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“You did incredibly well!”: teachers’ inflated praise can make
children from low-SES backgrounds seem less smart (but more

hardworking)

1 X

Emiel Schoneveld @' and Eddie Brummelman

Can teachers’ inflated praise make children from low socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds seem less smart? We conducted two
preregistered experiments to address this question. We used hypothetical scenarios to ensure experimental control. An experiment
with primary school teachers (N = 106, ages 21-63) showed that when a child from a low-SES (vs. high-SES) background succeeded
in school, teachers attributed this success more to hard work and delivered more inflated praise (e.g., “You did incredibly well!”) but
less modest praise (e.g., “You did well!”"). An experiment with primary school children (N =63, ages 10-13) showed that when

children learned that another child received inflated praise (while an equally performing classmate received modest praise or no
praise), they perceived this child as less smart but more hardworking. These studies provide converging evidence that teachers’
inflated praise, although well-intentioned, can make children from low-SES backgrounds seem less smart, thereby reinforcing

negative stereotypes about these children’s academic abilities.
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INTRODUCTION

Achievement inequality is a pressing societal problem. Around the
world, children from low socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds
are far more likely to underperform in school than their high-SES
peers'?, even when they have the same level of ability®. Teachers
are motivated to combat these inequalities*®. We theorize,
however, that teachers may sometimes engage in well-
intentioned practices that inadvertently reinforce existing inequal-
ities. Specifically, teachers are often encouraged to lavish children
from low-SES backgrounds with inflated praise. For example,
when asked how to instill self-confidence in children who are
stigmatized by the larger society, teachers often mention praise®.
Although well-intentioned, inflated praise may convey to children
that their success is the product of extraordinary effort rather than
ability. We hypothesized that teachers would be inclined to give
inflated praise to children from low-SES backgrounds, and that
children would interpret the inflated praise as a sign of low ability.
We report two preregistered experiments with teachers (Study 1)
and children (Study 2) to test these hypotheses.

Teachers are often encouraged to praise their students’.
Conventional wisdom holds that praising children raises their
self-esteem and motivation®~'°. Unsurprisingly, then, scholars
often assume that good teachers praise frequently''™'3, and
many praise interventions aim to increase the frequency of
teacher praise'*'>. However, praise comes in different shapes and
sizes. While most praise is modest, ~25% of praise is inflated’®"”,
Instead of telling students that they did well, teachers might tell
them that they did incredibly well. Instead of telling students that
their achievement is good, teachers might tell them that their
achievement is amazing. Teachers may give inflated praise when
they see a student’s success as particularly praiseworthy.

When are teachers most likely to see success as particularly
praiseworthy and dole out inflated praise? Teachers’ praise is
informed by their attributions of students’ success'®'. According
to attribution theory, attributions tend to reflect three dimension:

locus (internal, external), stability (stable, unstable), and controll-
ability (controllable, uncontrollable)'®?°, In the achievement
domain, ability and effort are generally the most dominant
perceived causes of success®'. Ability and effort are both internal,
but ability is considered stable and uncontrollable (e.g., intelli-
gence, aptitude, skill, talent), whereas effort is considered unstable
and controllable (e.g., hard work, perseverance, dedication). Ability
and effort are typically seen as compensatory: High effort
compensates for low ability, and high ability compensates for
low effort>>?3, While teachers are unlikely to praise a student
when they attribute their success to external factors (e.g., luck,
help from others), they are likely to praise a student when they
attribute their success to internal factors (e.g., ability, effort). Like
most people, teachers find effort particularly praiseworthy?*. In
prior work, for example, teachers gave the most rewards (e.g., gold
stars) to students with low ability who tried hard and performed
well, and gave the most punishments (e.g., red stars) to students
with high ability who did not try hard and performed poorly®.
They rewarded students with low ability because they assumed
that these students had to work exceptionally hard to compensate
for their lack of ability®®. If inflated praise signals even greater
praiseworthiness than does modest praise, teachers might be
more inclined to give inflated praise when they believe a student
succeeded through high effort. Thus, teachers’ inflated praise
might track students’ presumed effort.

Building on attribution theory, we theorize that teachers give
more inflated praise to children from low-SES (vs. high-SES)
backgrounds, because they are more inclined to attribute low-SES
children’s successes to hard work. There is a pervasive negative
stereotype about the academic abilities of low-SES children?”.
Low-SES individuals are often perceived as incompetent—as
“stupid,” “uneducated,” “lazy,” “unmotivated,” and “weak’?%. In a
study across 27 countries, low-SES individuals were seen as less
competent than high-SES individuals®®. In one study®°, partici-
pants watched a video of a child taking an academic test.
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Participants who were told that the child came from a high-SES
background rated the child’s abilities in liberal arts, reading, and
mathematics above grade level, whereas those who were told that
the child came from a low-SES background rated the same
abilities below grade level. Even teachers hold these beliefs, as
they systematically underestimate the academic abilities of low-
SES children®'32, Unknowingly and unintentionally, teachers may
be guided by these negative stereotypes. Consequently, when
they see a low-SES student succeed, they may be inclined to
attribute the student’s success to hard work, thus giving inflated
praise.

Do teachers indeed give more inflated praise to children from
low-SES backgrounds? Although this has not been investigated
directly, studies have revealed a positive feedback bias, with White
majority teachers giving more positive feedback to ethnic minority
(vs. majority) students. White American evaluators gave more
praise and less criticism to Black students than to White
students®>37. White Canadian evaluators criticized Aboriginal
students less than White students but praised them equally
often3®, German teachers gave students with a Turkish migration
background more positive comments than they gave students
without an immigration background®®. In some cases, German
teachers gave more extremely positive feedback (e.g., “I'm
speechless”) to students from immigration backgrounds than to
students without an immigration background*®. However, no
studies have examined such biases in the context of SES. We
examined whether teachers provide more inflated praise to
children from low-SES backgrounds.

Teachers' inflated praise may, in some cases, make children
appear less smart to others. Why? Children may know that
teachers praise those who work hard. When two students achieve
the same outcome (e.g., a high score on a test) but only one of
them receives praise, children may infer that the praised student
worked harder to achieve the same outcome. Consequently, they
may see the praised student as less smart*'=*3. This effect may be
more pronounced for inflated praise, as this type of praise is even
more positive than is modest praise. Hence, when a student
receives inflated praise while an equally performing student
receives modest praise, the student receiving inflated praise may
be perceived as less smart but more hardworking.

Although no study has investigated this idea directly, there is
supportive evidence. One study involving German children*? and
two studies involving American children*'* showed that when
children saw two students achieving the same outcome, they
considered the student who was praised by the teacher (e.g.,
“Great!”) as less smart but more hardworking than the student
who was not praised. This effect emerged only from late
childhood, from about age 10, when children acquire the
understanding that ability and effort can be compensatory. Up
to age 10, children generally assume that hardworking children
are smart**. Older children understand that if two students
achieve the same outcome, the student who worked harder must
be less smart*2. However, no research has examined the effects of
inflated praise on children’s perceptions of who is smart or
hardworking. We examined whether children perceive students
receiving inflated praise as less smart but more hardworking.

We conducted two preregistered experiments to investigate
whether and how teachers may inadvertently make low-SES
children seem less smart by lavishing them with inflated praise.
Specifically, we investigated whether teachers provide more
inflated praise to children from low-SES backgrounds (Study 1)
and whether children perceive students receiving inflated praise
as less smart but more hardworking (Study 2). Our study design,
hypotheses, and data-analysis plans were preregistered via OSF
(Study 1: https://osf.io/wkadc/; Study 2: https://osf.io/rk9q2/). We
focused on children ages 10-12 years, who have developed the
belief that ability and effort are compensatory?2.
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RESULTS
Study 1

Study 1 investigated whether teachers provide more inflated
praise to low-SES students than to equally performing high-SES
students. The study had a within-subjects experimental design
and was conducted online. Participants were 106 primary school
teachers (ages 21-63) and provided informed consent. Teachers
read four vignettes about hypothetical students. Each student was
described as coming from a high-SES background (e.g., coming
from a rich family, living in a big and new house, often buying new
things) or a low-SES background (e.g., coming from a poor family,
living in a small and old house, rarely buying new things). Each
student was described as achieving success in school (i.e., getting
one of the highest grades in the class). Each teacher read two
vignettes about a low-SES student, and two about a high-SES
student. The order of vignettes was randomized.

First, teachers wrote down what they would say in response to
the student’s success, if they would say anything. Based on this
response, we coded their inflated and modest praise'®. Second,
teachers wrote down why they thought the student achieved the
success. Based on this response, we coded their effort, ability, and
other attributions?2. The study materials, data, and analysis code
are available via OSF at: https://osf.io/wka4c/.

We tested two preregistered hypotheses. First, we hypothesized
that teachers would give low-SES students more praise than high-
SES students. Second, we hypothesized that this effect would be
stronger for inflated praise than for modest praise. Specifically, we
hypothesized that teachers would give low SES students more
inflated praise (but not necessarily more modest praise) than high-
SES students. We preregistered hypotheses for teacher praise but
not for teacher attributions, because there was a good deal of
empirical evidence for the positive feedback bias, which provided
indirect evidence for our preregistered hypotheses. By contrast,
there was no existing empirical evidence to support our
hypothesis that students’ socioeconomic status would influence
teachers’ attributions.

For each participant, we calculated a praise and attribution
difference score (e.g., a positive inflated praise difference score
indicates that a teacher praised low-SES students more than high-
SES students). We then conducted a one-tailed Wilcoxon signed
rank test, with a=0.05, to test whether the location of the
distributions of the difference scores was greater than zero.

Of all the responses teachers provided, 84% contained praised.
Of all the praise teachers gave, 18% was inflated: 14% for high-SES
students and 23% for low-SES students. Thus, low-SES students
received more than 1.6 times as much inflated praise as did high-
SES students. Most teachers gave low-SES students as much praise
as they gave high-SES students. Of all teachers, 18% gave low-SES
students more inflated praise than they gave high-SES students.
By contrast, only 4% gave low-SES students less inflated praise
than they gave high-SES students.

Preregistered analyses. Without distinguishing between inflated
and modest praise, the location of teachers’ total praise difference
scores was not significantly greater than 0, V=87, p = 0.644. Thus,
overall, teachers did not praise low-SES students more than high-
SES students (Supplementary Table 1). Importantly, however, the
location of teachers’ inflated praise difference scores was
significantly greater than 0, V=240, p <0.001. As hypothesized,
teachers gave low-SES students more inflated praise than they
gave high-SES students. By contrast, the location of teachers’
modest praise difference scores was not significantly greater than
0, V=71, p=0.997. An exploratory, not-preregistered one-tailed
Wilcoxon signed rank test showed that the location of teachers’
modest praise difference scores was significantly smaller than 0,
V=71, p=0.003, indicating that teachers gave low-SES students
less modest praise than they gave high-SES students. In addition,
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the location of the difference between the inflated and modest
praise difference scores was significantly >0, V=465, p <0.001.
Thus, students’ SES had a stronger effect on teachers’ inflated
praise than on their modest praise.

Because the study was conducted online, we included a
manipulation check to ensure the validity of participants’
responses. After each vignette, participants indicated whether
the hypothetical student’s family has a lot or little money. Two
participants failed one or more manipulation checks. A sensitivity
analysis excluding these participants did not alter the results of
our preregistered analyses (i.e, no significant effect became
nonsignificant, and no nonsignificant effect became significant).

Exploratory analyses. We conducted exploratory analyses. First,
we used a two-tailed Wilcoxon signed rank test, with a = 0.05, to
examine whether teachers were more inclined to attribute a low-
SES (vs. high-SES) student’s success to effort. The location of
teachers’ effort attribution difference scores was significantly >0,
V=338, p =0.002, indicating that teachers attributed the success
of low-SES students more often to effort than the success of high-
SES students. The location of teachers’ ability attribution
difference scores did not significantly deviate from 0, V=101,
p = 0.878, indicating that teachers attributed the success of low-
and high-SES students equally often to ability. The location of
teachers’ other attribution difference scores was significantly <0,
V =34, p <0.001, indicating that teachers attributed the success of
low-SES students less often to other causes than the success of
high-SES students. These “other” attributions often reflected
external causes (e.g. the child’s home environment or support
of a parent or tutor).

Second, we investigated whether teachers with low subjective
social status would show less SES biases in praise and attributions
(Supplementary Note 1 and Supplementary Tables 1-3). Teachers
with low subjective social status praised low- and high-SES
students equally often; this was the case for inflated praise,
modest praise, and all praise combined. They also attributed the
success of low-SES students equally often to effort as they did the
success of high-SES students. By contrast, teachers with high
subjective social status gave low-SES students more inflated praise
and less modest praise than they gave high-SES students. They
also attributed the success of low-SES students more often to
effort than they did the success of high-SES students. Thus,
teachers with low subjective social status showed weaker SES
biases in praise and attributions than did teachers with high
subjective social status.

Summary. Study 1 shows that, on average, teachers indeed gave
low-SES students more inflated praise than they gave equally
performing high-SES students. Our first hypothesis was rejected:
Overall, teachers did not praise low-SES students more often than
they praised high-SES students. Our second hypothesis was
supported: Teachers gave low-SES students more inflated praise
(but not more modest praise) than they gave high-SES students.
Why did teachers do so? Our exploratory analyses reveal a
possible explanation: Teachers were more inclined to attribute
low-SES (vs. high-SES) students’ success to effort. In addition, our
exploratory analyses showed that the inclination to attribute low-
SES students’ success to effort and to give them inflated praise
was less pronounced for teachers with low subjective social status.

Study 2

Study 2 investigated whether children interpret teachers’ inflated
praise as evidence of low ability. The study had a within-subjects
experimental design, was administered using paper and pencil,
and was conducted during school hours in regular classrooms.
Participants were 63 primary school children (ages 10-13), who
received informed parental consent. Children 12 or older also
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provided their own informed consent in addition to informed
parental consent. Children read three vignettes in which two
students achieved the same outcome (i.e, getting 7 out of 10
questions right) but the teacher decided to praise the students
differently. The teacher gave (1) one student modest praise (“You
did well!”) and the other student no praise; (2) one student
inflated praise (“You did INCREDIBLY well!") and the other student
no praise; or (3) one student inflated praise and the other modest
praise. The order of vignettes was randomized. After each
vignette, children indicated which student they deemed smarter
and which they thought had worked harder. The study materials,
data, and analysis code are available via OSF at: https://osf.io/
rk9q2/.

We tested three preregistered hypotheses. First, we hypothe-
sized that children would perceive the student who receives
modest praise as less smart than the student who receives no
praise at all. Second, we hypothesized that children would
perceive the student who receives inflated praise as less smart
than the student who receives no praise at all. Third, and most
importantly, we hypothesized that children would perceive the
student who receives inflated praise as less smart than the student
who receives modest praise. We preregistered hypotheses for
whether children would perceive the student who receives praise
as less smart, but not for whether children would perceive the
student who receives praise as more hardworking, because there
was more extensive existing empirical evidence to support the
former than the latter.

Preregistered analyses. We used a one-tailed z-test, with a = 0.05,
to test whether more than half (i.e., a proportion of 0.50) of the
children deemed one student smarter than the other. The results
support our hypotheses. Significantly more than half of the
children, p=0.76, deemed the student who received modest
praise less smart than the student who received no praise,
z=4.84, p<0.001. Significantly more than half of the children,
p=0.76, deemed the student who received inflated praise less
smart than the student who received no praise, z=4.84, p < 0.001.
Significantly more than half of the children, p = 0.79, deemed the
student who received inflated praise less smart than the student
who received modest praise, z=5.71, p < 0.001.

Exploratory analyses. We conducted exploratory analyses. First,
we used a one-tailed z-test, with a=0.05, to examine whether
children thought that one student put in more effort than the
other. Significantly more than half of the children, p=0.73,
thought the student who received modest praise put in more
effort than the student who received no praise, z=4.08, p < 0.001.
Significantly more than half of the children, p =73, thought the
student who received inflated praise put in more effort than the
student who received no praise, z=4.08, p <0.001. Significantly
more than half of the children, p = 0.83, thought the student who
received inflated praise put in more effort than the student who
received modest praise, z=6.33, p <0.001.

Second, we examined whether children’s gender, age, or
subjective social status moderated the effect of praise on which
student they deemed smarter or harder working (Supplementary
Table 4). There were no significant interactions between praise
and gender, age, or subjective social status, underlining the
robustness of our findings.

Third, we asked children why they thought the teacher decided
to praise one child more than the other. We inspected their open-
ended responses. Children suggested that the praised student
worked harder, for example: “Because [the non-praised student]
knew everything already and [the praised student] still struggled
but practiced a lot” and “Because [the praised student] has more
difficulties with the topic of that exam and he tried really hard on
the exam”. Additionally, children suggested the praised student
performed better than usual, for example: “Because [the non-
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praised student] perhaps gets good grades more often and [the
praised student] does not” and “Because [the praised student]
normally performs less well.”

Summary. Study 2 supports our hypotheses. Children deemed
the student who received praise less smart than the student who
did not receive praise, regardless of whether the praise was
modest or inflated. In addition, children deemed the student who
received inflated praise less smart than the student who received
modest praise. Why? Exploratory analyses show that children
inferred that the student receiving inflated praise worked harder
to achieve the same outcome, suggesting that the student had to
compensate for low ability.

DISCUSSION

With two preregistered experiments, we investigated whether
inflated teacher praise can make low-SES children seem less smart
—but more hardworking. In Study 1, we found that teachers gave
low-SES students more inflated praise than they gave high-SES
students, even though the students’ success was identical. In
addition, they attributed the success of low-SES students more to
effort than they did the success of high-SES students. This
suggests that teachers gave low-SES students more inflated praise
because they believed these students had to work extraordinarily
hard to achieve success. In Study 2, we found that teachers’
inflated praise made children seem less smart but more hard-
working. Specifically, children deemed a student who received
inflated praise from the teacher less smart but more hardworking
than a student who received modest praise or no praise at all.
These effects were similar for children with high and low
subjective social status, suggesting tentatively that children from
low-SES backgrounds were as susceptible to these inferences as
were their high-SES peers. Together, these findings suggest that
teachers’ well-intentioned practices may sometimes backfire and
make children from disadvantaged groups seem less competent.

Our research suggests that teachers’ well-intentioned practices
may, in some cases, reinforce socioeconomic inequalities in the
classroom. Doing so, our research bridges two separate literatures.
One literature shows that teachers hold SES biases about
children’s intellectual ability?’. Teachers tend to underestimate
the intellectual abilities of low-SES students®', hold low expecta-
tions for their future success*, give them lower grades®®, and
assign them to lower educational tracks*’. Another literature
shows that some well-intentioned teacher practices can signal low
ability. For example, when teachers believe a student has low
ability, they may be more likely to provide unsolicited help,
express pity, and provide comfort-oriented feedback*®-%. Stu-
dents readily pick up on these messages, seeing them as evidence
that they lack ability?'>'. By bridging these literatures, the current
research suggests that teachers may inadvertently maintain
inequality in the classroom by providing inflated praise to low-
SES students, making these students seem less smart to their
peers. Our research contributes to the broader literature showing
that teachers may, unknowingly and unintentionally, reinforce
existing inequalities®2.

Our research contributes to literature on the positive feedback
bias. Until now, research in this area has focused predominantly
on race and ethnicity3338-%0, Qur research extends this work to
SES and inflated praise, and probes underlying mechanisms. While
previous research has uncovered various motives that lead White
majority teachers to provide more positive feedback to ethnic
minority students (e.g, the motive to see themselves as
egalitarian®), our research identifies effort attributions as a
possible mechanism. When teachers learned that a low-SES
student achieved success, they were more inclined to provide
this student with inflated praise, and this may have been driven by
teachers’ inference that the student’s success stemmed from
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extraordinary effort. As such, our work integrates literatures on
positive feedback bias*3, inflated praise®3, and attribution theory?'
to show that teacher attributions are critical to understanding
their inequality-reinforcing practices.

Our findings have implications for understanding the develop-
mental emergence of intellectual stereotypes of low-SES indivi-
duals. From the age of 6, children see low-SES individuals as less
competent in the academic domain (e.g., less smart) than high-SES
individuals®*=7. Although the early emergence of these stereo-
types has been well documented®® the mechanisms through
which children acquire these stereotypes have not>°. Children
form stereotypes based on implicit environmental cues® and
verbal and non-verbal behaviors of others®'. Our study adds to
this research by uncovering the possibility that children learn to
view low-SES students as less smart through teachers’ inflated
praise. When children observe students belonging to certain social
groups (e.g., low SES) consistently receiving more inflated praise
from teachers for equal performance, they may infer that the
group overall has low intellectual ability. Future research should
test this directly.

Our exploratory analyses revealed that teachers with lower
subjective social status showed weaker SES biases. They were less
inclined to attribute low-SES children’s successes to hard work and
less inclined to lavish them with inflated praise. This concurs with
research showing that, although teachers generally hold lower
expectations for low- than high-SES students, this tendency is
weakened among teachers who are themselves from low-SES
backgrounds®?. One possible explanation is that individuals from
lower-SES backgrounds, who tend to have lower subjective social
status®®, have experienced more prejudice, stereotyping, and
discrimination. Consequently, they may be more aware of societal
forces that systematically advantage some social groups and
disadvantage others®*, reducing their tendency to associate SES
with intrinsic factors (e.g., effort, ability).

Although not the central focus of our research, we also
examined teacher attributions that did not reflect ability or effort
(i.e., “other” attributions). These attributions often reflected
external causes. Teachers attributed the success of low-SES (vs.
high-SES) students less often to other causes, probably because
teachers knew that low-SES families have less financial, material,
and cultural capital to support their children’s education®. Thus,
when a low-SES student succeeds despite this relative lack of
external support, teachers may be more inclined to attribute the
success to internal (rather than external) causes.

How are our findings related to ability and effort praise? Effort
praise refers to positive evaluations of children’s effort (e.g., “You
must have worked hard at these problems”), whereas ability praise
refers to positive evaluations of children’s ability (e.g., “You must
be smart at these problems”). Effort praise is generally seen as
beneficial to young children’s motivation to learn, because it can
communicate that effort is a path to improving ability (i.e., growth
mindset)®. Yet, to older children (from about age 10), effort praise
can communicate that they had to work hard because of low
ability®”. While effort praise communicates this information
explicitly, our findings suggest that inflated praise communicates
it implicitly. That is, even though the inflated praise made no
mention of effort, children readily inferred that those who
received inflated praise were more hardworking but less smart.
Thus, to prevent older children from making such ability-
denigrating inferences, teachers may phrase their praise modestly
and focus the praise on children’s strategies rather than their
effort (e.g., “You found a good way to do this”).

From an applied perspective, our work underlines the urgency
of preventing SES biases in teachers. Our findings suggest three
possible solutions. First, in our study, teachers with low subjective
social status did not show SES biases in attributions or praise. One
solution could therefore be to recruit more teachers from low-SES
backgrounds. Providing indirect evidence for this idea, Black
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students performed better when matched to a Black teacher®s,
particularly in schools with high overall levels of teacher
diversity®®. Second, interventions can help disconnect teachers’
practices from negative stereotypes about low-SES children. Most
teachers are motivated to reduce inequality’®. However, simply
making them aware of their negative stereotypes is unlikely to be
effective at changing their behavior’'. An alternative approach is
to sideline bias, that is, to create situations in which bias is not
functional for the goals teachers pursue’?. For example, research
shows that teachers show less bias against low-SES students in
contexts emphasizing learning—helping all students learn and
grow—as opposed to those emphasizing selection—identifying
and rewarding the smartest students’. Third, praise interventions
can help teachers provide praise in less biased ways. To date, most
praise interventions have focused on increasing teachers’ overall
praise'>’47>, However, a small-scale study shows that teachers
praise more equitably if they monitor their own practices and
solicit feedback from colleagues’®.

Our study has several strengths, including its experimental
designs, its inclusion of both teachers and children, and its
embrace of open science practices (e.g., preregistration, open
materials, open data). Our study also has several limitations. First,
we used vignettes to ensure experimental control. In our studies,
effects were probably larger than they would be in real life. For
example, in Study 1, we presented teachers with information
about students’ SES backgrounds. By providing little individuating
information about the students themselves (e.g., their personality),
we might have increased teachers’ reliance on stereotypes of low-
and high-SES students”’. By providing only information about
students’ external socioeconomic conditions (e.g., their house), we
might have made teachers more aware of structural barriers faced
by low-SES students, encouraging them to attribute low-SES
students’ successes to effort. Future studies should investigate
inflated praise in teacher-student interactions in real-life class-
rooms or simulated classrooms in virtual reality’. Second, in Study
1, the inter-rater reliabilities of praise and attributions were
satisfactory but not excellent. Coders were trained using a set of
hypothetical responses (listed in the coding protocol on OSF),
which lacked some of the nuances and ambiguities in teachers’
actual responses. To increase reliability in future work, we
encourage training with a subset of actual responses.

Third, our study focused on children ages 10-12, who tend to
see ability and effort as compensatory??. However, there is
emerging evidence that even younger children, from about age
4, may see ability and effort as compensatory’®. This suggests that
the adverse effects of inflated praise may already manifest in
preschool. Future research should examine this possibility. Fourth,
in Study 1, we had teachers read multiple vignettes about high-
and low-SES students, so that we could estimate SES biases per
teacher, increasing statistical power. We used this within-subjects
experimental design successfully before®. A limitation is that
vignettes were highly similar, except for the information they
provided about students’ SES. As a result, teachers may have felt
demotivated and suspected our interest in SES. To address this
concern, we took steps to minimize potential biases. We
randomized the order of vignettes to reduce order effects, and
we examined subtle distinctions between modest and inflated
praise to minimize demand effects. Yet, we call for well-powered
between-subjects experiments to replicate our findings.

Our findings pave the way for future work on teacher feedback
and achievement inequality. First, researchers could examine how
teachers’ inflated praise influences the self-views of its recipient.
Low-SES children tend to have low self-perceived ability and low
self-esteem?’8182, Could teachers’ inflated praise contribute to
these socioeconomic disparities in children’s self-views? And could
these disparities in children’s self-views, in turn, contribute to
achievement inequality? Research provides suggestive evidence,
indicating that inflated praise can make children feel less
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competent and worthy'’, and that these self-views can, in turn,
undermine academic achievement®. Second, researchers will do
well to examine how teachers respond to high- and low-SES
children’s failures. Consistent with the present findings, recent
work indicates that adults attribute low-SES children’s successes
more to effort than to intelligence, whereas they attribute low-SES
children’s failures more to a lack of intelligence than a lack of
effort®®. Such low-ability attributions of failure could inspire pity.
Teachers feel more pity for children with low ability*®#*. When
teachers pity children, they may comfort them for low ability
—*Don’t worry, not everyone can be good at math”*°. Pity can
undercut children’s self-views. In one experiment, when teachers
showed pity, children inferred they lacked ability, felt less
competent, lowered their expectations, and persisted less®®.
Future work should examine teachers’ pity and comfort-oriented
feedback in response to the failure of high- and low-SES children.
Third, researchers could examine cross-cultural differences in
the consequences of inflated praise. We conducted our studies in
the Netherlands, a prototypically individualistic country where
teachers praise their students frequently®®. In countries where
teachers praise more selectively, such as China or Japan, students
may draw even more extreme inferences from inflated praise.
Indeed, when teachers praise more selectively, children consider
the praise more informative®”. Fourth, researchers should examine
intersectionality. Our work focuses on SES, while previous research
on teacher feedback has focused primarily on ethnicity and race.
Unfortunately, little research has examined intersectionality—the
consequences of multiple intersecting social identities®®. Would
low-SES children with multiple stigmatized or minoritized
identities be more likely to face biased treatment by teachers?
Or would they be less likely to face such treatment, as they might
be seen as a less prototypical member of the low-SES group,
rendering them “invisible”®®? Addressing these questions will
uncover the consequences of SES biases in teaching practices.
Achievement inequality is a pressing societal problem. Teachers
could inadvertently reinforce existing inequalities by praising low-
SES children in inflated ways. In our preregistered experiments,
teachers gave low-SES students more inflated praise than they
gave high-SES students, and children interpreted inflated praise as
a sign of low ability. Together, these findings show that teachers
may engage in practices that, although well-intentioned, could
reinforce negative stereotypes about the intellectual abilities of
low-SES children.

METHODS

Study 1

Participants. We conducted a power analysis for a Wilcoxon
signed rank test using G*Power®. The goal was to detect an effect
size of Cohen’s D, =0.25, with a=0.05. We set this effect size
because our work was inspired by the positive feedback bias. Prior
work3® has demonstrated a positive feedback bias in European
teachers of Cohen’s d = 0.20. Because we differentiated between
inflated and modest praise, we expected a slightly larger effect in
our study. The test was one-tailed, because our hypotheses are
directional. To achieve a power of 0.80, the required sample size
was N = 106 teachers. We therefore preregistered a sample size of
106 teachers.

Participants were recruited via a professional teacher associa-
tion, school boards, personal networks, and social media.
Participants who reached the end of the questionnaire and
taught in primary education were eligible. Of the 313 participants
who read at least one vignette, 143 participants were eligible. As
preregistered, we included the first N= 106 eligible participants
(91.51% women, 7.55% men, 0.94% other gender) ages 21-63
(M=3836 years, SD=11.96) with 0-49 years of experience
(M=12.91, SD=10.62). Five teachers were born and worked in
Belgium; all other teachers were born and worked in the
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Netherlands. The study was approved by the Ethics Review Board
of the Faculty of Social and Behavioural Sciences at the University
of Amsterdam (2022-CDE-14372). In line with the protocol
approved by the Ethics Review Board, participants read an
information letter and consent form prior to participation, and
they gave their informed consent by actively clicking to the next
page (i.e, starting the experiment). Because all data were collected
anonymously, we did not collect informed consent in writing, as
this would include participants’ names or signatures.

Procedure. We administered the study online. Participants read
four vignettes presented in random order. We adapted the
vignettes from prior work®', and we used them successfully
before®?. Each vignette described a hypothetical 11-year-old
student who has a success experience in school (for the vignettes
and illustrations, see Table 1 and Fig. 1, respectively). Two
vignettes described a student from a high-SES background, and

two described a student from a low-SES background. Consistent
with prior work®!, we manipulated students’ SES by varying
information about their external socioeconomic conditions (rather
than their internal qualities, such as traits and preferences). For
this reason, most text in the vignettes was devoted to describing
these conditions.

The high-SES student was described as coming from a rich
family, living in a big and new house, having two cars, often
buying new things, often going on trips and holidays, and having
the money to buy tasty and healthy foods. The student was
depicted in front of a big house and two cars. By contrast, the low-
SES student was described as coming from a poor family, living in
a small and old house, having one old and broken-down car, rarely
buying new things, rarely going on trips or holidays, and not
having the money to buy tasty or healthy foods. The student was
depicted in front of a small house and one broken-down car. We
presented these two pieces of information (i.e, house, car)

Table 1.

Vignettes of academic success of high-SES and low-SES students used in Study 1.

Intro You are going to read about a child named Tim. Imagine that you're Tim's teacher. Tim is 11 years old.

High SES Tim's family is rich and has a lot of money. The house where Tim lives is big and new. He lives there with his parents, brothers,
and sisters. You can see that it is a very big house. It has 12 rooms and a big swimming pool in the garden. The items in the
house are new. His family has two cars: one sports car and another big new car. Tim’s family has a lot of money, so he can buy a
lot of new things. His backpack and shoes are new and expensive. His parents have a lot of money, so they often go on trips
and vacation with Tim. Tim’s family has enough money to buy all the food they want, so Tim eats a lot of tasty and healthy
things.

Low SES Tim’s family is poor and has very little money. The house where Tim lives is small and old. He lives there with his parents,
brothers, and sisters. You can see that it is a very small house. The things in the house are old and worn out. His family has one
small car. It is old and often cannot start. Tim’s family has little money, so he cannot buy a lot of new things. His backpack and
shoes are old and worn out. His parents also do not have enough money to go on trips or vacations with Tim. Sometimes Tim's

family doesn’t have enough money to buy all the food they want, so Tim eats few tasty or healthy things.

Success Recently, you administered an important exam in Tim’s class. Tim and his classmates all took the same exam. Tim did very well

on the exam. He got one of the highest grades of the class.

Response question  Imagine that you are sharing the grades with the students in the class. What would you say to Tim at that moment? Write down

exactly what you would say to Tim, word for word. [open ended]

Attribution question Why did Tim perform so well on the exam, do you think? Write down what you think, even if you are not sure. Rely on your
intuition. There is no right or wrong. [open ended]

Each participants read four vignettes (two high-SES, two low-SES). The gender of the protagonist was matched to the participant’s self-reported gender (man,
woman, gender neutral). The order of vignettes was randomized. “Tim” is used as an example here. In the actual vignettes, the names of the protagonist were
randomized within genders (men: Rick, Tim, Mike, Kevin; women: Laura, Kim, Lisa, Sanne; gender neutral: Nicky, Guus, Sasha, Robin).

Kevin

86

Fig. 1 Examples of illustrations of high-SES and low-SES students used in Study 1. a Shows high-SES students. b Shows low-SES students.
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because prior research shows that children and adults readily use
such cues to evaluate a person’s social standing and
resources®®2, Then, the vignettes described the student’s success
experience (i.e,, getting one of the highest grades in the class),
which was identical across all vignettes. We selected this success
experience because it was (a) social comparative (because this
would encourage teachers to think about potential differences
between students based on students’ SES) and (b) not too
exceptional (because teachers might attribute exceptional suc-
cess, such as winning a prestigious math competition, primarily to
ability).

To minimize the possibility of gender-based ingroup-outgroup
biases in teachers’ perceptions of students®®, we matched the
vignettes to participants’ self-reported gender, so that women
read about girls, men read about boys, and teachers who did not
identify as man or woman read about gender-neutral characters
(in our sample, one teacher did not identify as man or woman).
The content of the vignettes was identical within SES categories.
To make sure that participant perceived the hypothetical students
as unique individuals, we gave each a different name, a different
physical appearance, and different house and car(s) (Fig. 1). We
selected names that are common in both high- and low-SES
families® and physical appearances that do not reveal SES®, so
that they could be used for both high- and low-SES vignettes. For
each gender, we created two versions of the vignette, so that the
names and physical appearances of the high-SES students in one
version corresponded to the names and physical appearances of
the low-SES students in another version, and vice versa, thereby
ruling out any systematic influence of names and physical
appearances. Although the size of the house and the number of
cars were identical within SES categories, we created two slightly
different illustrations of the house and car(s) for each high- or low-
SES vignette. After reading each vignette, using open-ended
response formats, participants (1) described how they would
respond to the student’s success (i.e., what they would say, if they
would say something) and (2) provided their attribution(s) of the
student’s success (i.e.,, why they thought the student achieved this
success). We used open-ended response formats, without provid-
ing participants with any example attributions, so that we would
not prime them with possible attributions. Participants took an
average of 16 min to complete the survey.

Primary measures. Participants’ open-ended responses were
coded by two independent coders, who were blind to condition
assignment (i.e., they did not know whether the response was to a
high- or low-SES student). The original Dutch protocol and its
English translation are available on OSF.

Praise: We coded the frequency of modest and inflated praise.
Praise was defined as positive evaluations of the student’s traits,
actions, or products®®. Inflated praise was defined as praise
containing an adverb (e.g., very, incredibly) or adjective (e.g.,
amazing, fantastic) signaling a very positive evaluation'®. Exam-
ples include: “Your score is incredible” and “Incredibly well done.”
All other praise was coded as modest (i.e., non-inflated). Examples
include: “That is an okay score” and “Well done.” Examples of
vague responses that we judged not to be praise include: “Keep at
it” and “I'd give her a high-five.” These examples do not contain a
positive evaluation of the student, which is a defining feature of
praise®3>°¢. Some teachers wrote down multiple instances of praise
in response to a single vignette. Thus, praise frequencies could
exceed 1. For example, “You did very well! Well done!” has a praise
frequency of 2 (1 inflated praise, 1 modest praise). Praise
occurrences in a single response were considered distinct if they
evaluated a different trait, action, or product or if they were
uttered in different sentences. For example, “You did well and are
an incredibly smart student!” has a praise frequency of 2 (1
inflated praise, 1 modest praise), because the two evaluations
pertain to different traits and actions. By contrast, “You did
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incredibly well and very well!” has a praise frequency of 1 (1
inflated praise, 0 modest praise), because the two evaluations
pertain to the same action and were uttered in the same sentence.
Inter-rater reliability for coding the praise (i.e, total praise,
regardless of praise type) was acceptable-to-good (k =0.74) and
comparable to the reliabilities for modest praise (k=0.73) and
inflated praise (k = 0.78)°’. Disagreements among the coders were
resolved through discussion.

Attributions: We coded the frequency of ability, effort, and
other attributions. Ability attributions reflect causes of success
based on the students’ aptitude or acquired skill, such as
knowledge and skill*2. Example responses include: “Because Kim
is an intelligent girl” and “She masters the material” (with the latter
being coded as an ability attribution because it reflects an
aptitude or skill—not the process of acquiring this aptitude or skill,
such as studying, practicing, or learning). Effort attributions reflect
causes of success based on the student’s temporary or sustained
effort, such as studying, practicing, and being hardworking?2.
Example responses include: “He studied well” and “She is a hard
worker”. All other causes were considered other attributions.
Responses coded as other attributions included: “Good home
situation” and “Because she received a lot of support and help at
home.”

Some teachers provided multiple attributions in response to a
single vignette. Thus, attribution frequencies could exceed 1. For
example, “Because she received a lot of support and has probably
studied hard” contains one other attribution, one effort attribu-
tion, and no ability attribution. Attributions were considered
distinct if they attributed success to a different cause or were
uttered in a different sentence. For example, “Because she
received a lot of support and help at home” contains one other
attribution (although “support” and “help” may seem like different
attributions, they reflect the same cause of success and were
uttered in the same sentence). The inter-rater reliability was
acceptable-to-good for ability (k=0.69), effort (x=0.63), and
other attributions (x = 0.70)°’. Disagreements among the coders
were resolved through discussion.

Secondary measures. For exploratory analyses, we measured
teachers’ subjective social status using the MacArthur scale of
subjective social status®®°°, We used the version that can be used
across the lifespan'®?, so as to ensure comparability across Study 1
and 2. Prior to the experiment, teachers were shown a ladder with
10 rungs representing people with different levels of education,
income, and occupational prestige. Participants selected the rung
where they felt they stood (M = 7.24, SD = 1.08). The bottom rung
represented the lowest subjective social status and the top rung
the highest subjective social status. Each rung had a number, from
1 to 10, with higher numbers indicating higher rungs (so “10”
indicated the highest rung).

Although primary school teachers in the Netherlands tend to
have a similar educational level, income, and occupational
prestige, we still expected sufficient individual differences in
subjective social status. Often, individuals base their subjective
social status on comparisons with their local environments (e.g.,
neighborhoods)'°1%2, Due to these comparisons, some teachers
may feel higher or lower in social status than would be warranted
based on their objective standing.

Preregistered analyses. Per participant, we calculated the average
praise and attribution frequencies across the two low-SES
vignettes and across the two high-SES vignettes (Tables 2 and 3,
respectively). We then calculated difference scores for praise and
attribution frequencies by subtracting the frequency of the high-
SES vignettes from the low-SES vignettes (Supplementary Table 1
and 2, respectively). This resulted in (1) separate praise difference
scores for modest praise, inflated praise, and total praise, and (2)
separate attribution difference scores for ability, effort, and other
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Table 2. Frequencies of average praise scores across high- and low-
SES vignettes in Study 1.

Table 3. Frequencies of average attribution scores across high- and
low-SES vignettes in Study 1.

Praise score

Attribution score

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 4 5
Modest praise Ability attribution
Low SES 26 8 50 5 15 0 2 Low SES 43 4 46 1 10 0 2 0 0
High SES 23 5 51 4 18 3 2 High SES 41 9 42 3 8 1 2 0 0
Inflated praise Effort attribution
Low SES 72 15 17 0 2 0 0 Low SES 35 6 37 7 17 1 3 0 0
High SES 83 10 13 0 0 0 0 High SES 44 8 32 4 14 1 3 0o 0
Total praise Other attributions
Low SES 16 0 55 5 25 3 2 Low SES 80 4 12 4 4 2 0O 0 ©
High SES 16 2 50 7 26 3 2 High SES 60 7 16 7 7 3 0 2 1

There were two low-SES and two high-SES vignettes. Thus, the praise score
reflects the average praise frequency across the two vignettes per SES
category (e.g., an inflated praise score of 2 for low SES means that the
participant provided an average of two instances of inflated praise per low-
SES vignette).

There were two low-SES and two high-SES vignettes. Thus, the attribution
score reflects the average attribution frequency across the two vignettes
per SES category (e.g., an effort attribution score of 2 for low SES means
that the participant made an average of two effort attributions per low-SES
vignette).

attributions. A positive inflated praise difference score, for
example, indicates that a teacher praised low-SES students more
than high-SES students. A positive effort attribution difference
score, for example, indicates that a teacher attributed the success
of low-SES students more to effort than the successes of high-SES
students.

We used a one-tailed Wilcoxon signed rank test, with a = 0.05,
to test whether the location of the distributions of the praise
difference scores was greater than zero. A location significantly
greater than zero indicates that teachers praised low-SES students
more than high-SES students. The Wilcoxon signed rank test
accommodates for the non-normality of our data (normality was
rejected for all outcome measures using the Shapiro-Wilk's test,
with a=0.05) by only assuming a symmetric distribution. The
praise difference scores were distributed symmetrically around
zero. We performed four tests: (1) one compared the total praise
difference score against zero; (2) one compared the inflated praise
difference score against zero; (3) one compared the modest praise
difference score against zero; and (4) one compared the difference
between the inflated praise difference score and the modest
praise difference score against zero.

Study 2

Participants. We conducted a power analysis for a z-test using
G*Power®. Per vignette, our main dependent variable was the
proportion of participants who deemed one student to be less
smart than the other student. If praise has no effect on inferences
about ability, the proportion should be ~50% for each vignette.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of the z-tests is p = 0.50. Our goal was
to detect a small-to-medium effect size of Cohen’s h = 0.40, with
a=0.05. This is equivalent to 70% of the participants seeing one
student as less smart than the other student. This estimate was
based on previous research showing that, in late childhood, 76% of
children see a praised student as less smart than a non-praised
student*?. To be conservative, we based our power analysis on a
slightly smaller effect size in our study. The tests were one-tailed,
because our hypotheses are directional. To achieve a power of 0.80,
the required sample size was N = 74 children.

As preregistered, because we were not able to recruit the desired
number of 74 participants by June 17, 2022, we ran our analyses
with the participations we have tested by that date (i.e, N = 63). We
did not inspect or analyze the data before terminating data
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collection. Participants were N =63 children (46.03% boys, 49.21%
girls, 4.76% other gender) ages 10-13 (M = 11.11 years, SD = 0.90).
Children were recruited via a primary school in the Netherlands. The
study was approved by the Ethics Review Board of the Faculty of
Social and Behavioural Sciences at the University of Amsterdam
(2022-CDE-14610). In line with the protocol approved by the Ethics
Review Board, children’s parents read an information letter and
consent form, and they could withdraw their child from the study
within two weeks prior to participation by handing in a written
consent withdrawal form. No parent withdrew their consent.
Children 12 or older also read an information letter and consent
form prior to participation, and they gave their informed consent by
actively turning the page (i.e., starting the experiment). Because all
data were collected anonymously, we did not collect informed
consent in writing, as this would include participants’ names or
signatures.

Procedure. All children read the same three vignettes, presented
in the form of an illustration that contained text (Table 4 and Fig. 2).
Following prior work?', the students depicted in the vignettes
were boys and the teacher was a woman. The students had names
that are common in both high- and low-SES families®. We
randomized which student (i.e,, the student displayed on the left
or displayed in the right) received the more positive praise. We
also randomized the order in which the praise conditions were
presented. To ensure comparability of Study 1 and 2, we used
illustrations that were identical in style to those used in Study 1.
In the vignette, two students are making the same exam. The
teacher observes that the students got the same number of
questions right (7 out of 10). Teacher then provides both students
neutral feedback: “You got 7 out of 10 questions right.” The
neutral feedback was followed by inflated praise (“You did
INCREDIBLY well!"), modest praise (“You did well!"), or no praise.
There were three conditions: (1) one student received modest
praise and the other student received no praise; (2) one student
received inflated praise and the other student received no praise;
and (3) one student received modest praise and the other student
received inflated praise (Table 4 and Fig. 2 for the vignettes).

Primary measures. After each vignette, the children were asked:
“Who is the smartest, do you think?” and “Who put in most effort
during the exam, do you think?” (forced-choice questions, where
children could choose between the two students). Children
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Table 4. Vignettes manipulating teacher praise in response to student’s success used in Study 2.

Scene Translation

1 Tim and Kevin both make an exam. It is the same exam.

2 The teacher sees that Tim and Kevin got the same number of questions right: Out of 10 questions, they got 7 right.
3a The teacher tells Kevin: “Kevin, you got 7 questions right.”

3b The teacher tells Kevin: “Kevin, you got 7 questions right. You did well!”

4a The teacher tells Tim: “Tim, you got 7 questions right. You did well!”

4b The teacher tells Tim: “Tim, you got 7 questions right. You did INCREDIBLY well!”

5 Tick your answer. Choose one answer per question.

1. Who is the smartest, do you think? [forced choice: Tim, Kevin]

2. Who put in most effort during the exam, do you think? [forced choice: Tim, Kevin]

3a. Why did the teacher praise Tim but not Kevin, do you think? [open ended]

3b. Why did the teacher give more positive praise to Tim than to Kevin, do you think? [open ended]

protagonist were randomized (Tim, Kevin, Rick, Mike, Mark, and Nick).

Each participants read three vignettes. We randomized which student (i.e., the student on the left or right) received modest or inflated praise and we
randomized the order in which the praise conditions were presented. “Kevin” and “Tim” are used as examples here. In the actual vignettes, the names of the

Tim and Kevin both make an
exam. It is the same exam.

= R

b The teacher sees that Tim and Kevin got the
same number of questions right: Out of 10
questions, they got 7 right.

Tim { V \ Kevin
2 I 2N
¢
e N —

) 2

=

2

¢ The teacher tells Kevin:
»
K;(yj' Kevin
A
q The teacher tells Tim:

Qi

Fig. 2 Example of vignettes used in Study 2. This example represents the condition in which one student received inflated praise and the
other student received no praise. a Shows the students making the exam. b Shows the teacher observing that the students got the same
number of questions right. ¢ Shows one student receiving no praise. d Shows the other student receiving inflated praise.

indicated their answer by ticking a box under the face and name
of the student of their choice. Additionally, children described why
they thought the teacher praised the students differently using an
open-ended response format. The vignettes and survey were
printed on paper. Children participated during school hours,
within their regular classrooms, and took approximately 20 min.

Secondary measures. For exploratory analyses, we measured
children’s subjective social status using the MacArthur scale of
subjective social status®®®°, the same scale we used in Study 1.
Prior to the experiment, children were shown a ladder with 10
rungs representing people with different levels of education,
income, and occupational prestige. Children selected the rung
where they felt their family stood. The bottom rung represented
the lowest subjective social status and the top rung the highest
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subjective social status. Each rung had a number, from 1 to 10,
with higher numbers indicating lower rungs (so “1” indicated the
highest rung). Due to an oversight, higher rungs had higher
numbers in Study 1 (with “10” indicating the highest rung) but
lower numbers in Study 2 (with “1” indicating the highest rung).
Importantly, in both studies, our instructions to participants were
in line with the numbers they were presented, so participants
interpreted the rungs correctly. We reverse-coded the values in
Study 2 so that higher numbers indicate a higher subjective social
status (M =7.21, SD = 1.20), as in Study 1.

Preregistered analyses. Each vignette contained one student who
was praised more than the other student (i.e.,, the student who
received inflated praise while the other received no praise or
modest praise, or the student who received modest praise while
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the other received no praise). For each vignette, we calculated the
proportion of children who deemed this student to be less smart
than the other student and the proportion of children who
deemed this student to have worked harder than the other
student.

We used a one-tailed z-test, with a = 0.05, to test whether more
than half (i.e., proportion of 0.50) of the children inferred that the
student who was praised more was less smart. We ran a z-test for
each of our three hypotheses: (1) one compared the proportion of
children who indicated that the student receiving modest praise is
less smart than the student receiving no praise; (2) one compared
the proportion of children who indicated that the student
receiving inflated praise is less smart than the student receiving
no praise; and (3) one compared the proportion of children who
indicated that the student receiving inflated praise is less smart
than the student receiving modest praise. A hypothesis was
supported when the proportion was significantly >0.50.

Reporting summary

Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Research Reporting Summary linked to this article.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The Study 1 data are available via OSF at: https://osf.io/wka4c/. The Study 2 data are
available via OSF at: https://osf.io/rk9q2/.

CODE AVAILABILITY

The Study 1 analysis code is available via OSF at: https://osf.io/wka4c/. The Study 2
analysis code is available via OSF at: https://osf.io/rk9q2/.

Received: 1 December 2022; Accepted: 18 August 2023;
Published online: 01 September 2023

REFERENCES

1. Sirin, S. Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: a meta-analytic
review of research. Rev. Educ. Res. 75, 417-453 (2022).

2. OECD. PISA 2018 Results (Volume Il): Where All Students Can Succeed. https:/
doi.org/10.1787/b5fd 1b8f-en (2019).

3. Croizet, J.-C,, Goudeau, S., Marot, M. & Millet, M. How do educational contexts
contribute to the social class achievement gap: documenting symbolic violence
from a social psychological point of view. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 18, 105-110
(2017).

4. Nazarov, M. S., Martynenko, O. O., Alekseev, S. A. & Soboleva, E. V. VI International
Forum on Teacher Education. vol. 1. p. 1757-1766 (Pensoft Publishers, 2020).

5. Tuters, S. What informs and inspires the work of equity minded teachers. Brock
Educ. J. 26, 47-61 (2017).

6. Bireda, M. R. Schooling Poor Minority Children: New Segregation In The Post-brown
Era. (R&L Education, 2011).

7. Richard, J. R. The Power Of Praise: Empowering Students Through Positive Feed-
back. (Amazon Digital Services LLC, 2019).

8. Brummelman, E. & Dweck, C. S. Paradoxical Effects Of Praise: A Transactional
Model. In Pyschological Perspectives On Praise (ed. Brummelman, E.) 55-64 (Taylor
& Francis Ltd., 2020).

9. Haimovitz, K. & Dweck, C. S. The origins of children’s growth and fixed mindsets:
new research and a new proposal. Child Dev. 88, 1849-1859 (2017).

10. Lemov, D. Teach Like A Champion 3.0: 63 Techniques That Put Students On The
Path To College. (Jossey-Bass, 2021).

11. Floress, M. T., Beschta, S. L., Meyer, K. L. & Reinke, W. M. Praise research trends
and future directions: characteristics and teacher training. Behav. Disord. 43,
227-243 (2017).

12. Markelz, A. M. & Taylor, J. C. Effects of teacher praise on attending behaviors and
academic achievement of students with emotional and behavioral disabilities. J.
Spec. Educ. Apprenticesh. 5, 1-15 (2016).

13. Musti-Rao, S. & Haydon, T. Strategies to increase behavior-specific teacher praise
in an inclusive environment. Interv. Sch. Clin. 47, 91-97 (2011).

14. Myers, D. M., Simonsen, B. & Sugai, G. Increasing teachers’ use of praise with a
response-to-intervention approach. Educ. Treat. Child. 34, 35-59 (2011).

npj Science of Learning (2023) 31

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

. Shernoff, E. S, Lekwa, A. L, Reddy, L. A. & Davis, W. Teachers’ use and beliefs

about praise: a mixed-methods study. Sch. Psychol. Rev. 49, 256-274 (2020).

. Brummelman, E., Thomaes, S., Orobio de Castro, B., Overbeek, G. & Bushman, B.

J. 'That's not just beautiful-that’s incredibly beautiful!: the adverse impact of
inflated praise on children with low self-esteem. Psychol. Sci. 25, 728-735 (2014).

. Brummelman, E,, Nelemans, S. A,, Thomaes, S. & Orobio de Castro, B. When parents’

praise inflates, children’s self-esteem deflates. Child Dev. 88, 1799-1809 (2017).

. Weiner, B. An attributional theory of motivation and emotion. Psychol. Rev. 92,

548-573 (1985).

. Weiner, B. Attribution theory. in The Corsini Encyclopedia of Psychology 558-563

(John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2010).

Weiner, B. The legacy of an attribution approach to motivation and emotion: a
no-crisis zone. Motiv. Sci. 4, 4-14 (2018).

Graham, S. An attributional theory of motivation. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 61,
101861 (2020).

Graham, S. & Chen, X. An Attributional Approach To Teacher Praise. In Psycho-
logical perspectives on praise (ed. Brummelman, E.) 19-26 (Taylor & Francis Ltd,
2020).

Heider, F. The Psychology Of Interpersonal Relations (John Wiley & Sons Inc,
1958).

Celniker, J. B. et al. The moralization of effort. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 152, 60-79
(2023).

Weiner, B. & Kukla, A. An attributional analysis of achievement motivation. J.
Pers. Soc. Psychol. 15, 1-20 (1970).

Rest, S., Nierenberg, R., Weiner, B. & Heckhausen, H. Further evidence con-
cerning the effects of perceptions of effort and ability on achievement eva-
luation. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 28, 187-191 (1973).

Brummelman, E. & Sedikides, C. Unequal selves in the classroom: nature, origins,
and consequences of socioeconomic disparities in children’s self-views. Dev.
Psychol. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001599 (2023).

Cozzarelli, C, Wilkinson, A. & Tagler, M. Attitudes toward the poor and attri-
butions for poverty. J. Soc. Issues 57, 207-227 (2001).

Durante, F., Tablante, C. B. & Fiske, S. T. Poor but warm, rich but cold (and
competent): social classes in the stereotype content model. J. Soc. Issues 73,
138-157 (2017).

Darley, J. M. & Gross, P. H. A hypothesis-confirming bias in labeling effects. J.
Pers. Soc. Psychol. 44, 20-33 (1983).

Ready, D. D. & Wright, D. L. Accuracy and inaccuracy in teachers’ perceptions of
young children’s cognitive abilities: the role of child background and classroom
context. Am. Educ. Res. J. 48, 335-360 (2011).

Farfan Bertran, M. G., Holla, A. & Vakis, R. Poor Expectations: Experimental Evi-
dence On Teachers’ Stereotypes And Student Assessment. https://doi.org/10.1596/
1813-9450-9593 (The World Bank, 2021).

Harber, K. D. Feedback to minorities: evidence of a positive bias. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 74, 622-628 (1998).

Harber, K. D. The positive feedback bias as a response to out-group unfriend-
liness'. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 34, 2272-2297 (2004).

Harber, K. D., Stafford, R. & Kennedy, K. A. The positive feedback bias as a
response to self-image threat. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 49, 207-218 (2010).

Harber, K. D. et al. Students’ race and teachers’ social support affect the positive
feedback bias in public schools. J. Educ. Psychol. 104, 1149-1161 (2012).
Harber, K. D. et al. The conflicted language of interracial feedback. J. Educ.
Psychol. 111, 1220-1242 (2019).

Croft, A. & Schmader, T. The feedback withholding bias: minority students do
not receive critical feedback from evaluators concerned about appearing racist.
J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 48, 1139-1144 (2012).

Nishen, A. K. & Kessels, U. Non-communicated judgements of, versus feedback
on, students’ essays: is feedback inflation larger for students with a migration
background? Soc. Psychol. Educ. 25, 1-31 (2022).

Zeeb, H., Hunecke, J. & Voss, T. Teachers' dysfunctional feedback to students
from immigrant and non-immigrant backgrounds: a pilot study. Soc. Psychol.
Educ. 25, 1-34 (2022).

Barker, G. P. & Graham, S. Developmental study of praise and blame as attri-
butional cues. J. Educ. Psychol. 79, 62-66 (1987).

Meyer, W. et al. The informational value of evaluative behavior: influences of
praise and blame on perceptions of ability. J. Educ. Psychol. 71, 259-268 (1979).
Miller, A. T. & Hom, H. L. Conceptions of ability and the interpretation of praise,
blame, and material rewards. J. Exp. Educ. 65, 163-177 (1997).

Kun Hall, A. Development of the magnitude-covariation and compensation
schemata in ability and effort attributions of performance. Child Dev. 48,
862-873 (1977).

Wang, S., Rubie-Davies, C. M. & Meissel, K. A systematic review of the teacher
expectation literature over the past 30 years. Educ. Res. Eval. 24, 124-179 (2018).
Doyle, L., Easterbrook, M. & Harris, P. R. Roles of socioeconomic status, ethnicity,
and teacher beliefs in academic grading. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 93, 91-112 (2023).

Published in partnership with The University of Queensland


https://osf.io/wka4c/
https://osf.io/rk9q2/
https://osf.io/wka4c/
https://osf.io/rk9q2/
https://doi.org/10.1787/b5fd1b8f-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/b5fd1b8f-en
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001599
https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-9593
https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-9593

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Batruch, A, Geven, S. Kessenich, E. & van de Werfhorst, H. G. Are tracking
recommendations biased? A review of teachers’ role in the creation of
inequalities in tracking decision. Teach. Teach. Educ. 123, 103985 (2023).
Georgiou, S. N, Christou, C,, Stavrinides, P. & Panaoura, G. Teacher attributions of
student failure and teacher behavior toward the failing student. Psychol. Sch. 39,
583-595 (2002).

Rattan, A., Good, C. & Dweck, C. S. “It's ok—not everyone can be good at math”:
instructors with an entity theory comfort (and demotivate) students. J. Exp. Soc.
Psychol. 48, 731-737 (2012).

Sierksma, J. & Shutts, K. When helping hurts: children think groups that receive
help are less smart. Child Dev. 91, 715-723 (2020).

Graham, S. A review of attribution theory in achievement contexts. Educ. Psy-
chol. Rev. 3, 5-39 (1991).

Turetsky, K. M., Sinclair, S., Starck, J. G. & Shelton, J. N. Beyond students: how
teacher psychology shapes educational inequality. Trends Cogn. Sci. 25, 697-709
(2021).

Brummelman, E., Crocker, J. & Bushman, B. The praise paradox: when and why
praise backfires in children with low self-esteem. Child Dev. Perspect. 10,
111-115 (2016).

Désert, M., Préaux, M. & Jund, R. So young and already victims of stereotype
threat: Socio-economic status and performance of 6 to 9 years old children
on raven's progressive matrices. Eur. J. Psychol. Educ. 24, 207-218
(2009).

Mistry, R. S., Brown, C. S, White, E. S., Chow, K. A. & Gillen-O'Neel, C. Elementary
school children’s reasoning about social class: a mixed-methods study. Child
Dev. 86, 1653-1671 (2015).

Shutts, K., Brey, E. L., Dornbusch, L. A,, Slywotzky, N. & Olson, K. R. Children use
wealth cues to evaluate others. PLoS ONE 11, e0149360 (2016).

Woods, T. A., Kurtz-Costes, B. & Rowley, S. J. The development of stereotypes
about the rich and poor: Age, race, and family income differences in beliefs. J.
Youth Adolesc. 34, 437-445 (2005).

Durante, F. & Fiske, S. T. How social-class stereotypes maintain inequality. Curr.
Opin. Psychol. 18, 43-48 (2017).

Sherman, S. J.,, Sherman, J. W., Percy, E. J. & Soderberg, C. K. The Oxford Hand-
book of Social Cognition (ed. Carlston, D.) 548-574 (Oxford University Press,
2013).

Gelman, S. A. & Gelman, F. G. L. H. P. of P. S. A. The Essential Child: Origins Of
Essentialism In Everyday Thought (Oxford University Press, 2003).

Castelli, L., De Dea, C. & Nesdale, D. Learning social attitudes: children’s sensi-
tivity to the nonverbal behaviors of adult models during interracial interactions.
Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 34, 1504-1513 (2008).

Geven, S., Wiborg, @. N, Fish, R. E. & van de Werfhorst, H. G. How teachers form
educational expectations for students: a comparative factorial survey experi-
ment in three institutional contexts. Soc. Sci. Res. 100, 102599 (2021).
Singh-Manoux, A. Adler, N. E. & Marmot, M. G. Subjective social status: Its
determinants and its association with measures of ill-health in the Whitehall Il
study. Soc. Sci. Med. 56, 1321-1333 (2003).

Amemiya, J.,, Mortenson, E., Heyman, G. D. & Walker, C. M. Thinking structurally: a
cognitive framework for understanding how people attribute inequality to
structural causes. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 18, 259-274 (2023).

Gorski, P. C. Poverty and the ideological imperative: a call to unhook from deficit
and grit ideology and to strive for structural ideology in teacher education. J.
Educ. Teach. 42, 378-386 (2016).

Mueller, C. M. & Dweck, C. S. Praise for intelligence can undermine children’s
motivation and performance. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 75, 33-52 (1998).

Amemiya, J. & Wang, M.-T. Why effort praise can backfire in adolescence. Child
Dev. Perspect. 12, 199-203 (2018).

Redding, C. A teacher like me: a review of the effect of student-teacher racial/
ethnic matching on teacher perceptions of students and student academic and
behavioral outcomes. Rev. Educ. Res. 89, 499-535 (2019).

Banerjee, N. Effects of teacher-student ethnoracial matching and overall teacher
diversity in elementary schools on educational outcomes. J. Res. Child. Educ. 32,
94-118 (2018).

Jungert, T., Alm, F. & Thornberg, R. Motives for becoming a teacher and their
relations to academic engagement and dropout among student teachers. J.
Educ. Teach. 40, 173-185 (2014).

Schmader, T,, Dennehy, T. C. & Baron, A. S. Why antibias interventions (need not)
fail. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 17, 1381-1403 (2022).

Okonofua, J. A, Harris, L. T. & Walton, G. M. Sidelining bias: a situationist
approach to reduce the consequences of bias in real-world contexts. Curr. Dir.
Psychol. Sci. 31, 395-404 (2022).

Autin, F., Batruch, A. & Butera, F. The function of selection of assessment leads
evaluators to artificially create the social class achievement gap. J. Educ. Psychol.
111, 717-735 (2019).

Published in partnership with The University of Queensland

E. Schoneveld and E. Brummelman

npj

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84,

85.

86.
87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94,

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

Ennis, R. P., Royer, D. J,, Lane, K. L. & Dunlap, K. D. Behavior-specific praise in pre-
k-12 settings: mapping the 50-year knowledge base. Behav. Disord. 45, 131-147
(2020).

Reinke, W. M., Lewis-Palmer, T. & Martin, E. The effect of visual performance
feedback on teacher use of behavior-specific praise. Behav. Modif. 31, 247-263
(2007).

Knochel, A. E., Blair, K-S. C, Kincaid, D. & Randazzo, A. Promoting equity in
teachers’ use of behavior-specific praise with self-monitoring and performance
feedback. J. Posit. Behav. Interv. 24, 17-31 (2022).

Rubinstein, R. S., Jussim, L. & Stevens, S. T. Reliance on individuating information
and stereotypes in implicit and explicit person perception. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol.
75, 54-70 (2018).

Brummelman, E., Grapsas, S. & van der Kooij, K. Parental praise and children’s
exploration: a virtual reality experiment. Sci. Rep. 12, 4967 (2022).

Muradoglu, M. & Cimpian, A. Children’s intuitive theories of academic perfor-
mance. Child Dev. 91, €902-e918 (2020).

Brummelman, E. & Cimpian, A. Children’s Intuitive Theories Of Achievement Across
Social Class (SPSSI-EASP Small Group Meeting, 2022).

Twenge, J. M. & Campbell, W. K. Self-esteem and socioeconomic status: a meta-
analytic review. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 6, 59-71 (2002).

Wiederkehr, V., Darnon, C,, Chazal, S., Guimond, S. & Martinot, D. From social
class to self-efficacy: internalization of low social status pupils’ school perfor-
mance. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 18, 769-784 (2015).

Valentine, J. C,, DuBois, D. L. & Cooper, H. The relation between self-beliefs and
academic achievement: a meta-analytic review. Educ. Psychol. 39, 111-133
(2004).

Clark, M., Artiles, A, Clark, M. D. & Artiles, A. J. (2000). A cross-national study of
teachers’ attributional patterns. J. Spec. Educ. 34, 77-89 (2000).

Graham, S. Communicating sympathy and anger to black and white children:
the cognitive (attributional) consequences of affective cues. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol.
47, 40-54 (1984).

Brummelman, E. Psychological Perspectives On Praise (Routledge, 2020).

Asaba, M. & Gweon, H. Learning About Others To Learn About The Self: Early
Reasoning About The Informativeness Of Others’ Praise. In Psychological
Perspectives On Praise (ed. Brummelman, E.) 67-74 (Taylor & Francis Ltd,
2020).

Lei, R. F. & Rhodes, M. Why developmental research on social categorization
needs intersectionality. Child Dev. Perspect. 15, 143-147 (2021).

Lei, R. F., Leshin, R. A. & Rhodes, M. The development of intersectional social
prototypes. Psychol. Sci. 31, 911-926 (2020).

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A. & Lang, A.-G. Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behav. Res. Methods
41, 1149-1160 (2009).

Sigelman, C. K. Rich man, poor man: developmental differences in attributions
and perceptions. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 113, 415-429 (2012).

Legaspi, J. K, Pareto, H. G, Korroch, S. L., Tian, Y. & Mandalaywala, T. M. Do
American children automatically encode cues to wealth? J. Exp. Child Psychol.
234, 105706 (2023).

Dee, T. S. A teacher like me: does race, ethnicity, or gender matter? Am. Econ.
Rev. 95, 158-165 (2005).

Bloothooft, G. & Onland, D. Socioeconomic determinants of first names. Names
59, 25-41 (2011).

Vandebroeck, D. Making sense of the social, making the ‘social sense”: the
development of children’s perception and judgement of social class. Sociology
55, 696-715 (2021).

Henderlong, J. & Lepper, M. R. The effects of praise on children’s intrinsic
motivation: a review and synthesis. Psychol. Bull. 128, 774-795 (2002).
McHugh, M. L. Interrater reliability: the kappa statistic. Biochem. Medica 22,
276-282 (2012).

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G. & Ickovics, J. R. Relationship of sub-
jective and objective social status with psychological and physiological
functioning: preliminary data in healthy white women. Health Psychol. 19,
586-592 (2000).

Goodman, E. et al. Adolescents’ perceptions of social status: development and
evaluation of a new indicator. Pediatrics 108, e31 (2001).

Amir, D., Valeggia, C., Srinivasan, M., Sugiyama, L. S. & Dunham, Y. Measuring
subjective social status in children of diverse societies. PLoS ONE 14, 0226550
(2019).

Peretz-Lange, R, Harvey, T. & Blake, P. R. From “haves” to “have nots”: devel-
opmental declines in subjective social status reflect children’s growing con-
sideration of what they do not have. Cognition 223, 105027 (2022).

Kang, S. J. & Seo, W. Do people determine their subjective socioeconomic status
based on the housing type and residential neighborhood? Empirical evidence
from seoul. Land 11, 2036 (2022).

npj Science of Learning (2023) 31

11



npj

E. Schoneveld and E. Brummelman

12

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Emiel Schoneveld was supported by the Hendrik Muller foundation and the
Vreedefonds foundation. Eddie Brummelman was supported by a Jacobs Foundation
Research Fellowship (2020-1362-02) and an NWO Talent Programme Vidi grant
(VLVidi.211.181).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

E.S. and E.B. developed the study ideas, designed the studies, designed the materials,
and preregistered the studies. E.S. collected the data, analyzed the data, and wrote
the first version of the manuscript. E.B. provided substantial input and revisions. E.S.
and E.B. acquired funding for this project and approved the completed version of the
manuscript for submission. E.S. and E.B. are joint corresponding authors.

COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors declare no competing interests. E.B. is a Guest Editor of npj Science of
Learning. E.B. was not involved in the journal’s review of, or decisions related to, this
manuscript.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Supplementary information The online version contains supplementary material
available at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41539-023-00183-w.

npj Science of Learning (2023) 31

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Emiel
Schoneveld or Eddie Brummelman.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.nature.com/
reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims
in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons

BY Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

Published in partnership with The University of Queensland


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41539-023-00183-w
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	&#x0201C;You did incredibly well!&#x0201D;: teachers&#x02019; inflated praise can make children from low-SES backgrounds seem less smart (but more hardworking)
	Introduction
	Results
	Study 1
	Preregistered analyses
	Exploratory analyses
	Summary

	Study 2
	Preregistered analyses
	Exploratory analyses
	Summary


	Discussion
	Methods
	Study 1
	Participants
	Procedure
	Primary measures
	Praise
	Attributions
	Secondary measures
	Preregistered analyses

	Study 2
	Participants
	Procedure
	Primary measures
	Secondary measures
	Preregistered analyses

	Reporting summary

	DATA AVAILABILITY
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	ADDITIONAL INFORMATION




