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Abstract

Previous studies have shown that (preservice) teachers have more negative stereo-
types toward students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds than toward students
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds. School-specific studies on different low
socioeconomic origins have been non-existent so far. Evidence collected in non-
school settings shows that welfare recipients are stereotyped more negatively than
the working poor. This mixed methods study therefore surveyed cultural stereotypes
and individual constructions of difference concerning the working poor and welfare
recipients by German preservice teachers. In the quantitative study (N=196), more
stereotypes were mentioned in relation to welfare recipients than to the working
poor, and more negative and fewer positive stereotypes were mentioned in relation
to welfare recipients. In addition to social status, the individual characteristics (e.g.,
commitment) of welfare recipients were more frequently stereotyped negatively than
those of the working poor. In the qualitative interview study (N=10), preservice
teachers reported that the general public perceives welfare recipients more nega-
tively than the working poor. Preservice teachers who obtain their information about
welfare recipients from public perception attributed individual failure (e.g., low
commitment) as the cause for welfare recipients and structural failure (e.g., incor-
rect decisions by policy-makers) as the cause for the working poor. Other preservice
teachers disagreed with the negative public perception based on personal experience
and described welfare recipients as only being in a worse social position than the
working poor. The results of the mixed methods study reveal the need to distinguish
between different low socioeconomic origins in future stereotype studies.
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1 Introduction

In Germany, socioeconomic status (SES) and educational success are connected.
Students with low SES are less likely to attend high schools (in Germany: Gym-
nasien) and universities than students with higher SES (Dumont et al., 2019; Neu-
gebauer et al., 2013; Reimer & Pollak, 2010; Schindler & Lorz, 2012). To explain
these inequalities, Boudon (1974) introduced the primary and secondary effects.
Primary effects mean differences in performance and competence depending on
social background. Secondary effects relate to education-related decisions (e.g., the
choice between vocational training or studying) depending on social background.
Esser added the tertiary effects, which can be understood as “stereotyped expecta-
tions of teachers with consequences for their efforts and evaluations in marks and
recommendations according to the social origin of the children.” (Esser, 2016, p.
100). Several studies have shown that (preservice!) teachers’ perspectives are more
negative with regard to low SES students than to high SES students (Hunt & Seiver,
2018; Tobisch & Dresel, 2020).

As we know that stereotypes are associated with distorted performance expecta-
tions and evaluations of teachers (Gentrup et al., 2018; Lorenz et al., 2016; Martiny
& Froehlich, 2020), it is necessary to address these stereotypes at the beginning of
teacher training at university. Such university teaching approaches can contribute
to reducing stereotypes (Kumar & Hamer, 2013; Stephens et al., 2022). However,
focusing exclusively on stereotypes on the construct of SES, which is often deter-
mined by the interaction of education, income, and occupation (Ditton & Maaz,
2015; Ganzeboom et al., 1992), prevents a deeper look at the diversity of life’s reali-
ties in low socioeconomic spheres of life and their perception (Hunt & Seiver, 2018).

Among low SES individuals, welfare recipients can be distinguished from the
working poor, who are defined as living below the poverty line (less than 60% of
the median income) without receiving welfare (Lohmann & Groh-Samberg, 2018;
Marx, 2020). Since 2005, various welfare benefits have been combined under the
name “Arbeitslosengeld 2” (Unemployment benefits) in Germany (Schweiger,
2010). The primary recipients of these benefits are the long-term unemployed (usu-
ally for longer than 12 months).? Colloquially, these welfare benefits are referred
to as “Hartz-4” benefits. In our study, we use the term welfare recipients to refer to
recipients of “Arbeitslosengeld 2” (“Hartz-4"). Studies in non-school settings have

! In the context of this study, we understand preservice teachers as students at a university to become a
teacher. Teacher education in the Federal Republic of Germany is the responsibility of each of the 16 fed-
eral states (Craig, 2016). As a result, there is a high degree of variation in how teacher training is struc-
tured in Germany. In principle, however, similar structural features can be identified across the federal
states: Teacher training is divided into two phases. The first phase includes studying at a university, and
the second phase means (usually 1.5 years) practical teacher training at schools. The course of study is
usually structured in the bachelor’s and master’s system and comprises ten semesters (Drahmann, 2020).
2 Not all of the 3,516,000 welfare recipients (“Hartz-4") in Germany are unemployed. A main distinction
can be made between unemployed welfare recipients (41%) and other status groups, receiving welfare
(59%). Other status groups include, among others, employed persons receiving a salary supplemented by
welfare (14%) or persons attending school, university or vocational training (10%) (Bundesagentur fiir
Arbeit, 2022). The exact distribution can be seen in the Appendix in Table 4.
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shown that poor people and welfare recipients are archetypes of negative stereo-
types (Asbrock, 2010; Bye et al., 2014; Cuddy et al., 2007). More specifically, how-
ever, welfare recipients face even more negative perceptions than the working poor
(Suomi et al., 2020, 2022). This difference in perceptions is also discussed against
the backdrop of a societal moral line that distinguishes between (perceived) unem-
ployed welfare recipients who take advantage of the state and the more integrated
working poor who do not receive welfare benefits (Fiske & Durante, 2019; Schofield
et al., 2019).

Building on these findings from a non-school context, our explorative mixed
methods research project investigated if and how preservice teachers also differenti-
ate between these low SES origins. The findings provide a deeper insight into the
perceptions of low SES and constitute a starting point for further research projects
examining teacher actions toward students from both groups. Insights into the ste-
reotypes of preservice teachers make it also possible to develop university teach-
ing concepts that contribute to a reduction of those possibly different stereotypes
towards the working poor and welfare recipients during studies and thus before prac-
tice as a teacher.

2 Theoretical approach

Stereotypes here are understood as generalized knowledge about the characteristics
of members of social groups such as the working poor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). In
this context, the individual characteristics of the stereotyped subjects are relegated
to the background, as the generalized knowledge about the social group is ascribed
to the members of that group (Eagly & Mladinic, 1989). Stereotypes can be under-
stood as the cognitive component of attitudes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) and can be
divided into unconscious implicit and conscious explicit knowledge (Fazio & Olson,
2003; Martiny & Froehlich, 2020). The contents and valences of stereotypes are not
fixed. Instead, the contents of stereotypes can differ, and they can have negative,
neutral, and positive valences (Bonefeld & Karst, 2020; Fiske et al., 2002; Opario
& Fiske, 2003). According to Fiske and Neuberg’s continuum model, information
processing by individuals ranges between a quick category-based (and stereotype-
based) evaluation and a more time-intensive individual response (Fiske & Neuberg,
1990; Fiske et al., 2018).

Stereotypes can be divided into individual and cultural levels. Cultural stereo-
types describe shared, consensual knowledge, while individual stereotypes describe
individual knowledge (Cuddy et al., 2007; Eagly & Mladinic, 1989). Studies that
ask participants about cultural stereotypes rather than individual stereotypes also do
so to prevent social desirability (Fiske et al., 2002). Findor et al. (2020) summa-
rized based on experimental studies that cultural stereotypes represent a perceived
social consensus which has been shown to have a validating effect on individual ste-
reotypes (Lyons & Kashima, 2001; Sechrist & Stangor, 2001). Although individu-
als may deny following culturally shared stereotypes, it can be assumed that they
are (unconsciously) influenced by them (Cuddy et al., 2007). However, experimental
studies have also shown that participants’ responses vary depending on whether they
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are asked about cultural or individual stereotypes (Findor et al., 2020; Kotzur et al.,
2020). Based on these results, capturing stereotypes at both the cultural and indi-
vidual levels seems useful.

In the school context, most studies focus on the individual stereotypes of (pre-
service) teachers toward students with different SES. Tobisch and Dresel (2020)
showed that preservice teachers in Germany were more likely to ascribe positive
characteristics to students overall. However, students with a high SES were rated as
significantly more ambitious, hardworking, intelligent, focused, and less aggressive,
sloppy, and unreliable than low SES students. In another study, Glock and Kleen
(2020) showed that preservice teachers in Germany were more likely to associate
students with high SES with high language skills, a high ability, and good work
habits. In another study conducted in Germany by Dunkake and Schuchart (2015),
preservice teachers rated students with low-class origins as more aggressive, lazy,
undisciplined, and unmotivated than students with middle-class origins, among
other factors. No differences were found in another study on the explicit attitudes
of teachers toward students with differently educated parents (Pit-ten Cate & Glock,
2018). Nevertheless, differences were found concerning their implicit attitudes
regarding the advantage of students with higher-educated parents. In terms of possi-
ble differences in the stereotypes of preservice teachers and practicing teachers, Pit-
ten Cate and Glock (2019) showed in their meta-analysis that implicitly expressed
stereotypes did not differ between teachers and preservice teachers. Studies have
shown that teacher education can help reduce individual preservice teachers’ nega-
tive stereotypes about minority students such as students with low SES or migration
background (Kumar & Hamer, 2013; Stephens et al., 2022).

Gentrup et al. (2018) showed that stereotype-based assumptions from teachers
in Germany about students with low SES explained corresponding negative perfor-
mance expectations towards these students. Other studies from Germany have also
shown that teachers have lower performance perceptions and expectations for low
SES students than for higher SES students (Brandmiller et al., 2020; Lorenz et al.,
2016; Tobisch & Dresel, 2017). Another study from Germany showed that higher
SES students were more likely to receive a very good grade than lower SES stu-
dents, given the same cognitive ability and competency scores (Bayer et al., 2021).
These results suggest that students from working poor or welfare recipients are per-
ceived to be more deficient than students from higher SES backgrounds.

However, no studies have examined the different stereotypes held by (preservice)
teachers about different low SES students to date. Studies in non-school settings
have shown that poor people, welfare recipients, and the unemployed are typically
subject to shared negative stereotypes in the German context (Asbrock, 2010) and
Norwegian and US-based studies (Bye et al., 2014; Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al.,
2002). In another Australia-based study on cultural stereotypes, recipients of unem-
ployment benefits were rated as colder and more incompetent than individuals who
were just unemployed (Schofield et al., 2021a). At the level of individual stereotypes
in Australia, Schofield et al. (2019) showed that welfare recipients were rated as less
conscientious, less humane, and as poorer workers than employees. Although dif-
ferent welfare systems exist in each country, an international comparative study has
shown that competence stereotypes do not differ between those systems. However,
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it could be shown that welfare recipients in Germany were stereotyped as colder
than welfare recipients in nordic welfare systems (e.g., Sweden). This is discussed
against the background that welfare systems in nordic countries are less competitive
and more universalistic, so recipients of these welfare benefits are also seen as more
deserving (Schofield et al., 2021b).

Australian-based studies found that recipients of unemployment benefits (welfare)
were rated more negatively than the working poor with regard to conscientiousness,
emotional stability, agreeableness, warmth, and competence, among others (Suomi
et al., 2020, 2022). Because studies in out-of-school settings reveal differentiations
between these groups of individuals with low SES origins, we are interested in
whether and how preservice teachers also differentiate between the working poor
and welfare recipients. This is also against the background that no studies in Ger-
many have compared stereotypes about these groups so far.

In addition to a perspective on cultural stereotypes, we are also interested in
individual stereotypes of preservice teachers. A suitable approach for gaining indi-
vidual-centered insights into the occurrence of stereotypes is the Doing Class® and
Doing Differences approach, which assumes that social categories are performed
and thus constructed in individual interactions (West & Fenstermaker, 1995). The
approach refers to the theoretical foundations of symbolic interactionism (Goffman,
1976). Following this approach, we understand

class as more than a designation of income, profession, or educational attain-
ment. Along with other social identities like race and gender, class is a crucial
element of how people make sense of the world, communicate with others, and
negotiate complex power relations (Hunt & Seiver, 2018, p. 344).

These performances and interactions are embedded in social norms, which in turn
are reproduced through individual interactions (West & Fenstermaker, 2002; West
& Zimmerman, 1987). Following this social constructivist and ethnomethodological
premise (Garfinkel, 2006), class must be understood as an “ongoing situated accom-
plishment” (West & Fenstermaker, 2002, p. 541).

From this analytical perspective, teachers associate lower classes* primarily
with low performance and academic skills in Germany (Lange-Vester, 2015) as
well as in the USA (Hatt, 2012; Morris, 2005; Rubin, 2007) and England (Dunne
& Gazeley, 2008). With regard to parents, teachers in Germany (Koevel et al.,
2021; Lange-Vester, 2015) as well as in the USA (Rubin, 2007) and England
(Dunne & Gazeley, 2008; Stanforth & Rose, 2020) also show deficient perspec-
tives. Similar results have been reported for preservice teachers from England
and Scotland. At the same time, it is argued that “professional knowledge and
communities of practice can be levers for change” regarding such deficit perspec-
tives (Ellis et al., 2016, p. 495). Based on a conceptual literature review, Hunt

3 As West and Fenstermaker use the term class, we use it here simultaneously with the term SES in the
stereotype research cited.

4 The following studies focused on different factors representing low-class origin (e.g., poverty, milieu,
class, receipt of free school lunch).
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and Seiver (2018) conclude that teachers predominantly have deficit perspectives
regarding lower-class students.

Although low-class origins take various forms (Hunt & Seiver, 2018), no pre-
vious studies have examined the differentiations made by (preservice) teachers
regarding different low-class origins (e.g., working poor and welfare recipients).
West and Fenstermaker extend their approach to Doing Differences by borrowing
from the Doing Class approach. For them,

doing difference renders the social arrangements based on [...] class cat-
egory accountable as normal and natural, that is, as legitimate, ways of
organizing social life. Differences among people that are created by this
process can then be portrayed as fundamental and enduring dispositions
(West & Fenstermaker, 2002, p. 541).

Individual differentiations can be linked to cultural stereotypes by understand-
ing them as individually relevant categorizations and stereotyping given content
based on cultural stereotypical knowledge about those categories (Hirschauer,
2021). From this perspective, we understand Doing Difference as a two-step pro-
cess on an individual level. First, social categories are constructed (e.g., welfare
recipients) and people are categorized into these social groups. Secondly, these
categories have to be filled with generalized beliefs about the members of this
category, which can be understood as stereotypes (Imhoff, 2021). The different
stereotypes about the social categories then create differences between these cat-
egories. Moreover, the focus on individual explicitly constructed differentiations
allows access to underlying implicit stereotypical beliefs (Budde, 2013). There-
fore, Doing Difference is an approach which allows us to postulate that cultural
stereotypes are constructed and reproduced by individual actions and thoughts
(Doings) if these cultural stereotypes and categorizations are relevant on an
explicit and/or implicit individual level. As other studies have already examined
constructions of difference in school related to different social categories (Macho-
veova, 2017; Merl, 2021; Riegel, 2012; Stoll, 2014), our study focuses on preser-
vice teachers’ differentiations between welfare recipients and the working poor.

2.1 Thisresearch

The purpose of our study was to fully assess preservice teachers’ perceptions of
welfare recipients and the working poor. To this end, we surveyed both cultural
stereotypes and individual stereotypes in the form of constructions of difference
(Eagly & Mladinic, 1989; West & Fenstermaker, 1995). Our objective was to
gain a deeper insight into the perceptions of different low SES origins, which has
already been acquired in non-school settings. Based on research desiderata for
school-based studies, we formulated the following main research question:

(How) do preservice teachers differentiate between welfare recipients and
the working poor?
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2.1.1 Quantitative study (Study 1)

To answer the main research question, we focused on cultural stereotypes in a quan-
titative study and formulated the following research question:

Research Question (RQ1): (How) do the quantity, content, and valence of
preservice teachers’ explicit knowledge of cultural stereotypes about welfare
recipients and the working poor differ?

Based on our descriptions of stereotypes regarding the poor across the board, and
welfare recipients and the working poor in particular, we formulated the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1) Preservice teachers cite a higher number of negative cultural ste-
reotypes toward welfare recipients than toward the working poor overall.

Hypothesis 2 (H2) Preservice teachers cite a lower number of positive cultural ste-
reotypes toward welfare recipients than toward the working poor overall.

2.1.2 Qualitative study (Study 2)

Our qualitative study focused on preservice teachers’ individual stereotypes in the
form of constructions of difference. Since these individual differentiations can be
linked to cultural stereotypes (Hirschauer, 2021), we were also interested in how the
preservice teachers explain and justify their individual differentiations. Therefore,
we formulated the following research questions:

Research Question (RQ2): (How) do preservice teachers construct differ-
ences between welfare recipients and the working poor?

e (RQ2.1.) How do they explain their constructed differences?
e (RQ2.2.) How do they justify their constructed differences?

3 Methodical approach

Using a convergent mixed methods design, we surveyed preservice teachers in
a qualitative and a quantitative study with different samples (Creswell & Plano-
Clark, 2011; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Furthermore, we aligned our approach
with considerations of American pragmatism (Dewey, 1998; Hall, 2013), which
enabled us to see qualitative and quantitative research’s different epistemologi-
cal and methodological foundations as compatible (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,
2004). Indeed, the various approaches allowed us to take a broad view of the
studied phenomena (Hall, 2013). The different research questions under the
main research question contributed to this complementary perspective. One of
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Planning Planning
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Theoretical Theoretical
* Doing Difference (West & Approach Reference to”| Approach * Cultural Stereotypes (Eagly
Fenstermaker, 1995) QUAL W QUANT & Mladinic, 1989)
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* Problem-Centered Collection Collection || « Open-Ended Production
Interviews (Witzel, 2000; Task (Bonefeld & Karst,
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- Grounded Theory (Corbin Data. Data' * Quant. Content Analysis
R, Analysis Analysis (Coe & Scacco, 2017)
& Strauss, 1990; Willig,
2008) QUAL QUANT * Rep. Measures ANOVA
with Independent Variables
Merging of
the Results

Fig. 1 Model of our convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011); QUAL qualita-
tive study, QUANT quantitative study

the research questions focused on cultural stereotypes (RQ1) and the other on
individual stereotypes in the form of individual constructions of difference (RQ2)
(Bryman, 2006; Greene et al., 1989). On the one hand, the quantitative question
allowed us to broadly determine the perceived distribution of cultural stereotypes.
On the other hand, the qualitative question allowed us to focus on the individ-
ual in order to fully assess individual differentiation and underlying explicit and
implicit stereotypes (Budde, 2013). These different approaches to the individual
and cultural levels also allowed us to explain the results of one study with the
help of the results of the other study (Bryman, 2006). The results from the two
studies are integrated and related to each other in a joint discussion. In addition,
the joint discussion of the theoretical approaches leading to the main research
question further ensures the integration of the two studies (Fetters et al., 2013).

Based on these considerations, our study design (Fig. 1) was as follows:

The two sub-studies conducted within the mixed methods approach are
explained below.
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3.1 Quantitative study (Study 1)

The quantitative study was conducted online and was a replication study of previ-
ous studies by Bonefeld & Karst (2020) and Kahraman and Knoblich (2000) which
focused on migration background. In an open-ended production task, participants
were asked to write down as many cultural stereotypes as possible (max. 15) about
welfare recipients (“Hartz-4") and the working poor (“Einkommensarmut”).

It should be noted that using the term “welfare” can be criticized for two reasons.
Firstly, the term is associated with stigmatizing sexist, racist, and classist stereo-
types (Reppond & Bullock, 2018). Secondly, in contrast to welfare benefits for the
unemployed (“Hartz-4"), welfare benefits such as child benefits (“Kindergeld”) are
not subject to a substantial change in Germany (e.g., cost reduction and disciplinary
measures) and are also not the target of negative stereotyping. Thus, the term “wel-
fare” generalizes when only the stereotyping of recipients of unemployment benefits
is meant (Sandermann, 2014). Therefore, we use this term only to ensure connec-
tivity with international welfare studies. Moreover, the participants in both studies
were not confronted with the term “welfare” but “Hartz-4". This term is a colloquial
term in Germany to describe unemployment benefits and is also used in media for-
mats, for example (Thiele, 2017).

The participants were informed that the stereotypes did not have to correspond to
their individual stereotypes, and that all statements would be recorded anonymously.
The production tasks on the two different backgrounds were presented in a rand-
omized order. The participants had at least three minutes per task. After the three
minutes had elapsed, they had the option of continuing by pressing “continue.”

3.1.1 Sample

The participants were contacted using mailing lists and forums for preservice teach-
ers and lectures at 11 universities. The preservice teachers participated via a link in
the respective mails, forum entries, and lectures. Participation was voluntary and
under the guarantee of anonymity for the study participants. A total of 196 preser-
vice high school (In Germany: “Gymnasium”) teachers participated in the survey.
Depending on the university, the participants could choose between entering a raffle
or receiving credit points for participating in the study. Here, too, the anonymity of
the participants was guaranteed by not establishing any contact with the scientists
conducting this study.

On average, the participants were in the 7-8th semester of their teacher training
program (SD=35.5). Of the participants, 75% reported themselves as female and
16.3% as male. The rest of the participants assigned themselves to other gender cat-
egories (1.5%) or did not specify their gender (7.1%). Therefore, in accordance with
the gender distribution in Germany in high school teacher training, women are over-
represented, and men are underrepresented in our study (Statistisches Bundesamt,
2022). In total, 30.1% had a migration background; that is, they or at least one of
their parents was not born in Germany. A representative survey of student teachers
showed that about 20% have a migration background, which is why students with a
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migration background are overrepresented in our study (Wolf et al., 2021). Regard-
ing welfare, 11.8% of participants reported that at least one of their parents had pre-
viously received welfare (‘“Hartz-4").

We determined the SES of the participants using information on their parents’
occupations. These data were transformed into values for “International Socio-Eco-
nomic Index of Occupational Status” (ISEI) (Ganzeboom, 2010; Ganzeboom et al.,
1992; International Labour Office, 2012). The ISEI scale represents a standardized
international scale that considers income and the educational background required
for a job. To estimate SES, we used the highest ISEI score of one of the two par-
ents (HISEI), which allows international and longitudinal comparability. This also
avoided the problem that the participants’ estimate of their parents’ income might
be inaccurate (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik & Warner, 1998). The sample had a mean HISEI
of 55.15 (SD=16.27). Slightly higher HISEI values were reported in other studies
with preservice teachers studying high school (Gymnasium) teaching in Germany
(Cramer, 2010; Puderbach, 2016).

3.1.2 Analysis

A quantitative content analysis was conducted (Bonefeld & Karst, 2020; Coe &
Scacco, 2017). To this end, we created a codebook with different inductive content
categories based on the stereotypes written by 50 randomly selected participants
(see Supplementary Information for an example of the codebook for selected content
categories: Table SI1). In addition, we added the valences “negative,” “neutral,” and
“positive” deductively. Subsequently, two research assistants who were not involved
in the research process coded the different data sets based on the codebook using
MAXQDA2020 (VERBI Software, 2021).

Kappa values were then calculated in MAXQDA to check the reliability of the
assignment to the content categories and assignment to the valences. We checked
the interrater reliability using kappa values since these are firstly suitable for cat-
egorical data and, secondly, consider the randomness of the assignments by the two
raters for a category system with more than two categories (Brennan & Prediger,
1981; Gwet, 2014). The value for the content categories was kappa=.82. The value
for the valence was kappa=.88. Both kappa values were thus almost perfect, in
accordance with Landis and Koch (1977).

Regarding different categorizations, in a next step, the raters discussed their dif-
ferent categorizations and agreed on a common content category and valence. The
following table (Table 1) shows some exemplary categorizations. For instance, a
negative stereotype mentioned for the content category “commitment” was laziness.
In contrast, a positive stereotype was diligence.

Finally, an ANOVA with repeated measures was calculated, which will be
explained in the Results Section.
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Table 1 Examples of the categorized cultural stereotypes

Content category Valence

Negative Neutral Positive
Social status Outsider Pensioner Important Professions
Consumption & mate-  Poor Public transport Double income

rial goods
Education Stupid No high school diploma Intelligence
Commitment Lazy Architect of his or her ~ Diligent
own fortune
Family conditions Lack of support by Many children Interested parents
parents

Social behavior Antisocial Direct Courageous
Emotional state Shame Introverted Fighter mentality
Health Overweight Disability Conscious diet
Sense of responsibility ~ Dirty household Obligations Independent
Outward appearance Ugly Tattoos Neat appearance

3.2 Qualitative study (Study 2)

The qualitative study was designed as an interview study with problem-centered
interviews (Witzel, 2000; Witzel & Reiter, 2012). To this end, we adopted Scharff’s
(2008) understanding of interviews as situations in which interviewees construct
possible differences. In line with the research question, the interview guideline
aimed at capturing the preservice teachers’ individual constructions of difference
regarding the working poor and welfare recipients (‘“Hartz-4") (for the translated
Interview guide see Supplementary Information: Table SI2).

3.2.1 Sample

We conducted 11 interviews with preservice high school (in Germany: “Gymna-
sium”) teachers. The participants were recruited at two German universities in dif-
ferent Federal States using mailing lists and posts in forums for preservice teachers.
The preservice teachers then contacted the first author of this study to arrange an
interview appointment. The first author then conducted interviews with all preser-
vice high school teachers who came forward. Participants received 12 Euros for
their participation. At one of the universities, they could choose between 12 Euros
and credit points they had to collect as part of their degree program by participat-
ing in studies. We held ten interviews using video conferencing software and one
interview face-to-face. The interviews had a mean length of 45.32 min (SD=07.16).
For the analysis of the interviews, we excluded one interview because this was the
only interview where a third person was present, while in all other interviews only
the first author as well as the interviewee were present. In addition, the interviewee
seemed uncertain about the meaning of Hartz-4.
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Before the interview, interviewees answered a companion questionnaire which
collected their sociodemographic data. On average, the preservice teachers, whose
interviews were analyzed, had completed 5 semesters of the teacher training pro-
gram (SD=3.02). Regarding gender, 70% reported themselves as female (30% as
male). Overall, 50% indicated that they had a migration background because they or
one of their parents was not born in Germany. In addition, 30% reported that they or
their parents received welfare (‘“Hartz-4). The sample had a mean HISEI of 49.25
(SD=15.95), which was lower than the mean HISEI of the sample in our quantita-
tive study.

After the interviews were conducted, the audio recordings were transcribed
according to content-specific semantic transcription rules (Dresing & Pehl, 2018;
for the English translation, see Kuckartz & Ridiker, 2019). MAXQDA software was
used for the transcription and following analysis (VERBI Software, 2021).

3.2.2 Analysis

Subsequently, the interviews were analyzed according to grounded theory (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967). However, the orientation towards the principles of grounded theory
only took place in relation to the analysis, as the research questions were already for-
mulated in advance through the chosen mixed-methods design. In addition, due to
the extensive mixed-methods design, the sampling did not include theoretical sam-
pling, as only an analysis of the initially collected interview material took place.
Accordingly, we followed an abbreviated grounded theory (Willig, 2008) applied
solely to the analysis of the data material.

The goal was not to develop a universalistic theory but rather a common, so-
called middle-range theory that could be explained by the interviews (Bryant &
Charmaz, 2007). Following the methodological principles of grounded theory, we
did not focus on the representativeness of the interviewees but on a broad view of
the phenomenon of individual differentiations between the working poor and wel-
fare recipients (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). This approach required constant inductive-
deductive comparison between the interviews (Bryant & Charmaz, 2012).

For this purpose, we initially coded openly to break down the material with a
focus on our research questions (RQ2, RQ2.1, RQ2.2). Axial and selective cod-
ing processes allowed us to formulate increasingly abstract categories (Corbin &
Strauss, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The resulting core categories represented
the preservice teachers’ constructions of difference (Hirschauer, 2021; West &
Fenstermaker, 1995) between welfare recipients and the working poor across the
interviews.

4 Results of the quantitative study (Study 1)
For our quantitative study, we used SPSS to calculate an ANOVA with repeated

measures with the factors: group (welfare recipients vs. working poor), content cate-
gory (social status vs. consumption & material goods vs. education vs. commitment
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Table 2 Average number of

Content category Mean and standard deviation
cultural stereotypes named

by the preservice teachers per Social status M=361,SD=2.76
content category

Consumption and material goods M=3.07,SD=2.68
Education M=199,5SD=1.72
Commitment M=1.76,SD=1.53
Family conditions M=121,8SD=1.34
Social behavior M=092,5D=12
Emotional state M=0.93,8SD=1.37
Health M=0.74, SD=1
Sense of responsibility M=0.54, SD=0.81
Outward appearance M=0.38,SD=0.76

vs. family conditions vs. social behavior vs. emotional state vs. health vs. sense of
responsibility vs. outward appearance), and valence (positive vs. neutral vs. nega-
tive). The number of written stereotypes was used as the dependent variable.

4.1 Main effects

The ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of group, F(1, 195)=11.27, p<.001,
n%=.06. The preservice teachers named more cultural stereotypes toward welfare
recipients (M =8.06, SD=3.74) than toward the working poor (M =7.09, SD=3.4).
Regarding the main effect of valence, Mauchly’s test for sphericity indicated that
the assumption of sphericity was violated, X2(2) 50.4, p<.001. Therefore, the
degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse—Geisser estimates of sphe-
ricity (e=.81). The ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of valence, F(1.63,
317.38)=586.09, p<.001, n>=.74. The preservice teachers named more nega-
tive (M=11.29, SD=4.62) than neutral (M =2.86, SD=2.9) and positive (M =1,
SD=1.58) cultural stereotypes in total. For the main effect of content categories,
the assumption of sphericity was also violated, X2(44) 689.9, p<.001. Degrees of
freedom were corrected according to Greenhouse—Geisser estimates of sphericity
(e=.56). The ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of content category, F(5.02,
977.98)=87.63, p<.001, n2 =.31. The distribution of the mentioned cultural stereo-
types across the content categories can be traced in Table 2.

4.2 Interaction effects

Mauchly’s test for sphericity indicated that the assumption of sphericity was vio-
lated for the interaction effect group*valence, X2(2) =164.23, p <.001. Therefore,
the degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse—Geisser estimates of
sphericity (¢=.64). The group had a significant interaction effect on the quan-
tity of stereotypes in the difference valences, F(1.27, 248.23)=56.1, p<.001,

@ Springer



790 0.Yendell et al.

Table 3 Average number of

Valence Welfare recipients Working poor
cultural stereotypes named
by the preservice teachers per Negative M=6.69 M=46
group and per valence P 3 o D 2 9
Neutral M=122 M=1.64
SD=1.45 SD=1.8
Positive M=0.15 M=0.85
SD=0.49 SD=1.48

n%=.22. The cultural stereotypes named per group and the valences can be found
in Table 3.

Mauchly’s test for sphericity indicated that the assumption of sphericity
was also violated for the interaction effect group*content category*valence,
X2(17O)=2128.47, p <.001. Therefore, the degrees of freedom were also cor-
rected using Greenhouse—Geisser estimates of sphericity (e=.51). The ANOVA
revealed a significant interaction effect of group vs. content category vs. valence,
F(9.16, 1786.81)=23.42, p<.001, n2= .11. To show the direction of this effect,
we performed Bonferroni-corrected pairwise comparisons with an alpha signifi-
cance level of .05. The following sections present the results of these pairwise
comparisons. To facilitate comparison, they are structured identically. First, in
each chapter, we report the results for stereotypes with a negative valence, then
for those with a neutral valence, and finally for those with a positive valence. The
results can also be seen in the figures (Fig. 2 for negative valence, Fig. 3 for neu-
tral valence, Fig. 4 for positive valence). The rounded values can be traced in the
Supplementary Information (TableSI3, TableSI4, and TableSI5).

4.2.1 Social status
The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1. A significantly (p =.014) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,;=0.28,
95%-CI1 [0.06, 0.50]).

2. A significantly (p <.001) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a neutral
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mz=—0.52,
95%-CI [-0.67, —0.36]).

3. A significantly (p =.002) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a positive
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (M= —0.06,
95%-CI [-0.10, —0.02]).

4.2.2 Consumption and material goods

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:
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Fig.2 Rounded average number of cultural stereotypes with a negative valence named by preservice
teachers per group and per content category (Error bars represent the confidence interval (95%); signifi-
cant differences between groups are marked)
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Fig.3 Rounded average number of cultural stereotypes with a neutral valence named by preservice
teachers per group and per content category (Error bars represent the confidence interval (95%); signifi-
cant differences between groups are marked)

1. No significant differences (p =.089) between the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a negative valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=0.18, 95%-CI [- 0.03, 0.39]).

2. A significantly (p =.004) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a neutral
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,,;=0.18,
95%-CI [0.06, 0.30]).

3. A significantly (p =.018) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a positive
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (M= —0.05,
95%-CI [—0.09, —0.01]).
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Positive Valence
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Fig.4 Rounded average number of cultural stereotypes with a positive valence named by preservice
teachers per group and per content category (Error bars represent the confidence interval (95%); signifi-
cant differences between groups are marked)

4.2.3 Education

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

No significant differences (p =.899) in the amount of cultural stereotypes with
a negative valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=0.01, 95%-CI [-0.15, 0.17]).

No significant differences (p =.862) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.06, 0.05]).

A significantly (p =.049) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a positive
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (M ;= —0.05,
95%-CI [—0.09, 0.00]).

4.2.4 Commitment

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

A significantly (p <.001) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,,;=0.95,
95%-CI1 [0.81, 1.10]).

No significant differences (p=.319) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpg=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.02, 0.01]).

A significantly (p <.001) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a positive
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,z=-0.36,
95%-CI [—0.48, —0.25]).
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4.2.5 Family conditions

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1.

No significant differences (p =.500) in the amount of cultural stereotypes with
a negative valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=0.04,95%-CI [-0.07, 0.14]).

No significant differences (p=.154) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=—10.07, 95%-CI [-0.16, 0.03]).

No significant differences (p =.058) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a positive valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.03, 95%-CI [-0.06, 0.01]).

4.2.6 Social behavior

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1.

A significantly (p <.001) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,,;=0.34,
95%-CI [0.22, 0.47]).

No significant differences (p =.481) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.04, 0.02]).

No significant differences (p =.095) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a positive valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.05, 95%-CI [-0.10, 0.01]).

4.2.7 Emotional state

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1.

A significantly (p =.004) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (M ,;=—0.24,
95%-CI [—0.39, —0.08]).

No significant differences (p =.083) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.02, 95%-CI [-0.03, 0.00]).

No significant differences (p =.467) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a positive valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=—10.02, 95%-CI [-0.08, 0.04]).

4.2.8 Health

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:
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A significantly (p=.015) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfre recipients than for the working poor (M ,;=0.14,
95%-CI1 [0.03, 0.25]).

No significant differences (p =.656) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.03, 0.02]).

No significant differences (p=.319) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a positive valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.02, 0.01]).

4.2.9 Sense of responsibility

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1.

A significantly (p <.001) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,,;=0.20,
95%-CI [0.11, 0.29]).

No significant differences (p=.158) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpp=0.01, 95%-CI [0.00, 0.02]).

A significantly (p <.001) lower number of cultural stereotypes with a positive
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (M= —0.08,
95%-CI [-0.12, —0.03]).

4.2.10 Outward appearance

The Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analysis revealed:

1.

A significantly (p <.001) higher number of cultural stereotypes with a negative
valence mentioned for welfare recipients than for the working poor (Mp,;;=0.18,
95%-C1[0.10, 0.26]).

No significant differences (p=.249) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a neutral valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=0.02, 95%-CI [-0.01, 0.06]).

No significant differences (p=.319) in the amount of cultural stereotypes
with a positive valence mentioned for welfare recipients and the working poor
(Mpy=—10.01, 95%-CI [-0.02, 0.01]).

4.3 Summary of the quantitative study

Overall, more cultural stereotypes were mentioned toward welfare recipients than

the

working poor. In addition, overall, more negative cultural stereotypes were

named toward welfare recipients than the working poor, and more positive cultural
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stereotypes were named toward the working poor than welfare recipients. Accord-
ingly, these findings confirm H1 and H2.

A deeper look at the cultural stereotypes, however, reveals that the distribution
differed in the content categories. A significantly higher number of the negative ste-
reotypes toward welfare recipients were related to social status. Also, a significantly
higher number of the negative stereotypes toward welfare recipients referred to indi-
vidual behaviors (commitment, social behavior, sense of responsibility). These sig-
nificant differences were also evident for the individual characteristics health and
outward appearance. Interestingly, a significantly higher number of the stereotypes
toward the working poor were related to emotional state.

The picture was reversed for stereotypes with a positive valence. For the con-
tent categories social status, consumption & material goods, and education, the pre-
service teachers mentioned significantly more stereotypes toward the working poor
than toward welfare recipients. This also applied to the content categories commit-
ment and sense of responsibility, which refer to behavioral patterns. Corresponding
results are also shown in previous international studies, in which it is shown that the
working poor are perceived less negatively in terms of a sense of responsibility than
welfare recipients (Henry et al., 2004; Suomi et al., 2022). Our findings thus fit in
with other studies showing that welfare recipients are perceived as responsible for
their poverty situation and not very reciprocal in taking more from society than they
give back (Schofield et al., 2019; Suomi et al., 2022). This narrative is also found
in media formats that portray the working poor, as opposed to welfare recipients, as
hard-working and structurally disadvantaged (Henry et al., 2004; Thiele, 2017).

Overall, both groups (welfare recipients and the working poor) were perceived by
preservice teachers as typically subject to negative cultural stereotypes, as already
reported by other studies in non-school settings (Asbrock, 2010; Bye et al., 2014;
Fiske et al., 2002). Similar to previous findings (Suomi et al., 2020, 2022), in our
study with a focus on cultural stereotypes, welfare recipients were stereotyped more
negatively overall (across different content categories) than the working poor. Inter-
estingly, when it comes to negative stereotypes, predominantly individual character-
istics and behaviors were mentioned more frequently in relation to welfare recipients
than to the working poor.

5 Results of the qualitative study (Study 2)

In the following, we report the results of the grounded theory analysis of the inter-
views. We reconstructed four individual constructions of difference and combined
them to form one model. These individual constructions of difference are described
in the following sections.
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5.1 Public perception

All preservice teachers constructed differences related to public perception. Welfare
recipients were consistently described as a group that received more negative public-
ity than the working poor. In their descriptions, the preservice teachers often pointed
to negative media portrayals of welfare recipients. For instance, Julia® reported:

Um, I could actually imagine that just in the media [...] a lot has actually been
done, perhaps also just in my generation, unfortunately. [...] I think there are
often shown people [...] who just, yes, do not do so much in their lives, and I
think that this has already led to a very, very stigmatized image of a Hartz-4°
recipient with many, unfortunately.’

According to the preservice teachers, this negative public perception of welfare
recipients is also negotiated in conversations with friends, families, or colleagues.
Etienne reported that his friends: “picked up [memes] somewhere, and then [...]
they make fun of them and stuff like that.” Biisra reported hearing from her family
that welfare recipients do not look for jobs and pretend to be sick. Accordingly, she
said: “I also believe that there are many [people] who just exploit this.”

In their descriptions of the possible realities of welfare recipients’ lives, they refer
to this critical public sphere and justify why it is complicated to develop a differen-
tiated view of welfare recipients. For example, concerning welfare recipients, Ada
reported:

I would say [...] that has a lot to do with stereotyping, with prejudices, with (.)
the media landscape [...]. And I would say that this stigma is incredibly strong
[...]. But in character traits, in attitude to life, characteristics, although the peo-
ple don’t know what stories are behind them at all.

The negative stereotypes named were often not based on personal experiences,
which is why Carolina described welfare recipients as an “invisible class.” In this
context, “invisibility” referred primarily to the lack of experience or contact with
welfare recipients. However, invisibility related to the working poor is of a different
kind. Referring to the working poor, preservice teachers reported that they remain
relatively invisible in the public discourse. Thus Alina said: “So I think that is some-
thing that you do not notice at all.” Nadine distinguished the working poor even
more clearly from welfare recipients by describing the working poor: “You don’t
really know what it means when both parents or only one parent works, but earns
very little. I think there is a clear border to Hartz-4 recipients.”

Furthermore, the preservice teachers described the negative publicity regarding
welfare recipients in school. For instance, Carolina recalled her school days and

5 All names and places are pseudonymized.

% We have not translated "Hartz-4" into “welfare recipients” in the quotes to show that the differentia-
tions refer to “Hartz-4" recipients in Germany.

7 The quotes have been translated from German into English. The original quotes and associated transla-
tions can be traced in the Supplementary Information: Table SI6.
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explained: “When I went to school [...]. There were jokes about it [Hartz-4] all the
time, or it was used as a swear word.” Julia, who works as a substitute teacher at a
school while studying, also reported on the critical perception of welfare recipients
at her college:

But, um, apparently, if you’ve experienced this for many years and everyone
else agrees with you, then it’s somehow seen as okay, and it’s already the case
that stereotypes are clearly spread among my colleagues, and no one asks
again. And it’s just very easy to follow these stereotypes and say, ‘Yes, the
parents are Hartz-4 recipients. No wonder [...] they are lazy and don’t want
anything else, and now the child doesn’t want anything else either!” Yes. And
they don’t even look for a different explanation or a different way, but it’s just
the simplest one, and everyone goes with that.

In this way, the students are held responsible for their parents’ situation as welfare
recipients. And, what is more, teachers draw conclusions about the parents’ and chil-
dren’s attitudes to work and school tasks based on this situation.

Regarding negative public perception, however, some preservice teach-
ers described how some personal contact with welfare recipients enables them to
develop a more differentiated view of them than the prevailing critical view voiced
in public discourse. Nadine stated in the interview that conversations with a fam-
ily member who works at the employment office have supported her in achieving
a differentiated view of welfare recipients. As a result, she has moved away from
the opinion that welfare recipients simply do not want to work toward the percep-
tion that: “It is extremely difficult to break out of this system when you are stuck in
Hartz-4.”

In all interviews, the preservice teachers described welfare recipients as being the
subject of public critique, while the working poor remain invisible in public dis-
course. However, the responses of the preservice teachers to this difference varied.
Some followed the negative public perception of welfare recipients, but others disa-
greed grounded in personal contact. This different handling is illustrated in the two
following individual constructions of difference.

5.2 Individual failure of welfare recipients

Some preservice teachers constructed differences regarding the underlying cause
of welfare recipients’ situation and that of the working poor. In this context, they
mainly attributed the situation of welfare recipients to their individual failure, while
the situation of the working poor was much more likely to be attributed to a struc-
tural problem. Lisa pointed out this difference by describing the life realities of both
backgrounds:

Um, yes I think these are people [working poor] who want to work, who are
very ambitious, and also want to earn money. And they can’t help it that they
earn less than they might/than they are really entitled to. Um, yes, and I see the
people who receive Hartz-4 rather as: ‘Yes, I lean back and sit down at times
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on the couch and, yes, look at what is happening while I first smoke a ciga-
rette. [...]" And, yes, as I said, they are not so ambitious, not so aspiring [...].

Whereas these preservice teachers tended to ignore structural connections related to
the situation of welfare recipients, they were much more likely to explain the situa-
tion of the working poor with structural issues. They often described the situation as
a vicious cycle, which the working poor cannot break out of without support. Ada’s
assessment of the working poor’s situation was as follows:

And then they’re kind of caught in this cycle [...]. I think I would just go crazy.
It’s this helplessness, this hopelessness because I think (.) it’s very hard to get
out of it because/I think you just have to get a chance to do something else, to
acquire new skills. And otherwise, you always stay in the same position.

This description was often accompanied by statements on how competitive the
world of work is and how unfairly the working poor are treated. Carolina related this
to professions in the social sector: “People in the end also work 8 h and get so much
done. And [...] our society [...] or policy, that [...] does nothing. Therefore, people
just do not have much money.”

Individual failure, which was named by some preservice teachers as the cause of
welfare recipients’ situation, was often linked to perceived laziness, lack of moti-
vation, and lack of commitment. These attributions of characteristics can also be
found in the interviews about school. Alina pointed to a lack of interest in education
among some parents who receive welfare and suggested: “that this shows a very
poor role model function. So [...] simply this idea that you can also stay at home
[...]is very tempting for children, and that they then perhaps don’t try so hard some-
how.” Thus, welfare recipients are opposed to educational processes and schooling
because of their characteristics. From this point of view, their children succeed in
school only if they behave in an opposing manner to their parents. Julia explained:
“Either one does what one somehow also knows from one’s parents because it has
become the normal way prepared [...] or one wishes just exactly the opposite, to get
out of the same way.” The family was described as deficient and, at the same time,
from the perspective of these preservice teachers, there seems to be no or only a lim-
ited possibility of ensuring that the children of welfare recipients have a promising
school career.

5.3 Position within society

Another constructed differentiation was found related to the social position of the
two groups. This differentiation is more descriptive and does not focus on the cause
of a particular life situation. It was constructed primarily by the preservice teachers
who reported that they had personal contact with welfare recipients. The working
poor were described as more integrated than welfare recipients due to their status as
workers. Thus, Felix reported.

Um, yes, so I see this actually very positive thing, working life, being involved,
which is also participation, which forms the identity of many people. [...] Par-
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ticipation in working life is also participation in social life [...]. I would then
again more strongly differentiate from the participation [...] of Hartz-4 recipi-
ents, who are just really so settled in the very lower segment, where there is
then perhaps not even enough for it [participation].

However, the working poor were not perceived as fully integrated within society. In
this regard, the preservice teachers repeatedly referred to the income situation of the
working poor. Matthias noted that some people: “had to go into the areas that pay
less financially and then had to live with a lower hourly wage and everything. And
that it then resulted in such a way that one then slips into this low-income society
[...].” Ada commented: “These people are also somewhere simply on the fringes of
society and are not noticed at all. Simply not appreciated [...].” This shows that the
pursuit of gainful employment is, to a certain extent, seen as a yardstick for social
integration.

Furthermore, according to some of the preservice teachers, government support
of welfare recipients represents a dependency relationship, making welfare recipi-
ents more likely to be seen as outside society than the working poor. Additionally,
welfare recipients were often not seen as having enough support to change their life
situation. Felix elaborated: “Well, it’s not like I have any options as a Hartz-4 person
except to go to the employment office and see what they can find for me and take
some measures or something.” This perceived higher level of social exclusion also
leads to a perception that welfare recipients have poorer educational opportunities.
Biisra suggested that welfare recipients lose the connection to the necessary edu-
cational resources because of their status and “that [...] it is very difficult for them
to [...] catch up with the new status.” Overall, welfare recipients were described as
more passive than the working poor because of their perceived dependence. Here,
the focus was not on the supposed individual failure of welfare recipients, but more
on the failure of state institutions, such as employment offices, schools, or teachers.
These descriptions of welfare recipients were reduced to their life circumstances, but
rarely addressed their personality, competencies, interests, and ambitions.

5.4 Justification

The two constructions of difference (“individual failure of welfare recipients”
and “position within society”) open up different kinds of justification. As wel-
fare recipients are often described as failing individually, they also have to justify
themselves individually more often than the working poor. Carolina said: “You
want to know [...] always exactly, from someone who gets Hartz-4, WHY do you
get that [...]?” Lisa attributed the social disintegration of welfare recipients to the
individual behavior of some welfare recipients, which in turn results in the nega-
tive response to them:

And then people also tend to say: ’Oh, God, no. He’s too antisocial for me!” [...] I
don’t necessarily want to take myself completely out of it. And from this then arises,
I would say, a not so good integration of Hartz-4-families [...] into the normal, in
quotation marks, society.
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While welfare recipients were more frequently expected to justify their position,
the working poor tended to be met more often with compassion and understanding
by preservice teachers. Furthermore, most preservice teachers proactively looked for
reasons to justify their (precarious) living situation. Julia, for example, said: “Well, I
think that in society, um, as I said, people who live in poverty tend to be pitied, and
people tend to look for reasons why they ended up in this situation.” Regarding the
working poor, the preservice teachers also voiced a lack of understanding of “the
system.” Alina remarked: “that you feel terribly sorry for people who work and then
don’t get enough money for it. [...] It’s totally unfair [...].”

Nevertheless, not all preservice teachers supported the individual responsibili-
zation of welfare recipients. The preservice teachers (Felix, Nadine, and Carolina)
who tended to make a more descriptive differentiation between welfare recipients
and the working poor (“position within society”) also criticized the welfare system.
Their criticism referred to insufficient financial support and lack of support for edu-
cational processes. This was also linked to the criticism that the welfare system and
schools contribute to the perpetuation of welfare receipt across generations. Nadine
reported: “that teachers need to be, um, more active in supporting” students from
families receiving welfare. She concluded: “that the main key [is] always through
education, especially through the support of children and young people [...] with
this disadvantaged background. [...] I think these are good approaches.”

These ambiguities show that the obligation of justification of welfare recipients
extend along a continuum. None of the preservice teachers formulated an exclusively
individual failure of all welfare recipients. Even the preservice teachers who frequently
referred to the individual failure of welfare recipients (Lisa, Alina, Julia, Etienne,
Biisra) specified, at the same time, that this did not apply to all welfare recipients. On
the other hand, the preservice teachers who reported more structural problems in con-
nection with welfare recipients (Felix, Carolina, Nadine) also stated that some welfare
recipients take advantage of the welfare system and fail individually. Taken together,
these differences indicate that the preservice teachers shared the perspective that wel-
fare recipients first have to prove that their situation is not due to their individual failure.
The required proof, however, extended along a continuum, as some preservice teachers
were very suspicious of the majority of welfare recipients, while other preservice teach-
ers took a stronger perspective on structural problem situations for welfare recipients.

This continuum also applied to the working poor, but the interviews revealed an
opposite orientation. As described above, the focus on the working poor was much
more on structural problems, which means that these structures or the actors in these
structures (e.g., schools or teachers) have to justify the situation of the working poor.
However, this view also extended along a continuum, as some interviewees were very
critical of the structural problems, while others were less critical. In contrast to the situ-
ation of welfare recipients, however, these different views did not focus on the indi-
vidual obligation of the working poor to justify their situation.
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6 Summary of the qualitative study

The following is a summary of the results in the light of our research questions (RQ.2,
RQ2.1 and RQ2.2). All of the preservice teachers reported that the public perception of
welfare recipients is more negative than that of the working poor. This differentiation
is based primarily on negative media portrayals of welfare recipients and conversations
with friends, family, or colleagues at school. The preservice teachers find it difficult
to obtain a nuanced view of welfare recipients due to this negative public percep-
tion. In this regard, according to the preservice teachers, primarily personal contacts
with welfare recipients promote a perception of them that differs from negative public
perceptions.

The preservice teachers who have little or no contact with welfare recipients often
differentiate between the two groups by ascribing the situation of welfare recipients to
individual failure and the situation of the working poor to structural problems (“indi-
vidual failure of welfare recipients”). When explaining this, they often refer to nega-
tive public perceptions. On the other hand, the preservice teachers who have contact
with welfare recipients tend to make a differentiation in terms of the socially inferior
position of welfare recipients compared to that of the working poor (“position within
society”). Contrary to the previous differentiation, this does not focus on the opposi-
tion between the individual failure of welfare recipients and the structural problems
affecting the working poor. Overall, both differentiations result in different justification
obligations. In the case of the working poor, the “system” (e.g., politicians, schools, or
teachers) is often required to justify its actions. In the case of welfare recipients, on the
other hand, the focus is more often on the individual, with the welfare recipient having
to justify his or her situation. However, this differentiation extends along a continuum,
as some preservice teachers are highly critical of welfare recipients (“individual failure
of welfare recipients”) while others are less critical (“position within society”). These
differentiations are illustrated in the following model (Fig. 5):

7 General discussion

In our mixed methods study, we surveyed preservice teachers’ perceptions of diverse
low socioeconomic origins. We thus aimed to gain a deeper insight into perceptions
of diverse low socioeconomic origins. For this purpose, we surveyed cultural stereo-
types and individual constructions of difference related to the working poor and wel-
fare recipients in preservice teachers. Based on findings from studies in non-school
settings, we expected preservice teachers to typically hold negative stereotypes
toward the two groups. Furthermore, we expected welfare recipients to be perceived
more negatively than the working poor. Both studies revealed that preservice teach-
ers have negative perceptions about both groups, but that welfare recipients are per-
ceived more negatively than the working poor.

For both groups, more negative cultural stereotypes were mentioned than neutral
and positive ones (Study 1). Beyond that, however, differences emerged between the
groups. More cultural stereotypes were named in relation to welfare recipients than to
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Public Perception
Welfare recipients receive more negative publicity than
the working poor.

Voiced by all preservice teachers. Some follow this
negative publicity (individual failure of welfare
recipients). Others disagree with it, (often) based on
personal experience (position within society).

%

N

Individual Failure of Welfare Recipients

Welfare recipients are assumed to fail individually, while
the situation of the working poor is put down to failing
structures (e.g., failing schools). Structural problems
affecting welfare recipients are rarely discussed.

Position within Society

Welfare recipients are described as less integrated than
the working poor and are perceived to be in a more
dependent position. The supposed individual failure of
welfare recipients is rarely discussed.

Predominantly voiced by preservice teachers who
have no contact with welfare recipients and base their
differentiation on negative public perceptions of

Predominantly voiced by preservice teachers who
have contact with welfare recipients and mostly
disagree with the individualizing negative public image

welfare recipients. of welfare recipients.

& 4

Justification

Although not all preservice teachers refer exclusively to
the individual failure of welfare recipients, welfare
recipients must prove they are not among the individuals
who have failed. In the case of the working poor, actors
in structures that are (supposedly) responsible for the
situation of the working poor (e.g., social policymakers or
teachers) have to justify for the situation of the working
poor.

Voiced by all preservice teachers, but the obligation of
justifications of welfare recipients extends along a
continuum. Some preservice teachers are very critical
of welfare recipients (individual failure of welfare
recipients); others are less critical (position within
society).

Fig.5 Model of preservice teachers’ individual constructions of difference regarding the working poor
and welfare recipients

the working poor. Differences in valence were also evident, with more negative and
fewer positive cultural stereotypes named for welfare recipients. From this, we conclude
that the public perception of welfare recipients is more negative than of the working
poor, based on the perspective of preservice teachers. A look at the content categories
revealed that, in addition to social status, significantly more negative stereotypes were
named concerning welfare recipients than the working poor, especially regarding indi-
vidual characteristics (commitment, social behavior, health, sense of responsibility, and
outward appearance). For stereotypes with a positive valence, the opposite was true:
A significantly higher number of stereotypes were named toward the working poor in
the content categories social position, consumption & material goods, and education as
well as for the individual characteristics commitment and sense of responsibility.

The results from the interviews capturing the individual constructions of difference
were similar (Study 2). Deficit perspectives were evident among preservice teach-
ers toward both groups of low SES. However, welfare recipients were identified as
being exposed to more negative public perceptions in all interviews; the public have
less knowledge about the working poor. The preservice teachers reported that they find
it challenging to adopt a nuanced view of welfare recipients because of the negative
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public perception of them. Accordingly, individuals who gain information about wel-
fare recipients mainly from negative public perceptions construct a cause-related dif-
ference that attributes the cause for welfare recipients to individual failure, in line with
public perceptions, and the cause for the working poor to structural problems. Like
in the quantitative study, but on an individual level, this was associated with stereo-
typical beliefs about welfare recipients that focus on low commitment, negative social
behavior, and a low sense of responsibility. Preservice teachers who did not follow
this negative and cause-orientated public perception toward welfare recipients often
explained their perception based on personal contact with welfare recipients. They
tended to construct a descriptive difference in terms of the social status of the two
groups. The working poor were described as more integrated as a result of their work
status, while welfare recipients were described less integrated due to their (perceived)
unemployment and receipt of welfare. Although these two differentiations had differ-
ent focuses, both constructions of difference resulted in justifications that extend along
a continuum. It emerged in all interviews that it is more likely that welfare recipients
have to justify their situation individually while, in the case of the working poor, the
justification is more likely to be provided by the actors in the structures that are held
responsible for the situation of the working poor (e.g., politicians, teachers).

Overall, both studies showed that preservice teachers perceive a social-moral
dividing line between welfare recipients and the working poor, distinguishing
between (supposedly) individually failed welfare recipients and the structurally dis-
advantaged working poor (Fiske & Durante, 2019; Schofield et al., 2019). The posi-
tion of welfare recipients, which was described as socially inferior in both studies,
can be attributed to (assumed) unemployment, the receipt of welfare, and the pas-
sivity associated with it. In addition, the negative-individualizing public perception
regarding welfare recipients plays a role. Preservice teachers who base their individ-
ual stereotypes and constructions of difference solely on this negative public percep-
tion reproduced this distinction in their individual constructions of difference and
justified it with negative cultural stereotypes regarding the individual character of
welfare recipients. Some preservice teachers, however, did not adopt this differentia-
tion due to their personal experience, although they also perceived the more nega-
tive publicity about welfare recipients. The individual justification obligation, which
is more likely to be expressed toward welfare recipients, can also be related to the
cultural stereotypes that are more likely to target negative individual characteristics
at welfare recipients than at the working poor.

For upcoming school practices, the negative perception regarding the working
poor and welfare recipients could also be linked to negative performance expecta-
tions and assessments (Lorenz et al., 2016; Tobisch & Dresel, 2017). These might
be more negatively skewed for students receiving welfare than for students whose
parents are among the working poor. Overall, the preservice teachers’ perceptions
point to more internal attribution processes among students (and parents) who
receive welfare (e.g., low interest in education, laziness, low sense of responsibility).

The results of this mixed-methods study represent an extension of existing studies
that survey the stereotypes of preservice teachers toward individuals with different
SES origins (Dunkake & Schuchart, 2015; Glock & Kleen, 2020; Tobisch & Dresel,
2020). Based on our study, follow-up studies that survey stereotypes, performance
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expectations, performance ratings, or attributions of (preservice) teachers should
differentiate between individuals with different low SES origins, as our study has
shown that the working poor and welfare recipients are subjected to different stereo-
types. Nevertheless, the limitations of our study should be noted.

7.1 Limitations

Our study included only preservice teachers. Although it can be argued that the ste-
reotypes held by preservice and practicing teachers do not differ (Pit-ten Cate &
Glock, 2019), our study population did not allow a focus on actions directly taken
in schools. The broad focus of our study is also a limitation as we did not focus
directly either on students or on the preservice teachers’ future school practices in
both studies. While the broad focus was suited for an exploratory approach, subse-
quent studies should be more closely related to schools. In this context, performance
expectations, evaluations, attribution processes, and expectations of cooperation
with parents could also be collected. As our survey did not include these aspects, we
have only indirectly drawn inferences on them.

In addition, the sample was limited to preservice high school (in Germany:
“Gymnasium”) teachers, so it is not possible to draw conclusions about other types
of schools. We focused on preservice high school teachers because attendance of
high school allows direct entry into tertiary education at a university. In Germany,
students of higher SES origins are more likely to graduate from high school than
students of lower SES origins (Autorengruppe Bildungsberichterstattung, 2020)
and are more likely to enter university (Reimer & Pollak, 2010; Schindler & Lorz,
2012). Lindemann and Gangl (2019) also showed that paternal unemployment expe-
riences during secondary school reduced the chance of entering college. Based on
their mediation analysis, they suggested that the declining optimism of students con-
cerned about their career options was related to the decision, not entering university.
Since teacher action is not included in the studies cited above, we consider our study
to contribute findings pointing towards the possible tertiary effects of future high
school teachers (Esser, 2016). Nevertheless, further studies should take a compara-
tive perspective between (preservice) teachers of different school types.

On the other hand, we followed an explorative approach in both studies, as there
are neither national nor international comparable studies regarding (preservice) teach-
ers. After our approach showed different stereotyping of the working poor and welfare
recipients, further studies should aim at a representativeness of the study participants.

In addition, due to the variability of teacher training programs in Germany, we
cannot establish direct references to the individual teacher training programs at the
universities of the 16 responsible federal states. This is also against the background
that there is currently barely systematic preparation of the contents of the different
teacher training courses in Germany (Drahmann, 2020). In addition, the number of
participants in the study is too small to control for possible university differences.
Nevertheless, we can make references to the "Standing Conference of the Ministers
of Education and Cultural Affairs of the Federal States" (KMK). In this conference,
the federal and state governments agreed on common standards for teacher education
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(Craig, 2016; Drahmann, 2020). In these, a formulated competence for teacher train-
ing is that teachers should know the social [...] living conditions, any disadvantages,
impairments, and barriers of and for pupils and influence their individual develop-
ment within the framework of the school (Kultusministerkonferenz, 2019, p. 9). Our
results show that the achievement of this competence may be negatively influenced
by (negative) cultural and individual stereotypes. Nevertheless, further studies should
directly relate to university teaching concepts for preservice teachers.

Another limitation is the fact that our methodological approach allowed us to
focus only on cultural stereotypes in the quantitative study. At the same time, how-
ever, the interviews showed that the culturally shared negative stereotypes are per-
ceived by individuals and partly reproduced in individual stereotypes. A further lim-
itation is the different samples in the study. Although the different samples ensured
anonymity in the quantitative study, at the same time, the individual differentiations
are not directly comparable with simultaneously expressed cultural stereotypes. In
the future, mixed methods studies with within-samples could be considered.

7.2 Conclusion and implications

Overall, it has been shown—on a cultural and individual level—that the working
poor and welfare recipients are perceived negatively by preservice teachers, but
that welfare recipients are even more negatively perceived by preservice teachers.
Teachers participate in the educational trajectories of their students, and nega-
tive stereotypes could influence the role they play (Esser, 2016). A challenge for
future school practices is that preservice teachers have limited knowledge for
countering the negative cultural stereotypes. This might also make it challenging
for the later teachers to find a way to deal with the life situations of children of
welfare recipients and the working poor.

For teacher education, this results in the need to support preservice teachers
in acquiring a differentiated view of the two groups. To this end, various teacher
training programs are already proving effective in breaking down negative stereo-
types and promoting an understanding of the realities of life for low-SES students
(Ellis et al., 2016; Kumar & Hamer, 2013). Similar programs should be devel-
oped and evaluated for German teacher education, but targeted at specific groups
with low SES origins (e.g., working poor and welfare recipients). This could ena-
ble preservice teachers to build knowledge and, based on this, to counter negative
cultural stereotypes toward both groups, and especially the individualizing nega-
tive cultural stereotypes toward welfare recipients.

Further research projects should pay attention to the diversity of individuals with
low SES origins. Our study revealed that individuals with different low SES origins
are perceived differently by preservice teachers. Future research projects examining
the tertiary effects of (preservice) teachers should, therefore, not focus solely on
the upper category of low SES, but should acknowledge the diversity of lifestyles
within this category. This focus would allow a more comprehensive investigation of
the tertiary effects of teacher behavior in relation to diverse student backgrounds.
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Appendix

516,000 welfe reepins S £roups In % (counded)

(“Hartz-4”) in German}{ in May Unemployed 41

2022 (Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit, .

2022, p. 25) In employment (topped up with welfare benefits) 14
In labor market policy programs 11
In school, study, or vocational training 10
Parenting, household, care 8
Incapacity to work 7
Special regulations for the elderly 5
Unknown/other 4

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11218-023-09815-w.

Author contributions All authors contributed to the study conception and design. Material preparation,
data collection and analysis were performed by OY, CC, MB and KK. The first draft of the manuscript
was written by OY and all authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. All authors read
and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. Open Access funding enabled
and organized by Projekt DEAL. This study was funded by University of Mannheim. The authors have no
relevant financial or non-financial interests to disclose. Meike Bonefeld, who is listed as a co-author, is an
editorial board member of Social Psychology of Education.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons 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 licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line
to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permis-
sion directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Asbrock, F. (2010). Stereotypes of social groups in Germany in terms of warmth and competence. Social
Psychology, 41(2), 76-81. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000011

Bayer, M., Zinn, S., & Riidiger, C. (2021). Grading in secondary schools in germany: The impact of
social origin and gender. International Journal of Educational Research Open, 2, 100101. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2021.100101

Bonefeld, M., & Karst, K. (2020). Doner vs. Schweinebraten — Stereotype von (angehenden) Lehrkriften
iiber Personen deutscher und tiirkischer Herkunft im Vergleich [Doner vs. pig roast - stereotypes of
teachers (in training) about people of German and Turkish origin in comparison]. In S. Glock & H.
Kleen (Eds.), Stereotype in der Schule (pp. 159-190). Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-658-27275-3_6

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-023-09815-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-023-09815-w
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2021.100101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2021.100101
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-27275-3_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-27275-3_6

",

“I' wish | could say, ‘Yeah, both the same™: Cultural stereotypes... 807

Autorengruppe Bildungsberichterstattung. (2020). Bildung in Deutschland 2020: Ein indikatorengestiitz-
ter Bericht mit einer Analyse zu Bildung in einer digitalisierten Welt [ Education in germany 2020:
An indicator-based report with an analysis of education in a digitalized world]. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.3278/6001820gw

Boudon, R. (1974). Education, opportunity, and social inequality: Changing prospects in western soci-
ety. Wiley.

Brandmiller, C., Dumont, H., & Becker, M. (2020). Teacher perceptions of learning motivation and class-
room behavior: The role of student characteristics. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 63,
101893. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101893

Brennan, R. L., & Prediger, D. J. (1981). Coefficient kappa: Some uses, misuses, and alternatives. Edu-
cational and Psychological Measurement, 41(3), 687-699. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164481
04100307

Bryant, A., & Charmaz, K. (2007). Grounded theory research: Methods and practices. In A. Bryant & K.
Charmaz (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of grounded theory. Sage Publications.

Bryant, A., & Charmaz, K. (2012). Grounded theory and psychological research. In H. Cooper, P. M.
Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter, D. Rindskopf, & K. J. Sher (Eds.), APA handbook of research
methods in psychology, Vol 2: Research designs: Quantitative, qualitative, neuropsychological,
and biological (pp. 39-56). American Psychological Association.

Bryman, A. (2006). Integrating quantitative and qualitative research: How is it done? Qualitative
Research, 6(1), 97-113. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794106058877

Budde, J. (2013). Diversity in teachers’ assessment of pupils: Relationships between implicit and explicit
knowledge. In A.-K. Herbert, A. Kraus, & A. Herbert (Eds.), European studies on educational
practices: Vol. 3. Praxeology as a challenge: Modelling the tacit dimensions of pedagogy (pp.
89-108). Waxmann.

Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit. (2022). Monatsbericht zum Arbeits- und Ausbildungsmarkt [Monthly report on
the labour and vocational training market]. Blickpunkt Arbeitsmarkt. Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit.

Statistisches Bundesamt. (2022). Studierende: Deutschland, Semester, Nationalitit, Geschlecht, ang-
estrebte Abschlusspriifung [Students: Germany, semester, nationality, gender, aimed final exami-
nation]. Retrieved March 7, 2023 from https://www-genesis.destatis.de/genesis/online?operation=
statistic&levelindex=0&levelid=1678203198851&code=21311#abreadcrumb

Bye, H. H., Herrebrgden, H., Hjetland, G. J., Rgyset, G. @., & Westby, L. L. (2014). Stereotypes of Nor-
wegian social groups. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 55(5), 469-476. https://doi.org/10.
1111/sjop.12141

Coe, K., & Scacco, J. M. (2017). Content analysis, quantitative. In J. Matthes, C. S. Davis, & R. F. Potter
(Eds.), The international encyclopedia of communication research methods (pp. 1-11). Wiley.

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded theory research: Procedures, canons and evaluative criteria.
Zeitschrift Fiir Soziologie, 19(6), 418-427. https://doi.org/10.1515/zfs0z-1990-0602

Craig, C.J. (2016). Structure of teacher education. In M. L. Hamilton & J. Loughran (Eds.), International
handbook of teacher education (Vol. 1, pp. 69—136). Springer.

Cramer, C. (2010). Soziookonomische Stellung Lehramtsstudierender [Socioeconomic status of student
teachers]. Lehrerbildung auf dem Priifstand, 3(1), 4-22. https://doi.org/10.25656/01:14708

Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. P. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research. Sage
Publications.

Cuddy, A. J. C., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2007). The BIAS map: Behaviors from intergroup affect and
stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(4), 631-648. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.92.4.631

Dewey, J. (1998). The development of American pragmatism. In L. A. Hickman & T. M. Alexander
(Eds.), The essential Dewey: Vol. 1. Pragmatism, education, democracy (pp. 3—13). Indiana Uni-
versity Press.

Ditton, H., & Maaz, K. (2015). Soziookonomischer status und soziale ungleichheit [Socioeconomic sta-
tus and social inequality]. In H. Reinders, H. Ditton, C. Griésel, & B. Gniewosz (Eds.), Empirische
bildungsforschung: Gegenstandsbereiche (pp. 229-244). Springer.

Drahmann, M. (2020). Teacher education in Germany: A holistic view of structure, curriculum, develop-
ment and challenges. In K. Pushpanadham (Ed.), Teacher education in the global era: Perspectives
and practices (pp. 13-32). Springer.

Dresing, T., & Pehl, T. (2018). Praxisbuch Transkription: Regelsysteme, Software und praktische Anlei-
tungen fiir qualitative Forscherinnen [Transcription practice manual: Rule systems, software and
practical instructions for qualitative researchers] (8th ed.). dr. dresing & pehl GmbH

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.3278/6001820gw
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101893
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448104100307
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448104100307
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794106058877
https://www-genesis.destatis.de/genesis/online?operation=statistic&levelindex=0&levelid=1678203198851&code=21311#abreadcrumb
https://www-genesis.destatis.de/genesis/online?operation=statistic&levelindex=0&levelid=1678203198851&code=21311#abreadcrumb
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12141
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12141
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1990-0602
https://doi.org/10.25656/01:14708
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.631
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.631

808 0.Yendell et al.

Dumont, H., Klinge, D., & Maaz, K. (2019). The many (subtle) ways parents game the system: Mixed-
method evidence on the transition into secondary-school tracks in Germany. Sociology of Educa-
tion, 92(2), 199-228. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040719838223

Dunkake, 1., & Schuchart, C. (2015). Stereotypes and teacher characteristics as an explanation for the
class-specific disciplinary practices of pre-service teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 50,
56-69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.04.005

Dunne, M., & Gazeley, L. (2008). Teachers, social class and underachievement. British Journal of Sociol-
0gy of Education, 29(5), 451-463. https://doi.org/10.1080/01425690802263627

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College
Publishers.

Eagly, A. H., & Mladinic, A. (1989). Gender stereotypes and attitudes toward women and men. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 15(4), 543-558. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167289154008

Ellis, S., Thompson, 1., McNicholl, J., & Thomson, J. (2016). Student teachers’ perceptions of the effects
of poverty on learners’ educational attainment and well-being: Perspectives from England and
Scotland. Journal of Education for Teaching, 42(4), 483-499. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.
2016.1215542

Esser, H. (2016). Sorting and (much) more: Prior ability, school effects and the impact of ability tracking
on educational inequalities in achievement. In A. Hadjar & C. Gross (Eds.), Education systems and
inequalities: International comparisons (pp. 95-114). Policy Press.

Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. (2003). Implicit measures in social cognition research: Their meaning and
use. Annual Review of Psychology, 54(1), 297-327. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.
101601.145225

Fetters, M. D., Curry, L. A., & Creswell, J. W. (2013). Achieving integration in mixed methods designs-
principles and practices. Health Services Research, 48(6 Pt 2), 2134-2156. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1475-6773.12117

Findor, A., Lasticovd, B., Hruska, M., Popper, M., & Véradi, L. (2020). The impact of response instruc-
tion and target group on the BIAS map. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 566725. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2020.566725

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype content:
Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and competition. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-902. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Fiske, S. T., & Durante, F. (2019). Mutual status stereotypes maintain inequality. In J. Jetten & K. Peters
(Eds.), The social psychology of inequality (pp. 335-348). Springer International Publishing.

Fiske, S. T., Lin, M., & Neuberg, S. L. (2018). The continuum model: 10 years later. In S. T. Fiske (Ed.),
World library of psychologists series. Social cognition: Selected works of Susan Fiske (pp. 41-76).
Routledge.

Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impression formation, from category-based to
individuating processes: Influences of information and motivation on attention and interpretation.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 23, 1-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)
60317-2

Ganzeboom, H. B. G. (2010). A new International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI) of occupational status
for the International Standard Classification of Occupation 2008 (ISCO-08) constructed with data
from the ISSP 2002-2007 [Paper presentation]. Annual conference of international social survey
programme.

Ganzeboom, H. B. G., De Graaf, P. M., & Treiman, D. J. (1992). A standard international socio-eco-
nomic index of occupational status. Social Science Research, 21(1), 1-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0049-089x(92)90017-b

Garfinkel, H. (2006). Passing and the managed achievement of sex status in an “intersexed” person. In S.
Stryker & S. Whittle (Eds.), The transgender studies reader (pp. 60-93). Routledge.

Gentrup, S., Rjosk, C., Stanat, P., & Lorenz, G. (2018). Einschitzungen der schulischen Motivation und
des Arbeitsverhaltens durch Grundschullehrkréfte und deren Bedeutung fiir Verzerrungen in Leis-
tungserwartungen [Teachers’ perceptions of students’ motivation and learning behaviour and their
role in biased teacher achievement expectations]. Zeitschrift fiir Erziehungswissenschaft, 21(4),
867-891. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-018-0806-2

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative
research. Aldine.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040719838223
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425690802263627
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167289154008
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2016.1215542
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2016.1215542
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145225
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145225
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12117
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12117
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.566725
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.566725
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60317-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60317-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-089x(92)90017-b
https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-089x(92)90017-b
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-018-0806-2

",

“I' wish | could say, ‘Yeah, both the same™: Cultural stereotypes... 809

Glock, S., & Kleen, H. (2020). Preservice teachers’ attitudes, attributions, and stereotypes: Exploring
the disadvantages of students from families with low socioeconomic status. Studies in Educational
Evaluation, 67, 100929. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100929

Goffman, E. (1976). Gender display. Studies in Visual. Communication, 3(2), 69-77. https://doi.org/10.
1525/var.1976.3.2.69

Greene, J. C., Caracelli, V. J., & Graham, W. F. (1989). Toward a conceptual framework for mixed-
method evaluation designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 11(3), 255-274. https://
doi.org/10.3102/01623737011003255

Gwet, K. L. (2014). Handbook of inter-rater reliability: The definitive guide to measuring the extent of
agreement among raters. Advances Analytics LLC.

Hall, J. N. (2013). Pragmatism, evidence, and mixed methods evaluation. New Directions for Evaluation,
2013(138), 15-26. https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.20054

Hatt, B. (2012). Smartness as a cultural practice in schools. American Educational Research Journal,
49(3), 438-460. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211415661

Henry, P. J., Reyna, C., & Weiner, B. (2004). Hate welfare but help the poor: How the attributional con-
tent of stereotypes explains the paradox of reactions to the destitute in America. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 34(1), 34-58. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02536.x

Hirschauer, S. (2021). Un/doing differences: The contingency of social affiliations. In L. Gaupp & G.
Pelillo-Hestermeyer (Eds.), Diversity and otherness: Transcultural insights into norms, practices,
negotiations (pp. 62-95). De Gruyter.

Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, J. H. P., & Warner, U. (1998). Die Messung von Einkommen im nationalen und inter-
nationalen Vergleich [A national and international comparison of the measurement of incomes].
ZUMA Nachrichten, 22(42), 30-65.

Hunt, C. S., & Seiver, M. (2018). Social class matters: Class identities and discourses in educational con-
texts. Educational Review, 70(3), 342-357. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1316240
Imhoff, R. (2021). Kognitive humandifferenzierung: sozialpsychologische perspektiven auf unterschei-
dung und kategorisierung [Cognitive human differentiation: Social psychological perspectives on
differentiation and categorization]. In D. Dizdar, S. Hirschauer, J. Paulmann, & G. Schabacher
(Eds.), Humandifferenzierung: Disziplindre Perspektiven und empirische Sondierungen (pp.

84-105). Velbriick Wissenschaft.

International Labour Office. (2012). International standard classification of occupations (ISCO 08):
Structure, group definitions and correspondence tables. International Labour Office.

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research: A research paradigm whose time
has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x033007014

Kahraman, B., & Knoblich, G. (2000). «Stechen statt Sprechen»: Valenz und Aktivierbarkeit von Ste-
reotypen iiber Tiirken [’Stabbing instead of talking”: Valence and activability of stereotypes about
Turks]. Zeitschrift fiir Sozialpsychologie, 31(1), 31-43. https://doi.org/10.1024//0044-3514.31.1.31

Koevel, A., Nerdinger, F., & Junge, M. (2021). ,,Verschuldete Armut ist fiir mich, wenn ich saufen gehe
und nichts mehr mach*: Eine Grounded Theory-Studie zu Armutskonstruktionen von Lehrper-
sonen [,,For me, blamed poverty is when I go boozing and do nothing anymore“—A grounded
theory study on teachers® poverty constructions]. Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie der Erziehung und Sozi-
alisation, 41(1), 57-72.

Kotzur, P. F., Veit, S., Namyslo, A., Holthausen, M. A., Wagner, U., & Yemane, R. (2020). ‘Society thinks
they are cold and/or incompetent, but I do not’: Stereotype content ratings depend on instructions
and the social group’s location in the stereotype content space. British Journal of Social Psychol-
0gy, 59(4), 1018-1042. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12375

Kuckartz, U., & Ridiker, S. (2019). Analyzing qualitative data with MAXQDA: Text, audio, and video.
Springer International Publishing.

Kultusministerkonferenz. (2019). Standards fiir die Lehrerbildung: Bildungswissenschaften [Standards of
teacher education: Science of education]. Kultusministerkonferenz.

Kumar, R., & Hamer, L. (2013). Preservice teachers’ attitudes and beliefs toward student diversity and
proposed instructional practices. Journal of Teacher Education, 64(2), 162—177. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0022487112466899

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biom-
etrics, 33(1), 159—174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310

Lange-Vester, A. (2015). Habitusmuster von Lehrpersonen: Auf Distanz zur Kultur der unteren sozialen
Klassen [Stereotypes of teachers’ habitus—depreciating lower class culture]. Zeitschrift fiir Sozi-
ologie der Erziehung und Sozialisation, 35(4), 360-376.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100929
https://doi.org/10.1525/var.1976.3.2.69
https://doi.org/10.1525/var.1976.3.2.69
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737011003255
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737011003255
https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.20054
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211415661
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02536.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1316240
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x033007014
https://doi.org/10.1024//0044-3514.31.1.31
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12375
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487112466899
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487112466899
https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310

810 0.Yendell et al.

Lindemann, K., & Gangl, M. (2019). The intergenerational effects of unemployment: How parental
unemployment affects educational transitions in Germany. Research in Social Stratification and
Mobility, 62, 100410. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.100410

Lohmann, H., & Groh-Samberg, O. (2018). Erwerbsarbeit, Einkommensarmut und Materielle Depriva-
tion: Entwicklung der Trennlinien zwischen Erwerbstitigen und Nicht-Erwerbstitigen [Gain-
ful work, income poverty, and material deprivation: Evolution of the dividing lines between the
employed and the nonemployed]. In M. Giesselmann (Ed.), Lebensbedingungen in Deutschland in
der Langsschnittperspektive (pp. 225-244). Springer.

Lorenz, G., Gentrup, S., Kristen, C., Stanat, P., & Kogan, 1. (2016). Stereotype bei Lehrkréften? Eine
Untersuchung systematisch verzerrter Lehrererwartungen [Stereotypes among teachers? A study of
systematic bias in teacher expactations]. Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie,
68(1), 89—111. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-015-0352-3

Lyons, A., & Kashima, Y. (2001). The reproduction of culture: Communication processes tend to maintain
cultural stereotypes. Social Cognition, 19(3), 372-394. https://doi.org/10.1521/s0c0.19.3.372.21470

Machovcova, K. (2017). Czech elementary school teachers’ implicit expectations from migrant children.
International Journal of Educational Development, 53, 92—100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijjedudev.
2016.12.006

Martiny, S. E., & Froehlich, L. (2020). Ein theoretischer und empirischer Uberblick iiber die Entwicklung
von Stereotypen und ihre Konsequenzen im Schulkontext [A theoretical and empirical overview
of the development of stereotypes and their consequences in the school context]. In S. Glock & H.
Kleen (Eds.), Stereotype in der Schule (pp. 1-32). Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden.

Marx, I. (2020). The working poor. In B. Greve (Ed.), Routledge international handbooks. Routledge
international handbook of poverty (pp. 245-255). Routledge.

Merl, T. (2021). In/sufficiently able: How teachers differentiate between pupils in inclusive classrooms.
Ethnography and Education, 16(2), 198-209. https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2021.1871853

Morris, E. W. (2005). From “middle class” to “trailer trash:” Teachers’ perceptions of white students in
a predominately minority school. Sociology of Education, 78(2), 99-121. https://doi.org/10.1177/
003804070507800201

Neugebauer, M., Reimer, D., Schindler, S., & Stocké, V. (2013). Inequality in transitions to second-
ary school and tertiary education in Germany. In M. Jackson (Ed.), Determined to Succeed? (pp.
56-88). Stanford University Press.

Opario, D., & Fiske, S. T. (2003). Stereotypes: Content, structures, processes, and context. In R. Brown
& S. Gaertner (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology: Intergroup processes (pp. 22-44).
Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

Pit-ten Cate, I. M., & Glock, S. (2018). Teachers’ attitudes towards students with high- and low-educated
parents. Social Psychology of Education, 21(3), 725-742. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-018-9436-z

Pit-ten Cate, I. M., & Glock, S. (2019). Teachers’ implicit attitudes toward students from different social
groups: A meta-analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 2832. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02832

Puderbach, R. (2016). Wer studiert Sekundarstufe-I-Lehramt? Die Bedeutung von sozialer Herkunft und
Bildungsbiografie fiir die Schulformwahl von Lehramtsstudierenden am Beispiel der sdchsischen
Mittelschule [Who becomes a teacher at first stage secondary schools? The relevance of the social
background and educational biography for teacher students’ choice of a school type on the exam-
ple of the Saxonian ‘Mittelschule’ (First Stage Secondary School)]. DDS: Die Deutsche Schule,
108(1), 47-66.

Reimer, D., & Pollak, R. (2010). Educational expansion and its consequences for vertical and horizontal
inequalities in access to higher education in West Germany. European Sociological Review, 26(4),
415-430. https://doi.org/10.1093/est/jcp029

Reppond, H. A., & Bullock, H. E. (2018). Framing homeless policy: Reducing cash aid as a compassion-
ate solution. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 18(1), 284-306. https://doi.org/10.1111/
asap.12156

Riegel, C. (2012). Dealing with diversity and social heterogeneity: Ambivalences, challenges and pitfalls
for pedagogical activity. In Z. Bekerman & T. Geisen (Eds.), International handbook of migration,
minorities and education (pp. 331-347). Springer.

Rubin, B. C. (2007). Learner identity amid figured worlds: Constructing (in)competence at an urban high
school. The Urban Review, 39(2), 217-249. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-007-0044-z

Sandermann, P. (2014). Change and continuity in western welfare practices. In P. Sandermann (Ed.), The
end of welfare as we know it? (pp. 9-18). Verlag Barbara Budrich.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.100410
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-015-0352-3
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.19.3.372.21470
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2021.1871853
https://doi.org/10.1177/003804070507800201
https://doi.org/10.1177/003804070507800201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-018-9436-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02832
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcp029
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12156
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12156
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-007-0044-z

",

“I' wish | could say, ‘Yeah, both the same™: Cultural stereotypes... 811

Scharff, C. M. (2008). Doing class: A discursive and ethnomethodological approach. Critical Discourse
Studies, 5(4), 331-343. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405900802405247

Schindler, S., & Lorz, M. (2012). Mechanisms of social inequality development: Primary and second-
ary effects in the transition to tertiary education between 1976 and 2005. European Sociological
Review, 28(5), 647-660. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr032

Schofield, T. P.,, Haslam, N., & Butterworth, P. (2019). The persistence of welfare stigma: Does the pass-
ing of time and subsequent employment moderate the negative perceptions associated with unem-
ployment benefit receipt? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 49(9), 563-574. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jasp.12616

Schofield, T. P., Suomi, A., & Butterworth, P. (2021a). One ‘welfare recipient’ stereotype or many? Using
the stereotype content model to examine the stereotypes of different categories of benefit recipi-
ents. International Journal of Social Welfare, 31(3), 280-290. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12519

Schofield, T. P., Suomi, A., & Butterworth, P. (2021b). Is the stereotype of welfare recipients associ-
ated with type of welfare state regime? A cross-national meta-regression of the stereotype content
model. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 52(4), 201-209. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12843

Schweiger, C. (2010). Towards convergence? New labour’s third way and the SPD’s agenda 2010 in com-
parative perspective. Sozialer Fortschritt, 59(9), 244-253. https://doi.org/10.3790/s0.59.9.244

Sechrist, G. B., & Stangor, C. (2001). Perceived consensus influences intergroup behavior and stereo-
type accessibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(4), 645-654. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.645

VERBI Software. (2021). MAXQDA 2020 [ Computer software]. VERBI Software.

Stanforth, A., & Rose, J. (2020). “You kind of don’t want them in the room’: Tensions in the discourse
of inclusion and exclusion for students displaying challenging behaviour in an English secondary
school. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 24(12), 1253-1267. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13603116.2018.1516821

Stephens, J. M., Rubie-Davies, C., & Peterson, E. R. (2022). Do preservice teacher education candidates’
implicit biases of ethnic differences and mindset toward academic ability change over time? Learn-
ing and Instruction, 78, 101480. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2021.101480

Stoll, L. C. (2014). Constructing the color-blind classroom: Teachers’ perspectives on race and schooling.
Race Ethnicity and Education, 17(5), 688-705. https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2014.885425

Strauss, A. L., & Corbin, J. M. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for
developing grounded theory. Sage Publications.

Suomi, A., Schofield, T. P., & Butterworth, P. (2020). Unemployment, employability and COVID19: How
the global socioeconomic shock challenged negative perceptions toward the less fortunate in the
Australian context. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 594837. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.594837

Suomi, A., Schofield, T. P., Haslam, N., & Butterworth, P. (2022). Is unemployment benefit stigma
related to poverty, payment receipt, or lack of employment? A vignette experiment about Austral-
ian views. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 22(2), 694-711. https://doi.org/10.1111/
asap.12313

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative and quantitative
approaches. Sage Publications.

Thiele, M. (2017). Arm und (un-)sichtbar? Kritik stereotyper Fernseh-Vorfithrungen [Poor and (in-)vis-
ible? Criticism of stereotypical television presentations]. In T. Thomas, L. Brink, E. Grittmann,
& K. D. Wolff (Eds.), Anerkennung und Sichtbarkeit: Perspektiven fiir eine kritische Medien-
Sforschung (pp. 87-104). Transcript Verlag.

Tobisch, A., & Dresel, M. (2017). Negatively or positively biased? Dependencies of teachers’ judgments
and expectations based on students’ ethnic and social backgrounds. Social Psychology of Educa-
tion, 20(4), 731-752. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9392-z

Tobisch, A., & Dresel, M. (2020). FleiBig oder faul? Welche Einstellungen und Stereotype haben ange-
hende Lehrkrifte gegeniiber Schiilerinnen aus unterschiedlichen sozialen Schichten? [Hardwork-
ing or lazy? What attitudes and stereotypes do prospective teachers have towards students from
different social classes?]. In S. Glock & H. Kleen (Eds.), Stereotype in der Schule (pp. 133-158).
Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden.

West, C., & Fenstermaker, S. (1995). Doing difference. Gender & Society, 9(1), 8-37. https://doi.org/10.
1177/089124395009001002

West, C., & Fenstermaker, S. (2002). Accountability in action: The accomplishment of gender, race and
class in a meeting of the University of California Board of Regents. Discourse & Society, 13(4),
537-563. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926502013004455

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/17405900802405247
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr032
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12616
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12616
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12519
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12843
https://doi.org/10.3790/sfo.59.9.244
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.645
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.645
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2018.1516821
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2018.1516821
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2021.101480
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2014.885425
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.594837
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12313
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12313
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9392-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124395009001002
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124395009001002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926502013004455

812 0.Yendell et al.

West, C., & Zimmerman, D. H. (1987). Doing gender. Gender & Society, 1(2), 125-151. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0891243287001002002

Willig, C. (2008). Introducing qualitative research in psychology: Adventures in theory and method.
Open University Press.

Witzel, A. (2000). The problem-centered interview. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/forum: Qualita-
tive Social Research, 1(1), 22. https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.1.1132

Witzel, A., & Reiter, H. (2012). The problem-centred interview: Principles and practice. SAGE Publica-
tions Ltd.

Wolf, K., Maurer, C., & Kunter, M. (2021). “I don’t really belong here”: Examining sense of belonging in
immigrant and nonimmigrant teacher students. Zeitschrift fiir Entwicklungspsychologie und Pida-
gogische Psychologie, 53(1-2), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000233

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

Oscar Yendell is a researcher and doctoral candidate at the University of Mannheim. His research focuses
on (preservice) teachers’ perceptions of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, focusing primar-
ily on teachers’ perceptions of students receiving welfare. In doing so, he also explores how these percep-
tions influence teachers’ actions. For his research, he uses both qualitative-reconstructive methods and
quantitative methods.

Carolina Claus is a researcher and doctoral candidate at the European University of Flensburg (EUF). Her
research interests include social inequality, educational justice and international comparative education
research.

Meike Bonefeld is Assistant Professor at the University of Freiburg, Germany. Her research focus is the
professionalization of (prospective) teachers. In her research she examines the educational action and
judgements of teachers taking into account the challenges of a heterogeneous student body (in terms of
performance, gender, migration, social background). In doing so, she works with quantitative (includ-
ing longitudinal analyses, multilevel models) and qualitative approaches (open-ended production tasks,
interviews) and use both experimental paradigms (e.g., vignettes) and field studies with cross-sectional/
longitudinal designs.

Karina Karst is an Assistant Professor of Quality of Instruction in Heterogeneous Contexts at University
of Mannheim. Her research focuses on teacher professional development especially in data-based deci-

sion making and teachers judgment accuracy. Furthermore she leads a transfer center at the University of
Mannheim focusing on research-practice partnerships in educational contexts.

Authors and Affiliations

Oscar Yendell'® - Carolina Claus?® - Meike Bonefeld®*® - Karina Karst'

< Oscar Yendell
yendell @uni-mannheim.de

University of Mannheim, Mannheim, Germany
Europa-Universitit Flensburg, Flensburg, Germany

University of Freiburg, Freiburg, Germany

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243287001002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243287001002002
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.1.1132
https://doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000233
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9432-0328
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0752-8564
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1940-2301
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9976-6265

	“I wish I could say, ‘Yeah, both the same’”: Cultural stereotypes and individual differentiations of preservice teachers about different low socioeconomic origins
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical approach
	2.1 This research
	2.1.1 Quantitative study (Study 1)
	2.1.2 Qualitative study (Study 2)


	3 Methodical approach
	3.1 Quantitative study (Study 1)
	3.1.1 Sample
	3.1.2 Analysis

	3.2 Qualitative study (Study 2)
	3.2.1 Sample
	3.2.2 Analysis


	4 Results of the quantitative study (Study 1)
	4.1 Main effects
	4.2 Interaction effects
	4.2.1 Social status
	4.2.2 Consumption and material goods
	4.2.3 Education
	4.2.4 Commitment
	4.2.5 Family conditions
	4.2.6 Social behavior
	4.2.7 Emotional state
	4.2.8 Health
	4.2.9 Sense of responsibility
	4.2.10 Outward appearance

	4.3 Summary of the quantitative study

	5 Results of the qualitative study (Study 2)
	5.1 Public perception
	5.2 Individual failure of welfare recipients
	5.3 Position within society
	5.4 Justification

	6 Summary of the qualitative study
	7 General discussion
	7.1 Limitations
	7.2 Conclusion and implications

	Appendix
	References




