Table E: The outcome analysis with detailed regression results

	Variable
	B
	SD(LTS)
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	p: 95% CI

	_Intercept
	-2.79
	-1.04
	.25
	[-3.28, -2.29]
	<.001 
	[.000, .000]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parental involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High vs low
	1.23
	0.46
	.14
	[0.96, 1.50]
	<.001
	[.000, .000]

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female vs male
	-0.12
	-0.05
	.20
	[-0.50, 0.26]
	.448
	[.040, 1.00]

	Ethnicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minority vs majority
	-0.22
	-0.08
	.16
	[-0.52, 0.09]
	.124
	[.000, .558]

	Engagement level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engaged vs disengaged
	3.84
	1.43
	.25
	[3.35, 4.33]
	<.001
	[.000, .000]

	Engagement dimension
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Behavioural vs affective
	-0.06
	-0.02
	.29
	[-0.63, 0.51]
	.879
	[.593, 1.00]

	Cognitive vs affective
	0.02
	0.01
	.26
	[-0.49, 0.54]
	.949
	[.851, 1.00]

	Instructional context
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual work vs Classroom discussion
	0.26
	0.10
	.19
	[-0.12, 0.64]
	.357
	[.037, .836]

	Group work vs discussion
	0.39
	0.14
	.17
	[0.06, 0.71]
	.087
	[.005, .315]

	Teacher presentation vs discussion
	-0.08
	-0.03
	.24
	[-0.56, 0.40]
	.818
	[.547, 1.00]

	School subject
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maths vs L1
	0.06
	0.02
	.06
	[-0.05, 0.18]
	.009
	[.000, .028]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Table E. 	Continued
	Variable
	B
	SD(LTS)
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	p: 95% CI

	Interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HPI:BEH vs LPI:AFF
	-0.22
	-0.08
	.18
	[-0.58, 0.13]
	.178
	[.000, .683]

	HPI:COG vs LPI: AFF
	-0.24
	-0.09
	.12
	[-0.48, -0.01]
	.021
	[.000, .094]

	HPI:ENG vs LPI:DIS
	-0.22
	-0.08
	.15
	[-0.51, 0.08]
	.048
	[.000, .341]

	HPI:IW vs LPI:CD
	-0.10
	-0.04
	.17
	[-0.42, 0.23]
	.479
	[.119, .991]

	HPI:GW vs LPI:CD
	-0.12
	-0.04
	.13
	[-0.37, 0.14]
	.339
	[.097, .960]

	HPI:TP vs LPI:CD
	0.03
	0.01
	.21
	[-0.38, 0.43]
	.840
	[.657, 1.00]

	F:BEH vs M:AFF
	0.00
	0.00
	.17
	[-0.32, 0.33]
	.988
	[.957, 1.00]

	F: BEH vs M:AFF
	0.20
	0.08
	.17
	[-0.14, 0.54]
	.215
	[.007, .759]

	F:ENG vs M:DIS
	-0.05
	-0.02
	.14
	[-0.33, 0.23]
	.611
	[.173, 1.00]

	F:IW vs M:CD
	0.14
	0.05
	.26
	[-0.37, 0.65]
	.539
	[.090, 1.00]

	F:GW vs M:CD
	0.09
	0.03
	.19
	[-0.28, 0.45]
	.423
	[.175, 1.00]

	F:TP vs M:CD
	0.06
	0.02
	.13
	[-0.19, 0.31]
	.655
	[.394, .986]

	MIN:BEH vs MAJ:AFF
	0.17
	0.06
	.14
	[-0.11, 0.44]
	.190
	[.005, .731]

	MIN:COG vs MAJ:AFF
	0.10
	0.04
	.17
	[-0.22, 0.42]
	.436
	[.072, .998]

	MIN:ENG vs MAJ:DIS
	0.03
	0.01
	.12
	[-0.20, 0.27]
	.605
	[.252, 1.00]

	MIN:IW vs MAJ:CD
	-0.10
	-0.04
	.19
	[-0.47, 0.26]
	.557
	[.142, .993]

	MIN:GW vs MAJ:CD
	0.13
	0.05
	.17
	[-0.20, 0.46]
	.445
	[.092, .998]

	MIN:TP vs MAJ:CD
	0.00
	0.00
	.24
	[-0.47, 0.46]
	.986
	[.948, 1.00]

	BEH:ENG vs AFF:DIS
	0.69
	0.26
	.16
	[0.39, 1.00]
	<.001
	[.000, .003]

	COG: ENG vs AFF:DIS
	0.10
	0.04
	.16
	[-0.22, 0.42]
	.476
	[.109, .998]

	BEH:IW vs AFF:CD
	-0.03
	-0.01
	.26
	[-0.54, 0.49]
	.937
	[.777, 1.00]

	COG:IW vs AFF:CD
	-0.50
	-0.19
	.19
	[-0.87, -0.13]
	.052
	[.000, .377]

	BEH:GW vs AFF:CD
	-0.64
	-0.24
	.24
	[-1.10, -0.18]
	.034
	[.000, .165]

	COG:GW vs AFF:CD.
	-0.31
	-0.12
	.22
	[-0.74, 0.12]
	.222
	[.009, .972]

	BEH:TP vs AFF:CD
	0.28
	0.10
	.28
	[-0.27, 0.83]
	.362
	[.014, .970]

	COG:TP vs AFF:CD
	0.12
	0.05
	.30
	[-0.46, 0.71]
	.656
	[.126, 1.00]

	ENG:IW vs DIS:CD
	0.41
	0.15
	.12
	[0.18, 0.64]
	.005
	[.000, .031]

	ENG:GW vs DIS:CD
	0.61
	0.23
	.17
	[0.27, 0.95]
	.004
	[.000, .030]

	ENG:TP vs DIS:CD
	0.46
	0.17
	.15
	[0.16, 0.76]
	.011
	[.000, .053]



Table E. 	Continued
	Conditional Pseudo-R2 = 96.1%
Marginal Pseudo-R2 = 75.7%
ICC = 84%
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes.   	Superscript: HPI = High Parental Involvement, LPI = Low Parental Involvement, F = Female, M = Male, MIN = Ethnic minority, MAJ = Ethnic majority, ENG = Engaged, DIS = Disengaged, AFF = Affective, BEH = Behavioural, COG = Cognitive, CD = Classroom discussion, IW = Individual work, GW = Group work, TP = Teacher presentation. 

Table E. Mixed-effects regression results investigating the formation of teacher expectations. The table reports coefficients (B), standard errors (SE), and 95% confidence intervals (CI) pooled across 15 imputations using Rubin’s rules. P-values and their 95% CIs were estimated from bootstrapped distributions (2.5th–97.5th percentiles). The analysis examines the effects of parental involvement, gender, ethnicity, engagement levels, form of engagement, instructional contexts, school subject and their interactions on teacher expectation formation. Notes. N = 403 teachers. Superscripts indicate variable abbreviations (e.g., parental involvement, engagement level, instructional context) as defined below the table.
