Supplemental Analyses

Experiment 1

Suitability of school tracks, assessment attributed to other teachers
We performed the same mixed 2 (Track) X 2 (Target’s Gender) X 2 (Target’s SES)
ANOVA on this set of measures. Results indicated a main effect of Track, F(1, 95) = 5.12, p
= .03, η2p = .05. Participants considered that other teachers would perceive the higher track
(M = 4.54, SD = 1.33, [4.28, 4.80]) as being more suitable for all targets than the lower track
(M = 3.97, SD = 1.47, [3.68, 4.24]). We also found the same interaction with Target’s SES,
F(1, 95) = 10.26, p = .002, η2p = .10. The lower track was deemed more suitable for the lowSES target (M = 4.44, SD = 1.32, [4.04, 4.83]), than for the high-SES target (M = 3.48, SD =
1.47, [3.08, 3.88]), F(1, 97) = 11.37, p < .001, η2p = .11, Cohen’s d = 0.7. Symmetrically,
participants thought teachers would prefer the higher track for high-SES targets (M = 4.88,
SD = 1.31, [4.51, 5.25]) than for low-SES targets (M = 4.20, SD = 1.26, [3.84, 4.56]), F(1,
97) = 6.38, p = .01, η2p = .07, Cohen’s d = 0.5. No other effects reached significance (Fs <
1.41; p > .24).
Discussion
Respondents displayed a gap in tracking decision, whether they were answering for
themselves in their capacity as teachers or for other teachers. The second measure was
included to test if participants would distance their own decision from that of other teachers.
Our results indicate that this was not the case. Although we cannot attest to whether this
indicates a conscious perception of discrimination in the school tracking system, it does
however suggest that they imagine other teachers would produce a tracking decision that
artificially recreates the social class hierarchy despite achievement being equal.

Experiment 2

Suitability of school tracks, assessment attributed to other teachers
We performed the same repeated-measure ANOVA on the assessment attributed to
other teachers (i.e. “To what extent the other teachers making the decision would place the
pupil in the lower vs. higher track?”). The main effect of tracks was not significant,
indicating that participants did not think other teachers would favor one track over the other,

F(1, 67) = 2.66, p = .11, but we did find the same interaction between the target’s SES and
the Track, F(1, 67) = 15.03, p < .001, η2 p = .18. Once more, participants imagined other
teachers would consider the low-SES target (M = 4.61, SD = 1.46, [4.15, 5.06]) to be more
suitable for the lower track than the high-SES target (M = 3.22, SD = 1.31, [2.73, 3.73]), F(1,
67) = 16.68, p < .001, η2 p = .20, Cohen’s d = 1.0. For the higher track, the high-SES target
(M = 4.97, SD = 1.28, [4.47, 5.46]) was seen as more suitable than the low-SES pupil (M =
3.95, SD = 1.49, [3.45, 4.34]), F(1, 68) = 9.18, p = .003, η2 p = .12, Cohen’s d = 0.8.
Suitability of school tracks, personal assessment with full sample (N = 90, 2 missing
answers)
We performed a 2 (Target’s SES) X 2 (Track) ANOVA with the last factor as a
repeated measure. First, we observed a significant main effect of Track, F(1, 86) = 19.28, p =
.001, η2p = .18. Participants considered the higher track (M = 4.89, SD = 1.55, [4.63, 5.27]) to
be more suitable for all targets than the lower track (M = 3.49, SD = 1.74, [3.12, 3.86]). The
predicted interaction between Target’s SES and Track was significant, F(1, 86) = 5.80, p =
.02, η2p = .06. For the lower track, the low-SES target (M = 3.90, SD = 1.83, [3.42, 4.38]) was
perceived as being more suitable than the high-SES target (M = 3.08, SD = 1.53, [2.52,
3.63]), F(1, 86) = 3.79, p = .03, η2p = .06, Cohen’s d = 0.5, whereas for the higher track, the
high-SES pupil (M = 5.36, SD = 1.39, [4.88, 5.83]) was perceived as being more suitable than
the low-SES pupil (M = 4.56, SD = 1.59, [4.14, 4.98]), F(1, 86) = 6.17, p =.02, η2p = .07,
Cohen’s d = 0.5. The interaction between Target’s SES and Gender was not tested given the
imbalance in number of participants per condition in the full sample (only 20 participants saw
the female targets).

Experiment 3

Suitability of school tracks, assessment attributed to other teachers
We tested our model with the suitability of tracks for other teachers (what participants
imagined other teachers would decide). The main effect of Track was significant F(1, 155) =
21.16, p < .001, η2 = .11, indicating that participants thought the higher track most suitable
for all pupils (M = 4.60, SD = 1.36, [4.40, 4.80]), than the lower track (M = 3.74, SD = 1.32,
[3.55, 3.94]). The interaction between Track and the planned linear contrast was significant,
F(1, 155) = 25.40, p < .001, η2 = .14 but not the interaction with the second residual contrast,
F < 1, n.s. However, the interaction between Track and the third residual contrast (the cubic

contrast) was also significant, F(1, 155) = 4.33, p = .04, η2 = .02, which does not provide
support for a linear pattern.
When decomposed for each Track, the results are as follows. For the lower track, the
first contrast was significant, F(1, 155) = 23.04, p < .001, η2 = .13, the second was not
significant (Fs < 1), and the third was marginally significant (F(1, 155) = 23.04, p = .09, η2 =
.13). The means are ordered in the following way: M high-SES/selection = 3.26, SDhigh-SES/selection =
1.31, [2.86, 3.65], M high-SES/education = 3.27, SD high-SES/education = 1.16, [2.89, 3.65], M lowSES/education

= 4.13, SD low-SES/education = 1.14, [3.73, 4.53]; M low-SES/selection = 4.32, SD low-SES/selection

= 1.33, [3.93, 4.70]. For the higher track, the first contrast was significant, F(1, 155) = 23.04,
p < .001, η2 = .13, the second was not significant (Fs < 1), and the third was marginally
significant (F(1, 155) = 23.04, p = .06, η2 = .13). The order of the means is: M low-SES/education =
4.03, SD low-SES/education = 1.34, [3.61, 4.44]; M low-SES/selection = 4.29, SD low-SES/selection = 1.43,
[3.89, 4.69]; Mhigh-SES/education = 4.95, SD high-SES/education = 1.09, [4.55, 5.35], M high-SES/selection =
5.13, SD high-SES/selection = 1.30, [4.71, 5.54]
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