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Supplementary Note 1 

As exploratory analyses, we investigated whether teachers with low subjective social status 

would show less SES biases in praise and attributions. To minimize false positives, we conducted 

these analyses using two-tailed tests, and we adjusted the α level using a Bonferroni adjustment to 

correct for multiple families of tests. 

Study 1 

We investigated whether teachers with low subjective social status attributed the success of 

low- and high-SES students differently than did teachers with high subjective social status. We 

repeated the analyses of teachers’ praise and attributions for teachers with low subjective social 

status (who reported a subjective social status up to and including the median of ; NlowSSS = 60) and 

teachers with high subjective social status (who reported a subjective social status above the median 

of 7; NhighSSS = 46). We performed a Wilcoxon signed rank tests, with a Bonferroni-adjusted α = .025. 

See Tables 3 and 4 for descriptive statistics and Supplementary Table 3 for all analyses.  

Praise. Without distinguishing between inflated and modest praise, teachers with high 

subjective social status praised low- and high-SES students equally often (V = 10.5, p = .588). 

Importantly, however, they gave low-SES students more inflated praise (V = 66, p = .003) and less 

modest praise (V = 13, p = .006) than high-SES students. By contrast, teachers with low subjective 

social status praised low and high SES students equally often regardless of praise type. 

Attributions. Teachers with high subjective social status attributed the success of low-SES 

students more often to effort than the success of high-SES students (V = 114, p = .015). By contrast, 

teachers with low subjective social status attributed successes of low and high SES students equally 

often to effort (V = 64, p = .051). Teachers with low (V = 8, p = .047) and high subjective social status 

(V = 47, p = .044) both attributed the success of low and high SES students equally often to ability. 

Teachers with low (V = 19, p = .002) and high subjective social status (V = 0, p < .001) both attributed 

successes of low SES students less often to other causes than the successes of high SES students.  

Study 2 
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We investigated whether children’s ability and effort attributions were dependent on their 

gender (male, female), age (10, 11, 12), or subjective social status (high, low) using Chi-Squared tests, 

with a Bonferroni-adjusted α = .017. For the analyses of subjective social status, we identified 

children with low subjective social status (who reported a subjective social status up to and including 

the median of 7; NlowSSS = 49) and children with high subjective social status (who reported a 

subjective social status above the median of 7; NhighSSS = 12). No tests were significant 

(Supplementary Table 4). The ability and effort estimations were not significantly dependent on 

gender, age, or subjective social status across praise conditions. 
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Supplementary Tables 

Supplementary Table 1 

Frequencies of Praise Difference Scores in Study 1 

Praise difference score 

 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 

All teachers (N = 106) 

Modest 0 8 14 80 1 3 0 0 

Inflated 0 0 4 83 13 6 0 0 

Total 0 1 10 87 6 2 0 0 

Inflated - 

modest 

1 2 4 73 10 9 1 6 

Teachers with low subjective social status (N = 60) 

Modest 0 3 5 49 1 2 0 0 

Inflated 0 0 4 48 6 2 0 0 

Total 0 1 5 48 5 1 0 0 

Teachers with high subjective social status (N = 46) 

Modest 0 5 9 31 0 1 0 0 

Inflated 0 0 0 35 7 4 0 0 

Total 0 0 5 39 1 1 0 0 

Note. Praise difference scores reflect the average frequency of praise provided to low-SES students 

minus the average frequency of praise provided to high-SES students. A higher praise difference 

score indicates that the participant gave more praise to low-SES than high-SES students (e.g., an 

inflated praise score of 1 means that the participant provided, on average, one instance of inflated 

praise more to a low-SES student than to a high-SES student). 
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Supplementary Table 2 

Frequencies of Attribution Difference Scores in Study 1 

Attribution difference score 

 -4 -3.5 -3 -2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 

All teachers (N = 106) 

Ability 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 86 5 3 0 1 

Effort 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 78 9 8 4 0 

Other 1 0 1 3 3 4 11 10 71 0 2 0 0 

Teachers with low subjective social status (N = 60) 

Ability 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 50 0 1 0 0 

Effort 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 48 3 4 2 0 

Other 0 0 1 1 1 3 6 5 41 0 2 0 0 

Teachers with high subjective social status (N = 46) 

Ability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 36 5 2 0 1 

Effort 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 30 6 4 2 0 

Other 1 0 0 2 2 1 5 5 30 0 0 0 0 

Note. Attribution difference scores reflect the average frequency of attributions made in response to 

low-SES students minus the average frequency of attributions made in response to high-SES 

students. A higher attribution difference score indicates that the participant made more attributions 

in response to low-SES than high-SES students (e.g., an effort attribution score of 1 means that the 

participant made, on average, one effort attribution more in response a low-SES than a high-SES 

student). 
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Supplementary Table 3 

Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for Praise and Attribution Difference Scores for Teachers With Low and 

High Subjective Social Status in Study 1 
 

Teachers with low 

subjective social status 

Teachers with high 

subjective social status 

  V p V p 

Praise difference score 

Modest 22 .315 13 .006* 

Inflated 56 .166 66 .003* 

Total 39 > .999 11 .588 

Attribution difference score 

Ability 8 .047 47 .044 

Effort 64 .051 114 .015* 

Other 19 .002* 0 < .001* 

*p < .025 
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Supplementary Table 4 

Chi-Square Examining Whether Attributions Differed by Gender, Age, and Subjective Social Status in Study 2 

 
Gender Age Subjective Social Status 

  χ2 df p χ2 df p χ2 df p 

Ability Attributions 

No praise vs Modest praise 0.17 2 .915 2.79 3 .425 3.36 1 .067 

No praise vs Inflated praise 1.19 2 .551 0.80 3 .848 < .01 1 1.00a 

Modest praise vs Inflated praise 1.49 2 .475 3.26 3 .354 < .01 1 .964 

Effort Attributions 

No praise vs Modest praise 1.08 2 .582 1.30 3 .730 < .01 1 1.00a 

No praise vs Inflated praise 0.09 2 .957 4.37 3 .224 < .01 1 1.00a 

Modest praise vs Inflated praise 0.87 2 .647 1.99 3 .574 0.31 1 .578 

aRounded up to 1.00 
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