Supplementary Material
Effects of Robustness Checks

1. Replacing FAS-score with parental occupational status

Instead of using children’s FAS-score, in which they estimated their own parental income via three statements about their family affluence, we used their
parental occupational status. Parents provided their own occupation, which was coded by using the ISCO-08 Dutch occupations index (Statistics Netherlands,
n.d.), based on the ISEI-08 scale (Ganzeboom, 2010). Only the first digit of the code was used which means less specificity but higher reliability. Hence, all
occupations had a score from 1-9 (1 indicates the highest occupational status and 9 the lowest). By doing this robustness check, we could see whether our
findings are robust when a parent-reported measure was included instead of a student-reported measure, for constructs that should measure a similar
underlying construct (since income and occupation are strongly associated in the Dutch context; Statistics Netherlands, 2024). However, the correlation
between student-reported FAS-score and parent-reported occupational status in our data is -.237 (p<.001, N = 684). Although this is in the expected direction,
the correlation is rather weak. One reason for this might be that there was a relatively large proportion of students with missing data on parental occupation
(34%). When inspecting the data, it seems that especially parents with a lower occupational status did not fill out this question. That is, the histogram is
skewed toward the higher occupational status with a relatively large proportion of students having a score of 2, and the average is quite low (4.04). Thus, it is
important to interpret the results of this robustness check with caution. The results with the FAS-score might be more valid since it has a low number of
missing data and it might be more related to students’ experiences in the classroom.

To avoid that the sample size would highly decrease relative to the original analyses, which would not allow a fair comparison, we included parental
occupation as endogenous variable to ensure that full information maximum likelihood was not applied to that variable.

When this was added to all steps of the model (see Table 1), all our conclusions remained the same except for the fact that our initial effect of student-
reported FAS-score on their reported education-based diversity communications was not significant anymore when we replaced this FAS-score with parental
occupation. Thus, we cannot argue that FAS-scores resemble parental occupation status — but this might partially be due to many missing values in the latter
as mentioned. Further, two effects became significant that were not significant before, see the bolt marked effects in Table 1.



Table 1

Standardized Results of the Models for Prediction of Student-Perceived Diversity Communications.

Ethnic diversity communications

Income-based diversity communications

Education-based diversity communications

Step 1 Step 2 Step 371 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Student level
Ethnic background t -0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 -0.09* 0.04
Parental occupation 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04
Parental education -0.07 0.04 -0.07 0.04 -0.07 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.07* 0.04 -0.08* 0.04 -0.08* 0.04
Ethnic background*Etn. div. - - - - 0.02 0.04 - - - - - - - - - - - -
com. teachers
Parental occupation*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - 0.02 0.03 - - - - - -
com. teachers
Parental education*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -0.05* 0.03
com. teachers
Class level
Etn. div. com. teachers - - 0.33*  0.12 0.33* 0.12 - - 0.38 0.20 0.38 0.20 - - 0.08 0.21 0.07 0.20
SES div. com. teachers - - 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 - - 0.54%*%* 0.18 0.54%%* 0.18 - - 0.42* 0.22 0.44* 0.20
N students ' 914
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2. Using different categorizations for ethnic background

Non-Dutch versus Dutch

Instead of using the categorization of ethnically minoritized versus non-minoritized students, we used the categorization non-native Dutch versus native
Dutch students. This means that a value of 0 indicates that at least one parent or the child itself was born in any other country than the Netherlands. A value of
1 indicates that the child itself and both parents were born in the Netherlands. When this was added to all steps of the model, all conclusions remained the

same.

Table 2.1

Standardized Results of the Models for Prediction of Student-Perceived Diversity Communications.

Ethnic diversity communications

Income-based diversity communications

Education-based diversity communications

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Student level
Ethnic background * -0.06 0.04 -0.05 0.04 -0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.09*%*  0.03 -0.08*%*  0.03  -0.08**  0.03
Family affluence 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 -0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.04 0.10** 0.03 0.09** 0.03 0.09** 0.03
Parental education -0.05 0.04 -0.06 0.04 -0.06 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 -0.10%*  0.04
Ethnic background*Etn. div. - - - - 0.01 0.03 - - - - - - - - - - - -
com. teachers
Family affluence*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - 0.04 0.02 - - - - - -
com. teachers
Parental education*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -0.06 0.03
com. teachers
Class level
Etn. div. com. teachers - - 0.32*  0.13  0.32* 0.13 - - 0.40 0.18 0.41 0.19 - - 0.06 0.22 0.05 0.22
SES div. com. teachers - - 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.12 - - 0.53%* 0.18 0.54%%* 0.18 - - 0.34 0.23 0.37 0.22

N students

841

Note. ** = significant at the 0.01 level. * = significant at the 0.05 level.

T=1=

0 = non-Dutch background. 1 = Dutch background



Moroccan, Turkish, Polish, or Syrian versus Dutch

Instead of using the categorization of ethnically minoritized versus non-minoritized students, we used the categorization of most common origin countries

versus native Dutch students. This means that a value of 0 indicates that at least one parent or the child itself was born in Morocco, Turkey, Poland, or Syria.
A value of 1 indicates that the child itself and both parents were born in the Netherlands. This means we excluded 182 students from this analyses with other

backgrounds. Two significant conclusions disappeared (see effects marked in bolt in Table B.2.2). First, the relation between teacher- and student perceptions

of ethnic diversity communications in step 2 and 3 was not significant anymore (although still marginally in step 2, p =.057, and p = .082 in step 3).
Furthermore, the relation between students’ ethnic background on their perceived education-based diversity communications disappeared. However, this is
probably due to the lower sample size in this analysis (V= 659 versus N = 841). One effect became significant that was not significant before, see the bolt

marked effect in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2

Standardized Results of the Models for Prediction of Student-Perceived Diversity Communications.

Ethnic diversity communications

Income-based diversity communications

Education-based diversity communications

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Student level
Ethnic background * -0.03 0.05 -0.03 0.05 -0.03 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 -0.08 0.04 -0.05 0.05 -0.08 0.04
Family affluence 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.01 0.05 -0.02 0.05 -0.02 0.05 0.13%* 0.04 0.11%* 0.04  0.13** 0.04
Parental education -0.07 0.05 -0.08 0.05 -0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.05 -0.03 0.05 -0.03 0.05 -0.10* 0.04 -0.10* 0.04 -0.11%* 0.04
Ethnic background*Etn. div. - - - - 0.04 0.04 - - - - - - - - - - - -
com. teachers
Family affluence*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - 0.02 0.03 - - - - - -
com. teachers
Parental education*SES div. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -0.08* 0.03
com. teachers
Class level
Etn. div. com. teachers - - 0.31 0.15 0.30 0.15 - - 0.25 0.19 0.25 0.20 - - 0.17 0.26 0.17 0.26
SES div. com. teachers - - 0.04 0.14 0.05 0.14 - - 0.53%%* 0.15 0.53%%* 0.15 - - 0.36 0.24 0.37 0.21
N students'? 659

Note. ** = significant at the 0.01 level. * = significant at the 0.05 level.

T= 0 = Moroccan, Turkish, Syrian, or Polish background. 1 = Dutch background. Changed effects are marked as bolt.

T = Note that the sample size is smaller due to the fact that we disregarded students with any other ethnic background than the countries mentioned above.



