.950
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Metric
	46062.74*
	650
	.043
	.949
	499.507
	22
	-.001
	-.001

	Scalar
	48022.73*
	672
	.043
	.947
	2080.593
	22
	.000
	-.002

	Residual
	51744.16*
	699
	.044
	.942
	3402.719
	27
	.001
	-.005

	Variance-covariance
	52053.15*
	714
	.044
	.942
	448.045
	15
	.000
	.000

	Latent means
	53910.03*
	719
	.044
	.940
	1812.53
	5
	.000
	-.002


Note. * p ≤ .01; χ2 = robust chi-square test of exact fit; df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; Δ = change from the previous model.



Table S3a

Latent Correlations Among Profile Indicator Variables (Personal Agency Factors)

	
	Perceived competence
	School belonging
	Perseverance
	Academic buoyancy

	Perceived competence
	
	
	
	

	School belonging
	.52
	
	
	

	Perseverance 
	.65
	.50
	
	

	Academic buoyancy
	.46
	.55
	.54
	

	Conduct problems
	-.45
	-.28
	-.44
	-.19


Note. All correlations significant at p < .001.  
 


Table S3b

Latent Correlations Among Predictor Variables (Perceived Teacher Support)

	
	Emotional support
	Classroom management
	Instructional relevance
	Organization and clarity

	Emotional support
	
	
	
	

	Classroom management
	.73
	
	
	

	Instructional relevance
	.64
	.60
	
	

	Organization and clarity
	.66
	.63
	.72
	

	Feedback-feedforward
	.69
	.64
	.68
	.82


[bookmark: _Hlk129939553]Note. All correlations significant at p < .001. Although correlations between the predictors are relatively strong, there remains at least 33% unshared variance between them. Moreover, we compared a preliminary 1-factor CFA (all predictors loading onto one factor) and a multi-factor CFA (all predicator loading onto their respective factors) among students from low-SES backgrounds. The 1-factor CFA did not yield adequate fit (χ2 [324] = 52,854.67, p < .001, RMSEA = .090, CFI = .773), whereas the multi-factor CFA did (χ2 [314] = 13,005.05, p < .001, RMSEA = .045, CFI = .945), thus providing further support for our approach.


Figure S1

Elbow Plots from the LPA Solutions

Note. All fit indices are included in the graph above, but follow similar patterns and thus are directly on top of one another. 


Table S4

Means and Variances of Student Profiles

	
	Profile indicator variables

	
	Perceived competence
	
	School belonging
	
	Perseverance
	
	Academic buoyancy
	
	Conduct problems

	
	M
(95% CI)
	Variance
(95% CI)
	
	M
(95% CI)
	Variance
(95% CI)
	
	M
(95% CI)
	Variance
(95% CI)
	
	M
(95% CI)
	Variance
(95% CI)
	
	M
(95% CI)
	Variance
(95% CI)

	Flourishing
	0.82
(0.75, 0.89)
	0.13
(0.12, 0.15)
	
	0.55
(0.45, 0.66)
	0.63
(0.51, 0.75)
	
	0.98
(0.89, 1.06)
	0.17
(0.14, 0.19)
	
	0.65
(0.55, 0.75)
	0.58
(0.49, 0.67)
	
	-0.50
(-0.54, -0.45)
	0.03
(0.02, 0.04)

	Average
	0.08
(0.02, 0.14)
	0.13
(0.10, 0.15)
	
	0.04
(-0.02, 0.10)
	0.42
(0.35, 0.50)
	
	-0.03
(-0.11, 0.06)
	0.26
(0.23, 0.28)
	
	0.05
(-0.01, 0.11)
	0.36
(0.29, 0.43)
	
	-0.12
(-0.15, -0.08)
	0.06
(0.05, 0.07)

	Precarious
	-0.69
(-0.74, -0.64)
	0.19
(0.17, 0.21)
	
	-0.72
(-0.78, -0.66)
	0.55
(0.53, 0.58)
	
	-0.88
(-0.93, -0.83)
	0.21
(0.19, 0.23)
	
	-.0.66
(-0.71, -0.61)
	0.37
(0.34, 0.39)
	
	0.27
(0.21, 0.32)
	0.11
(0.09, 0.13)

	Resigned
	-0.82
(-0.92, -0.71)
	0.78
(0.70, 0.86)
	
	-0.33
(-0.45, -0.21)
	0.81
(0.72, 0.90)
	
	-0.72
(-0.83, -0.61)
	0.66
(0.60, 0.73)
	
	-.0.08
(-0.21, 0.04)
	0.64
(0.57, 0.71)
	
	1.25
(1.18, 1.33)
	0.66
(0.60, 0.73)

	Vulnerable
	-2.00
(-2.12, -1.88)
	0.81
(0.75, 0.88)
	
	-1.88
(-2.02, -1.74)
	0.60
(0.51, 0.69)
	
	-1.90
(-1.99, -1.82)
	0.18
(0.15, 0.21)
	
	-1.67
(-1.80, -1.54)
	0.17
(0.09, 0.26)
	
	1.53
(1.43, 1.63)
	1.43
(1.25, 1.61)


Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Interval.


Table S5
Background Characteristics as Predictors of Membership in Student Profiles
	
	b
	SE
	OR
	
	b
	SE
	OR
	
	b
	SE
	OR
	
	b
	SE
	OR

	
	Flourishing vs. Average
	
	Flourishing vs. Precarious
	
	Flourishing vs. Resigned
	
	Flourishing vs. Vulnerable

	Gender
	0.11*
	0.06
	1.12
	
	-0.20*
	0.07
	0.82
	
	0.63*
	0.08
	1.88
	
	-0.35*
	0.10
	0.71

	Grade
	-0.15*
	0.04
	0.86
	
	-0.25*
	0.04
	0.78
	
	-0.56*
	0.05
	0.57
	
	-0.34*
	0.06
	0.71

	Born overseas
	0.18*
	0.08
	1.20
	
	0.45*
	0.10
	1.56
	
	0.06
	0.11
	1.06
	
	-0.10
	0.15
	0.90

	Prior achievement
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01

	
	Average vs. Precarious
	
	Average vs. Resigned
	
	Average vs. Vulnerable
	
	Precarious vs. Resigned

	Gender
	-0.31*
	0.05
	0.73
	
	0.52*
	0.07
	1.68
	
	-0.46*
	0.09
	0.63
	
	0.83*
	0.07
	2.29

	Grade
	-0.10*
	0.03
	0.91
	
	-0.41*
	0.04
	0.66
	
	-0.19*
	0.05
	0.83
	
	-0.31*
	0.04
	0.73

	Born overseas
	0.26*
	0.08
	1.30
	
	-0.12
	0.10
	0.89
	
	-0.29*
	0.12
	0.75
	
	-0.38*
	0.10
	0.68

	Prior achievement
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01

	
	Precarious vs. Vulnerable
	
	Resigned vs Vulnerable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	-0.15
	0.08
	0.86
	
	-0.98*
	0.09
	0.38
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade
	-0.09*
	0.05
	0.91
	
	0.22*
	0.05
	1.24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Born overseas
	-0.55*
	0.11
	0.58
	
	-0.16
	0.12
	0.85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prior achievement
	0.01*
	0.01
	1.01
	
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Gender scored 0 (male) and 1 (female). Born overseas scored 0 (no) and 1 (yes). B = unstandardized beta. SE = standard error. OR = odds ratio. 
* p < .05.
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