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We explored student teachers’ judgements of students from var- Received 20 May 2024
ious socioeconomic backgrounds and the relationships between Accepted 14 January 2026
these judgements and student teachers’ motivation for becoming KEYWORDS

teachers. In an experimental vignette study, student teachers Students’ socioeconomic
judged a welfare student less favourably than students with low status; teachers’ judgements;
and high socioeconomic status (SES), respectively. Four motiva- stereotypes; teaching
tional profiles emerged — most student teachers were highly moti- motivation

vated, balanced, or altruistic, whereas a few were extrinsically

motivated. Altruistic, balanced, and extrinsically motivated teachers

judged the academic performance of high-SES students most

favourably, whereas most extrinsically motivated teachers judged

welfare students unfavourably in general. However, the altruistic

and intrinsic profiles did not support these ratings of welfare

students.

Introduction

Worldwide, students from high socioeconomic status (SES) families experience advantages
over those from low-SES or welfare families (Bachsleitner, Laimmchen, and Maaz 2022;
Blossfeld et al. 2016). These advantages extend to academic achievement (Bachsleitner,
Lammchen, and Maaz 2022; Liu et al. 2022), school track recommendations (Canaan 2020),
and the managing of student misbehaviour (Glock and Kleen 2022). In Germany, for over 20
years, low-SES students have experienced lower educational outcomes than high-SES
students, including grades and academic achievement, from preschool through secondary
school (Bachsleitner, Limmchen, and Maaz 2022). To this extent, teachers tend to judge the
academic achievement of high-SES students more favourably than that of low-SES students
(Auwarter and Aruguete 2008; Doyle, Easterbrook, and Harris 2023), which suggests an
indirect advantage for high-SES students.
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In addition, students’ SES can influence teachers’ perceptions of students’ competen-
cies and learning habits (Glock and Kleen 2020). Teachers often assume and expect that
high-SES students are more motivated and have better work habits, leading to higher
achievement (Gentrup et al. 2020). By contrast, low-SES students are often characterised
as having below-average work habits and unsupportive parents (Schuchart and Dunkake
2014). Teachers rank low-SES students lower in ability and assign them lower grades than
high-SES students, even when the written work contains objectively the same number of
errors (Doyle, Easterbrook, and Harris 2023). Recently, the need to distinguish between
different low socioeconomic classes has been emphasised, as welfare recipients may be
stereotyped more negatively than other low-SES individuals (Yendell et al. 2023). Thus, we
examined student teachers’ judgements of school-relevant variables for students from
high- and low-SES backgrounds, including welfare recipients. Our first research ques-
tion was:

RQ1: How do student teachers perceive high-SES, low-SES, and welfare students’ aca-
demic achievement, engagement, popularity, and social behaviour in the classroom?

This educational disadvantage for low-SES students could be offset by factors that
motivate individuals to become teachers, one of which is a commitment to supporting
disadvantaged students (Thornberg et al. 2023). Research has focused on factors that
contribute to the desire to become a teacher and on how student teachers’ motivation is
related to teaching practices and effectiveness (Han and Yin 2016). When focusing on
aspiring teachers, socio-demographic characteristics, such as ethnic origin, gender, family
educational and occupational status, and previous performance, appear to be the most
predictive factors (Bergey and Ranellucci 2021; Gorard et al. 2023; Heinz and Keane 2018).
However, the results are inconclusive. Some studies report that the intention to become
a teacher appears to be greater among students from ethnic majority groups (Keane,
Heinz, and Lynch 2023) and among those from less educated families, which may con-
tribute to social and altruistic motivations to give back to society (Gorard et al. 2023).
Other studies, however, do not support these results (Heinz and Keane 2018; Savage et al.
2021). The relationship between teachers’ motivation and their judgement of students
remains understudied. Thus, we aimed to investigate how student teachers’ motivation
for becoming teachers influences their judgements of fictitious students with different
SES. Our second research question was:

RQ2: Are student teachers’ motivations for becoming teachers related to their percep-
tions of students from high-SES, low-SES, and welfare backgrounds in terms of academic
achievement, engagement, popularity, and social behaviour in the classroom?

Teachers’ judgments and stereotypes

Teachers overestimate the abilities and work ethic of high-SES students compared
with low-SES students (Tobisch and Dresel 2017). In this vein, teachers’ judgements
about students with low SES are often biased, as teachers rate low-SES students’
achievement lower than that of high-SES students despite identical performances
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(Dickert and Glock 2025; Glock and Kleen 2023; Glock, Dickert, and Kleen 2025). Such
biased judgements can be shaped by stereotypes (Bonefeld and Dickhduser 2018;
Tobisch and Dresel 2017). Stereotypes are generalised beliefs about members of social
groups. They are independent of individual differences (Eagly and Chaiken 1993) and
form automatically (Gilbert and Hixon 1991) due to the human tendency to categorise
(Macrae and Bodenhausen 2000). The continuum model of impression formation
distinguishes between automatic category-based processes, driven by stereotypes,
and individuating processes, which require more engagement (Fiske and Neuberg
1990). Teachers may initially view low-SES students as less successful due to automatic
stereotypes, but familiarity may reveal individual differences, which should help tea-
chers revise these assumptions. Stereotypes help organise and interpret information
(Taylor, Crocker, and D’Agostino 1978) and shape early assumptions about behaviour
(Jussim, Eccles, and Madon 1996). In education, they influence teachers’ expectations
and behaviour towards students from specific groups (Gentrup, Olczyk, and Lorenz
2024; Glock, Krolak-Schwerdt, and Horstermann 2016; Jussim, Eccles, and Madon 1996;
Muntoni and Retelsdorf 2018; Tiedemann 2002), including those with varying SES
levels.

Research shows that low-SES students are perceived as less competent than high-SES
students (Dickert and Glock 2025; Tobisch and Dresel 2017), whilst high-SES is associated
with high language proficiency, high ability, and good work habits (Glock and Kleen
2020). Teachers’ judgements tend to favour high-SES students, even when actual achieve-
ment is controlled for. High-SES students are rated higher in cognitive and German
proficiency skills but not in mathematics (Brandmiller, Dumont, and Becker 2020; Glock
and Kleen 2023). They are also perceived as more motivated and better behaved
(Brandmiller, Dumont, and Becker 2020), whereas low-SES students are often described
negatively in terms of learning and work behaviour (Schuchart and Dunkake 2014). Also,
student teachers are more likely to intervene (Glock, Dickert, and Kleen 2025) or apply
stricter disciplinary measures (Dunkake and Schuchart 2015; Glock and Kleen 2022) when
low-SES students display disruptive behaviour.

Teachers may apply strengths-based framing to high-SES students by focusing on
students’ competencies rather than deficits (Scheiner 2022). Deficit-based framing, by
contrast, emphasises weaknesses and is often applied to ethnic-minority and low-SES
students (Scheiner 2022). These framings provide background information that structures
individuals’ understanding of social interactions and may influence how teachers inter-
pret and respond to students (Scheiner 2021, 2022). This idea aligns with stereotypes,
which facilitate behaviour prediction (Kite and Withley 2016). Whereas framing helps
structure classroom perceptions, stereotypes can shape expectations and judgements
of individuals within the social world. In fact, recent research shows that perceptions of
low SES can activate negative stereotypes and alter social behaviour, which in turn shapes
social judgements and interactions in ways that can reinforce economic inequality
(Hughes et al. 2025). Teachers often use deficit-based framing with ethnic-minority
students, which emphasises errors (Louie, Adiredja, and Jessup 2021). This approach
may also apply to low-SES students, who are stereotypically associated with negative
traits when performing poorly (Schuchart and Dunkake 2014). However, little research has
explored how high-SES students with poor work behaviour are judged (Glock and Kleen
2022; Glock, Dickert, and Kleen 2025). Especially in the light of different framings, it is
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worth exploring whether unfavourable work behaviour can affect student teachers’
judgements of students with different SES.

Families on welfare face additional disadvantages beyond low SES (Alba, Handl,
and Miller 2017). In Norway, students receiving welfare support show lower aca-
demic achievement across all school levels and are overrepresented in vocational
tracks (Dahlen 2015; Kirkgen et al. 2021). These students likely experience com-
pounded educational disadvantages (Daehlen 2015). In addition, there are even more
negative perceptions of welfare recipients than of the working poor. People on
welfare are often perceived as lazy, uneducated, and unintelligent (Lindqvist,
Bjorklund, and Backstrom 2017). Welfare recipients are generally viewed as less
competent and warm than the working poor (Schofield, Suomi, and Butterworth
2022). Within this group, unemployed individuals are perceived as even less warm
than other recipients (Suomi et al. 2022), making unemployment particularly
stigmatising.

Motivations for becoming a teacher

Although aspiring teachers are motivated for various reasons (Fray and Gore 2018),
intrinsic, altruistic, and extrinsic motivation are generally considered important aspects
for the teaching profession (Bergmark et al. 2018; Han and Yin 2016). Rather than
assuming preservice teachers form a homogeneous group, motivations differ in both
degree and combination across specific subgroups (Bergey and Ranellucci 2021).
Altruistic motivation emphasises the value and social impact of teaching. Teachers with
altruistic motivation feel motivated by a sense of social responsibility for the development
of children and young adolescents and have a desire to contribute to society (Bergmark
et al. 2018; Pop and Turner 2009). Intrinsic motivation is driven by a personal interest in
and enjoyment of teaching and the internal satisfaction derived from engaging in the
teaching process itself (Bergmark et al. 2018). Teachers with primarily intrinsic motivation
feel passion for teaching and want to acquire valuable knowledge and expertise to grow
professionally (Bergmark et al. 2018). They are passionate about their subjects and enjoy
sharing their knowledge with students (Bergmark et al. 2018). In contrast to intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation stems from the materialistic rewards that come with the
profession, such as a good salary, career prestige, and good working conditions (Bergmark
et al. 2018). Teachers may be motivated by a combination of factors (Bergmark et al. 2018;
Pop and Turner 2009), with altruistic and intrinsic motivations dominating (Fray and Gore
2018; Pop and Turner 2009; Whiteford, Kelly, and Dawes 2021), while extrinsic motivation
is usually considered less important (Heinz 2015). Therefore, a profile-oriented rather than
a factorial approach may be more appropriate to examine the motivation of student
teachers (Bergey and Ranellucci 2021).

In Germany, student teachers’ career motivations have been assessed with
a questionnaire, which includes achievement motivation, goal orientation, and intrinsic,
extrinsic, and social motivations (Klemenz et al. 2014; Kénig and Rothland 2013). Whereas
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are well established in career research (Watt and
Richardson 2007), Klemenz et al. (2014) emphasise aspects such as shaping children’s
futures, social contribution, and addressing social disadvantages. Research has consis-
tently highlighted intrinsic and altruistic motivation, particularly social responsibility and
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equity, as key factors in career decisions (Kiling, Watt, and Richardson 2012; Kénig and
Rothland 2013).

Considerable research has been conducted on the connection between aspiring
teachers’ motivations and various outcomes, such as teachers’ self-efficacy (Thornberg
et al. 2023) or job satisfaction (Hennessy and Lynch 2017). Although we focused on the
career motivation of student teachers, teacher motivation is a broader construct (Hartl
and Holzberger 2022) encompassing self-efficacy and enthusiasm (Buri¢ and Kim 2020;
Hartl and Holzberger 2022). Self-efficacy beliefs and enthusiasm can be associated with
teachers’ beliefs, including stereotypes (Hachfeld et al. 2012), and in turn shape teachers’
judgements and perceptions of culturally diverse students (Chwastek et al. 2021).

Only a few studies have examined how teachers’ motivation is related to teachers’
judgements, such as their judgements of students’ achievement or engagement. van
Uden, Ritzen, and Pieters (2013) found that altruistic and intrinsic motivation are positively
related to higher ratings of students’ emotional engagement (e.g. enthusiasm and interest
in school), whereas extrinsic motivation showed no such correlations. Motivation can
affect stereotype perceptions and judgement formation. Research showed that student
teachers often have high intrinsic motivation to respond without prejudice (Glock, Oude
Groote Beverborg, and Miiller 2016), potentially leading them to rely less on stereotypes
and instead use individuating information when reacting or making judgements. In
contrast, less intrinsically motivated teachers may rely more on category-based judge-
ments. However, how intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic motivations affect (stereotype-
based) judgements remains unclear.

Building on previous research, the current study first examined preservice teachers’
judgements of the German language proficiency, mathematics achievement, and intelli-
gence of students with unfavourable work behaviour and high SES, low SES, or a welfare
status. Besides achievement-related judgements, we extended the field of judgements to
include social dimensions, such as engagement, popularity, and social behaviour. Secondly,
we also explored whether motivation for becoming a teacher influenced these judgements.
Since motivation evolves across a teaching career (Hartl and Holzberger 2022), we examined
initial motivations for becoming a teacher as a key aspect of the early career stage.

We expected student teachers to make more favourable judgements of high-SES students
than of low-SES or welfare students. Regarding the different types of motivations for becom-
ing a teacher, we expected that student teachers whose motivational patterns are strongly
characterised by altruistic motivation would make more favourable judgements of low-SES
and welfare students than those whose motivation clusters are dominated by intrinsic or
extrinsic motivation. Altruistically motivated teachers aim to reduce inequalities, driven by
a desire to promote social equity (Watt and Richardson 2007). They may actively support
disadvantaged students and foster ambition. Unlike intrinsically motivated teachers, who
focus on teaching, or extrinsically motivated ones, who prioritise personal benefits, highly
altruistically motivated teachers emphasise equal opportunities, potentially leading to more
favourable judgements of disadvantaged students. In contrast, teachers drawn to job security
and financial benefits may primarily have extrinsic motivations to safeguard their own (high)
SES. Consistent with prior research, we expected student teachers whose motivational
patterns are dominated by extrinsic motivation to favour high-SES students (Auwarter and
Aruguete 2008; Doyle, Easterbrook, and Harris 2023). Lastly, we expected that student
teachers whose intrinsic motivation is most pronounced within their motivation clusters
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would make less favourable judgements of low-SES and welfare students than teachers who
are primarily motivated by altruistic motives.

Method
Participants and design

One hundred fifty-nine student teachers (142 female), all at the master’s level, participated
in this study. They had a mean teaching experience of 54.45 weeks (SD =102.32). They
focused on different German school tracks. The preservice teachers were randomly
assigned to one of the three experimental conditions depicting a written scenario with
either a high-SES, low-SES, or welfare student. Preliminary analyses were conducted for
the three experimental groups (high-SES, low-SES, welfare student). The results indicated
that the student teachers’ teaching experience was similar across the three experimental
groups, F(2,181)=0.67, p=.51, np2 =0.01, and that gender was evenly distributed among
them. The study used a one-way between-subjects design (varying the SES of students’
parents within the scenario: high SES vs. low SES vs. welfare). See Table 1 for participants’
demographic characteristics.

Materials

Student description

We used the same description of a fictitious student as in previous research (Glock and
Kleen 2022). We described Ben as a male student who often did not finish his homework
(see Appendix). His parents were unable to attend meetings due to time constraints. The
father's occupation varied between high SES (school principal), low SES (taxi driver), and
welfare (living on welfare).

Judgement dimensions

We identified key judgement dimensions for the school context. The first, related to
achievement, included four items. Participants were asked to rate the student’s
overall academic performance, German language proficiency (i.e. ‘What do you

Table 1. Participants’ demographic characteristics.

n %

Gender

Female 142 89.3

Male 17 10.7
School track

Highest school track 123 774

Elementary school 29 18.2

Middle school 13 8.2

Vocational school 18 11.3

Special education 11 6.9

Not reported 5 3.1
Experimental groups

High SES (male/female) 18/46 28.6/71.4

Low SES (male/female) 13/48 21.3/78.7

Welfare (male/female) 18/48 27.3/72.7

Note. N=159.
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think is Ben’s level of achievement in German?’), mathematical achievement, and
intelligence (Cronbach’s a=.75). The engagement dimensions included school moti-
vation (‘How motivated do you think Ben is in school?’) and effort (‘How much effort
do you think Ben puts into school?’; a=.78). The perceptions of classmates’ dimen-
sion comprised the popularity of the student and his social integration into the
classroom (e.g. ‘How well do you think Ben is integrated into his class?’; a=.82).
The final dimension, assessed with one item, measured the student’s tendency to
disrupt lessons. The last two dimensions reflected the student’s social behaviour in
class.

Motivations for becoming a teacher

We compiled a brief questionnaire to assess the most important motivations: altruistic,
intrinsic, and extrinsic (van Uden, Ritzen, and Pieters 2013). We used a questionnaire
that was developed by Klemenz et al. (2014) and selected the following dimensions:
Extrinsic motivation as indicated by job security measured with three items (a=.87;
see also Watt and Richardson 2007), for example, ‘Teaching will be a secure job'.
Intrinsic motivation mirrored interest in the teaching profession (e.g. ‘I like teaching’)
and was measured with three items (a =.48). Removing items from this scale did not
improve its reliability. For altruistic motivation, we used three domains: Two items
concerned the reduction of school disparities (e.g. ‘Teaching will allow me to help
those who are socially disadvantaged’; a =.66), three items related to working with
children and adolescents (e.g. ‘l want to help children and adolescents learn’; a =.81),
and another three items reflected the desire to make a social contribution to society
(e.g. Teaching enables me to give back to society’; a=.74). Aggregating these items
yielded a=.81, so we used the composite score for the altruistic motivation
dimension.

Demographic questionnaire

We compiled a questionnaire that assessed the participants’ gender and teaching experi-
ence in weeks. We also asked participants to indicate the type of school they were
focusing on and their parents’ occupations separately for mothers and fathers. Due to
privacy issues, we could not assess the participants’ age.

Procedure

Student teachers from introductory educational courses were recruited and adminis-
tered a questionnaire. The University Ethics Committee approved the study.
Participants first gave informed consent, were randomly assigned to one of three
status conditions, and were then presented with one of the three student vignettes.
The student teachers first read the student vignette and judged the student on the
above-mentioned dimensions using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (low) to 7
(high). The student teachers were then given a questionnaire that asked about their
motivation for becoming a teacher and indicated their agreement with the different
statements on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (do not agree at all) to 7 (strongly
agree). Finally, they filled out a demographic questionnaire and were thanked and
debriefed.
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Results
Judgements as a function of students’ SES

First, we computed a MANOVA that used all four judgement dimensions as dependent
variables and status (high SES vs. low SES vs. welfare status) as a between-subjects
variable. This MANOVA showed a significant main effect of status, F(8, 374) = 5.60, Wilks'
A=.80, p<.001, np2=0‘11. To explore this effect, we separately computed one-way
between-subjects ANOVAs for each judgement dimension (see Table 2 for all Ms, SDs,
and results of the ANOVAs).

Academic achievement

The ANOVA showed a significant main effect of SES. Simple effect tests indicated
that student teachers rated the high-SES student’s academic achievement higher
than the welfare student’s achievement, t(131)=4.97, p<.001, d=0.87. The low-
SES student’s achievement was also rated higher than that of the welfare student, t
(127)=4.11, p<.001, d=0.72, whereas there was no difference in the achievement
judgements between high- and low-SES students, t(126)=1.12, p=.26, d=0.21 (see
Figure 1).

Table 2. Means, standard deviations (in parentheses), and the results of the ANOVAs pertaining to the
different judgement dimensions as a function of students’ SES.
High-SES student ~ Low-SES student ~ Welfare student

(n=66) (n=62) (n=67) ANOVA
Academic achievement 4.12(0.72) 3.98 (0.61) 3.55 (0.59) F(2,192) =14.10, p < .001,
2
ne"=0.13
Engagement 3.23 (0.88) 3.10 (1.07) 3.02 (0.91) F(2,192) =0.85, p = 43,
Classmates’ perceptions 4.55 (0.89) 3.96 (0.87) 3.68 (1.02) np2 =0.01
Tendency to disrupt lessons 3.65 (1.41) 3.56 (1.43) 3.76 (1.42) F(2,192) =15.25, p <.001,
[n=65] [n=61] [n=67] e’ =0.26
F(2,190)=0.33,p=.72,
N, = 0.00

Note. The values in brackets show the subsample sizes, which are different from the values displayed in the heading of
the table.

Judgments as a Function of Students' SES

4,00
3,50
3,00
2,50
2,00
1,50
1,00

classmates' perception academic achievement

W high SES student M low SES student welfare student

Figure 1. Significant judgments as a function of students’ SES.
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Student engagement
The ANOVA on engagement was nonsignificant, indicating judgements of student
engagement did not vary as a function of their SES.

Classmates’ perceptions

The ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of classmates’ perceptions. The student
teachers judged the classmates’ perceptions (popularity and social integration) more posi-
tively for the high-SES student than for the low-SES student, t(126) = 3.82, p <.001, d =0.67,
or the welfare student, t(131)=5.27, p <.001, d=0.91. Participants’ judgements did not
differ between the low-SES and the welfare student, t(127)=1.67, p=.10, d=0.30 (see
Figure 1).

Tendency to disrupt lessons

The ANOVA on the tendency to disrupt lessons was nonsignificant, indicating
judgements of students’ disruptive behaviour did not vary as a function of
their SES.

Motivation for becoming a teacher

A cluster analysis was conducted to explore student teachers’ motivation profiles
based on the intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic domains. Hierarchical clustering
(Ward’s method) suggested three or four clusters. K-means clustering for both
solutions revealed that the three-cluster model was driven mainly by extrinsic
motivation and was difficult to interpret. However, the four-cluster solution pro-
vided a clearer pattern, showing more distinct variations across the domains. More
specifically, Cluster 1 ‘highly motivated’ (n=86; 44%) included teachers who scored
high on all three domains, therefore showing a diverse and yet highly pronounced,
high level of motivation; Cluster 2 ‘altruistic’ (n=37, 19%) was characterised by
moderately high scores on intrinsic motivation and altruism, but relatively low
scores on extrinsic motivation. This profile may reflect that the altruistic motivation
of these student teachers merely confirmed their intrinsic beliefs (Schwartz and
Howard 1984); Cluster 3 ‘extrinsically motivated’ (n=22; 11%) included student
teachers who scored high on extrinsic motivation but relatively low on intrinsic
motivation and altruism. Cluster 4 ‘balanced with an emphasis on altruism’ (n=50;
26%) included student teachers with moderate scores on intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation and moderately high scores on altruism. This profile reflects a mixture
of altruistic, intrinsic, and extrinsic motivations and could result in prosocial beha-
viour, which mainly focuses on the results of (teachers’) actions on (students’)
outcomes (Schwartz and Howard 1984). The MANOVA showed a strong effect of
motivational clusters on the observed variables, F(3, 191)=65.17, p <.001, np2=
0.51. Univariate results showed that intrinsic motivation was highest in Cluster 1
(highly motivated), followed by Clusters 2 (altruistic), 3 (extrinsically motivated),
and 4 (balanced with altruism). Extrinsic motivation was highest in Clusters 1 and
3, followed by Cluster 4, then Cluster 2. Altruism was highest in Cluster 1, followed
by Clusters 2 and 4, and lowest in Cluster 3 (see Figure 2).
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4 cluster solution

A

~—

——

cluster 1 cluster2 cluster3 clustera
em—intrinsic extrinsic altruistic

Figure 2. Results of the cluster analyses with intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic motivation for the four
motivational profiles.

Preservice teachers’ motivational profiles and their judgements of students from
different SES backgrounds

We computed a MANOVA to examine differences in teachers’ motivational profiles and
their judgements of student proficiency and behaviour, with student SES as a factor, and
layered by cluster (see Table 3 for results). Teachers’ judgements varied by motivational

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for student teachers’ judgements as a function of students’ SES and Cluster
and MANOVA summary (N = 193).

High SES Low SES Welfare
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) df F

Cluster 1 (highly motivated) n=26 n=25 n=35
Multivariate A=.76 8, 160 2.99%*
Academic achievement 3.99 (0.97) 3.92 (0.68) 3.63 (0.58) 2,83 2.05
Engagement 3.29 (0.89) 2.76 (1.00) 2.93 (0.82) 2,83 2.36
Classmates’ perceptions 4.58 (0.92) 3.92 (0.67) 3.69 (1.07) 2,83 7.07%**
Disruptive 3.96 (1.40) 4,04 (1.46) 3.71 (1.38) 2,83 0.45
Cluster 2 (altruistic) n=13 n=13 n=10
Multivariate A=.46 8, 60 3.57%*
Academic achievement 417 (0.51) 4.10 (0.56) 3.30 (0.69) 2,33 7.46%*
Engagement 3.19 (0.99) 3.54 (1.23) 3.15 (0.88) 2,33 0.50
Classmates’ perceptions 4.62 (0.85) 3.62 (1.10) 3.55 (1.24) 2,33 3.94*
Disruptive 3.46 (1.20) 3.08 (1.38) 2.70 (1.49) 2,33 0.90
Cluster 3 (extrinsic) n=9 n=6 n=7
Multivariate A=.30 8,32 3.26%*
Academic achievement 4.33 (0.57) 3.75(0.22) 3.43 (0.79) 2,19 4.87*%
Engagement 3.33 (1.06) 2.67 (0.82) 2.86 (1.41) 2,19 0.71
Classmates’ perceptions 4.56 (1.07) 4.33(0.82) 3.36 (0.80) 2,19 3.50*
Disruptive 2.44 (0.88) 2.50 (1.64) 5.00 (0.82) 2,19 12.27%%*
Cluster 4 (balanced with emphasis on altruism) n=17 n=17 n=15
Multivariate A=.73 8, 86 1.87*
Academic achievement 4.09 (0.41) 4.06 (0.66) 3.58 (0.42) 2,46 4.80*
Engagement 3.15(0.77) 3.32(0.97) 3.23 (0.90) 2,46 0.17
Classmates’ perceptions 4.41 (0.82) 4.18 (0.93) 3.90 (0.89) 2,46 1.35
Disruptive 3.94 (1.52) 3.59 (1.12) 4.00 (1.20) 2,46 0.49

Note. Two of the 195 participants were excluded because of missing data.
*p<.10. *p < .05. **p < .01.%**p < .001.
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profiles. Univariate results for academic performance showed that, except for highly
motivated teachers, teachers provided higher ratings for the high-SES student than for
the welfare student. In addition, altruistic and balanced teachers rated the low-SES
student more positively than the welfare students. Regarding classmates’ perceptions,
highly and extrinsically motivated teachers, and to a lesser extent altruistic teachers, rated
the high-SES student more positively than the welfare student. Only teachers in Cluster 1
rated the high-SES student higher than the low-SES student. Furthermore, only extrinsi-
cally motivated teachers rated disruptive behaviour higher for the welfare students than
for the high- and low-SES students. No differences were found in ratings of student
engagement.

Discussion

Our study shows that student teachers’ judgements are influenced by students’ SES, with
welfare students perceived the least favourably, especially in the domain of academic
achievement. This may stem from stereotypes linking welfare recipients to laziness and
low education (Lindqvist, Bjorklund, and Backstrom 2017). Based on stereotypical beliefs
and the nonsignificant differences between high- and low-SES students, the student
teachers might still have inferred that education is important to parents in both groups
(Khattab 2003). Previous research has identified parents’ educational expectations as a key
factor mediating the relationship between SES and students’ academic achievement
(Sengonil 2022). Hence, besides the (stereotypical) assumption that high-SES parents
have high educational aspirations and expectations for their children, which is supported
by research findings (Stull 2013), studies also demonstrate that working-class families
place a strong emphasis on academic success as a pathway to upward social mobility and
likewise maintain high aspirations for their children (Kundu, Liu, and Ahn 2023). This
shared emphasis could have contributed to the result that students with low and high SES
were evaluated equally in terms of their academic achievement.

In line with previous research, student teachers rated the high-SES student as more
popular and socially integrated than the low-SES and welfare students (Lintner 2022).
Student teachers’ judgements of students’ engagement did not depend on students’ SES,
in contrast to previous research showing that teachers tend to rate learning motivation
favourably for high-SES students (Brandmiller, Dumont, and Becker 2020). Although
closely related, students’ learning motivation and engagement are distinct concepts.
Engagement typically includes emotional and behavioural aspects such as enthusiasm
and participation (van Uden, Ritzen, and Pieters 2013), which were not differentiated in
our study. Thus, our measurement of effort and overall motivation might not fully capture
the nuances of students’ engagement. These nonsignificant findings may partly result
from the vignette’s clarity. Unlike inferred information that can trigger bias (Smith 1998),
participants received a straightforward indicator of low engagement (i.e. missing home-
work; Combette et al. 2021), making judgement differences less likely. Even though
student teachers showed differences in their reactions to disruptive behaviour (Glock
and Kleen 2022), and research has shown that low-SES students show more behavioural
problems than high-SES students (Baker et al. 2006), the student teachers in our study did
not perceive differences in frequency of disruptive behaviour across the three SES groups.
Behavioural problems often involve behaviours such as talking out of turn or running
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around. It is unclear which form of misbehaviour student teachers expected from the
vignette used in this study. However, as the main causes of disruption are often found in
students’ home environments (Mavropoulou and Padeliadu 2002), differences in per-
ceived frequency may be minimal, as in the vignette parents, regardless of SES, had no
time for school engagement.

Although it can be said that the less favourable academic assessments and judgements
regarding the popularity and social integration of welfare recipients might be linked to
deficit-oriented framings, these framings do not appear to apply to the assessment of
these students’ engagement or disruption of lessons. These results might stem from social
class stereotypes that frequently frame low-SES individuals as low in competence and
sometimes as equally warm as they are competent (Fiske et al. 2002). These findings
would support the idea that the academic and popularity domains might be more tightly
connected to deficit-oriented stereotypes than the engagement and disruptive behaviour
domains.

Our analysis of participants’ motivation for becoming teachers revealed four distinct
clusters. The first cluster (‘highly motivated’) comprised student teachers who were highly
motivated in general and strongly endorsed all types of motivations. This pattern resem-
bles the ‘motivated and affectively committed’ teachers’ profile described by Canrinus
et al. (2011). Notably, these student teachers did not show differences in their academic
achievement judgements of students with different SES levels. As a highly motivated
group, they may be enthusiastic about teaching and feel equipped to handle any
obstacles or disparities that students bring from their home environments.
Consequently, they did not seem to have biased perceptions or stereotypical expectations
based on SES.

The second cluster (‘altruistic’) was primarily dominated by altruistic motivations and,
to a lesser extent, intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. These student teachers felt strongly
motivated to help the children and reduce disparities in school; nonetheless, they rated
the welfare student as performing worse academically than the high- or low-SES students
and thought that the high-SES student would be the most popular in class. This finding is
intriguing, as one would not expect this cluster to exhibit such positive bias towards the
high-SES student. Nevertheless, even personally committed student teachers who aim to
make worthwhile contributions perceived notable differences in the academic achieve-
ment of high-SES, low-SES, and welfare students. Choosing teaching as a way to make an
impact in children’s lives and helping others is often rooted in social justice frameworks.
While student teachers may be motivated by a ‘sense of mission’ (Manuel and Hughes
2006), they may have idealistic expectations when encountering students with different
SES levels.

The third group of student teachers (‘extrinsically motivated’) strongly endorsed
extrinsic motivation for becoming a teacher, although they also expressed intrinsic or
altruistic motivations. Interestingly, this group rated the welfare student lowest in
academic performance and popularity and highest in disruptive behaviour compared
to the high- and low-SES students. These findings seem plausible when considering
that this group’s strongest motivations for becoming a teacher were related to job
security and the status and respect that come with the profession (Mehmet, Isa, and
Durdagi 2022). These teachers may have lower social motivation and interests
(Klusmann et al. 2009), which could result in a negative bias against welfare students



EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION 13

in almost all judgement dimensions. Indeed, researchers have found a profile of
‘competence doubting’, in which teachers give low ratings of their self-efficacy while
simultaneously showing the highest satisfaction with their salary (Ylce et al. 2013). As
teaching students with low SES has been associated with lower self-efficacy beliefs
(Kast et al. 2021), these teachers may feel low self-efficacy in teaching and in mana-
ging welfare students, which might also contribute to unfavourable judgements of
these students.

The student teachers in Cluster 4 (‘balanced with an emphasis on altruism’)
seemed to focus on how their teaching might impact student outcomes. Such
a focus is one of the main facets of self-efficacy (Gibson and Dembo 1984) and is
context-specific (Bandura 1977). Even when their judgements seemed to be affected
by stereotypical expectations, their perceptions of disruptive behaviour were unaf-
fected, as such perceptions can be shaped more by self-efficacy beliefs in classroom
management.

In almost all four clusters, student teachers rated the high-SES student as more popular
and socially integrated than the low-SES and welfare students. Popularity in class is often
affected by a student’s SES, as SES shows that students have a great deal of prestige and
influence in class (Heyder and Kessels 2017). High SES (Lintner 2022) and achievement
(Francis, Skelton, and Read 2010) are positively correlated with popularity. However, the
results of previous research on popularity have relied primarily on student ratings rather
than teacher ratings. Hence, our study provides new insights into how student teachers
rate students’ popularity and integration in class in relation to students’ SES. However,
when considering the low reliability of the intrinsic motivation scale, such findings should
be interpreted with caution.

In summary, motivational clusters explain teaching-career motivations but also
affect teachers’ judgements. In this study, we first identified distinct motivational
profiles among student teachers and subsequently examined how these profiles are
related to differences in their evaluations of students from varying socioeconomic
backgrounds. Whereas highly motivated teachers showed no bias, extrinsically moti-
vated ones rated high-SES students more favourably. These findings highlight how
intrinsic, altruistic, and extrinsic motivation influence teachers’ judgements beyond
career choice.

Our findings further indicate that student teachers’ judgements are shaped by
students’ SES, particularly regarding academic achievement and popularity, and that
these biases vary across motivational clusters. These new insights link career motiva-
tions not only to career choice but also to classroom judgements. For teacher educa-
tion, this underscores the need to address how SES-related stereotypes might
influence judgements by fostering bias awareness and promoting critical reflection
on judgemental bias for student teachers. In this regard, interventions have yielded
initial fruitful results among student teachers in Germany (Bonefeld 2022; Fehringer,
Bonefeld, and Schunk 2025). Since certain motivational patterns may protect student
teachers from biased judgements, whereas others appear to increase the risk of
unfavourable evaluations for socially disadvantaged students, teacher education
could emphasise the importance of teachers’ social responsibility by referring to the
social contribution of teaching and providing student teachers with opportunities to
strengthen their social intentions.
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Limitations

We focused only on male students, as they have been found to be less well-adjusted in school
(Heyder and Kessels 2013) and perceived as more disruptive and louder in class (Glock and
Kleen 2017). Although some research did not report gender differences (Glock and Kleen
2022), future research should focus on female students. In a previous study, teachers judged
low-SES female students more positively than low-SES male students, and the reverse effect
was found for high-SES students (Auwarter and Aruguete 2008). These results argue for the
importance of focusing on female students as well.

We did not assess participants’ perceptions of parental behavioural causes. Parental
involvement benefits students and is valued by teachers, regardless of SES (Jeynes 2005;
Koutrouba et al. 2009). However, SES and involvement are strongly correlated (Cheadle
and Amato 2011). Whereas high-SES mothers who leave work for childcare are viewed
positively (Stone and Hernandez 2013), low-SES mothers face negative perceptions
(Dodson 2013), potentially influencing assumptions about their involvement.

We did not distinguish between types of schools in examining teachers’ motivation,
but research suggests different motivations for teachers in vocational or high schools
compared with primary or comprehensive schools (Retelsdorf and Moller 2012;
Stellmacher et al. 2020). Because motivations such as working with children and addres-
sing social inequalities are prominent among primary school teachers (Retelsdorf and
Moller 2012), the reported effects may be more pronounced in primary school settings.
Further research is needed to compare types of motivation across teaching contexts.

Additionally, we found a study on gender differences in types of motivation (Yice et al.
2013). In Turkey, female student teachers favour altruistic and intrinsic motivations, while
males prioritise extrinsic motivation (Yice et al. 2013). Our predominantly female sample
may have shaped the altruistic and balanced motivational clusters. To investigate this
further, future research should consider gender in studies on teachers’ motivation.

Student teachers’ background characteristics (e.g. their social background) may have an
impact on their motivations for becoming a teacher (Fray and Gore 2018; Gorard et al. 2023;
Heinz and Keane 2018) and their aim to be a relatable and inclusive teacher when working
with students from different social backgrounds (Keane, Heinz, and Lynch 2023). It is therefore
important to explore these relationships in future research by including student teachers
coming from diverse (SES) backgrounds. With regard to increasing teacher diversity, an aspect
that many countries strive for because of its proven benefits for the students (Villegas and
Irvine 2010), empirical data show that this is challenging. This is partly due to educational
inequalities throughout the educational pathway and to selection criteria for teacher training
programmes and access to the teaching profession (Pit-ten Cate, Rivas, and Busana 2021).

Given the low reliability of the intrinsic motivation scale and the small extrinsic cluster,
cautious interpretation is needed for extrinsically motivated student teachers. As our
study was exploratory, future research may use additional questionnaires to assess
teachers’ motivations and identify clusters before teachers judge student vignettes.

Conclusion

Despite limitations, our study shows that both students’ SES and student teachers’
motivations to become a teacher can influence judgements. Certain motivational
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patterns may help reduce educational disparities and highlight the need for further
research on teacher-related factors that may affect teachers’ judgements of
students.
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Appendix

Vignettes
High-SES student

It is the fifth lesson in your class. Your student, Ben, sits down in his usual place in the back row. When
you ask who has not done the homework, no one speaks up. To make sure, you conduct an individual
homework check in the class. When you are only a few steps away from Ben'’s seat, Ben starts rummaging
in his bag and avoids looking at you. You realise that Ben has once again failed to do his homework.

You have already tried several times to address this problem by requesting a parent-teacher
meeting. However, this appointment has never materialised because Ben’s mother has to look after
his siblings, and his father, who works as a school principal, has never shown up.

[Es ist die flinfte Stunde lhrer Klasse. lhr Schiiler Ben setzt sich wie gewohnt an seinen Platz in der
hintersten Reihe. Nachdem Sie sich erkundigt haben, wer die Hausaufgaben nicht gemacht hat,
meldet sich niemand. Zur Sicherheit beginnen Sie eine individuelle Hausaufgabenkontrolle durch
die Klasse. Als Sie nur noch wenige Schritte von Bens Platz entfernt sind, fangt Ben an, in seiner
Tasche zu wiihlen und meidet Ihren Blickkontakt. Sie stellen fest, dass Ben seine Hausaufgaben zum
wiederholten Male nicht gemacht hat.

Mehrfach haben Sie bereits versucht, dieses Problem beim Elternsprechtag anzusprechen. Dieser
Termin ist aber nie zustande gekommen, da Bens Mutter auf seine Geschwister aufpassen muss und
sein Vater, der als Schulleiter arbeitet, bisher nie erschienen ist.]

Low-SES student

It is the fifth lesson in your class. Your student, Ben, sits down in his usual place in the back row.
When you ask who has not done the homework, no one speaks up. To make sure, you conduct an
individual homework check in the class. When you are only a few steps away from Ben’s seat, Ben
starts rummaging in his bag and avoids looking at you. You realise that Ben has once again failed to
do his homework.

You have already tried several times to address this problem by requesting a parent-teacher
meeting. However, this appointment has never materialised because Ben’s mother has to look after
his siblings, and his father, who works as a taxi driver, has never shown up.

[Es ist die funfte Stunde Ihrer Klasse. Ihr Schiiler Ben setzt sich wie gewohnt an seinen Platz in der
hintersten Reihe. Nachdem Sie sich erkundigt haben, wer die Hausaufgaben nicht gemacht hat,
meldet sich niemand. Zur Sicherheit beginnen Sie eine individuelle Hausaufgabenkontrolle durch
die Klasse. Als Sie nur noch wenige Schritte von Bens Platz entfernt sind, fangt Ben an, in seiner
Tasche zu wiihlen und meidet lhren Blickkontakt. Sie stellen fest, dass Ben seine Hausaufgaben zum
wiederholten Male nicht gemacht hat.

Mehrfach haben Sie bereits versucht, dieses Problem beim Elternsprechtag anzusprechen. Dieser
Termin ist aber nie zustande gekommen, da Bens Mutter auf seine Geschwister aufpassen muss und
sein Vater, der als Taxifahrer arbeitet, bisher nie erschienen ist.]

Welfare student

It is the fifth lesson in your class. Your student, Ben, sits down in his usual place in the back row.
When you ask who has not done the homework, no one speaks up. To make sure, you conduct an
individual homework check in the class. When you are only a few steps away from Ben’s seat, Ben
starts rummaging in his bag and avoids looking at you. You realise that Ben has once again failed to
do his homework.
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You have already tried several times to address this problem by requesting a parent-teacher
meeting. However, this appointment has never materialised because Ben’s mother has to look after
his siblings, and his father, who is on social welfare, has never shown up.

[Es ist die flinfte Stunde Ihrer Klasse. Ihr Schiiler Ben setzt sich wie gewohnt an seinen Platz in der
hintersten Reihe. Nachdem Sie sich erkundigt haben, wer die Hausaufgaben nicht gemacht hat,
meldet sich niemand. Zur Sicherheit beginnen Sie eine individuelle Hausaufgabenkontrolle durch
die Klasse. Als Sie nur noch wenige Schritte von Bens Platz entfernt sind, fangt Ben an, in seiner
Tasche zu wiihlen und meidet Ihren Blickkontakt. Sie stellen fest, dass Ben seine Hausaufgaben zum
wiederholten Male nicht gemacht hat.

Mehrfach haben Sie bereits versucht, dieses Problem beim Elternsprechtag anzusprechen. Dieser
Termin ist aber nie zustande gekommen, da Bens Mutter auf seine Geschwister aufpassen muss und
sein Vater als Sozialhilfeempfanger bisher nie erschienen ist.]
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