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Social exclusion, i.e., being kept apart from others and not being allowed to join, is
a common phenomenon at school and can have severe consequences for students’
healthy development and success at school. This study examined teachers’ reactions
to social exclusion among students focusing on the role of gender. Specifically, we were
interested in potential effects of gender-specific socialization and social expectations
linked to gender for teachers’ reactions to social exclusion among students. We used
hypothetical scenarios in which a student is being excluded from a study group by other
students. We focused on the gender of the teacher (as an observer of exclusion) on
the one hand and on the gender of the excluded student on the other hand. In the
hypothetical scenarios, we varied the gender of the excluded student by using either
a typical female or male name. The study included 101 teachers from different school
tracks in Germany (Mage = 36.93, SD = 9.84; 84 females, 17 males). We assessed
teachers’ evaluations of the exclusion scenario and their anticipated reactions, i.e., how
likely they were to intervene in such a situation and what they would specifically do.
As expected, the participating teachers showed a general tendency to reject exclusion
among students. This tendency was even more pronounced among female teachers
compared to male teachers. Interestingly, these gender differences on the attitudinal
side did not translate into differences in teachers’ behavioral intentions: for the likelihood
to intervene, we did not find any differences based on the gender of the teacher. In terms
of the gender of the excluded student, things were different: The gender of the excluded
student did not affect teachers’ evaluations of the exclusion scenario. Yet, the gender
of the excluded was relevant for participants’ behavioral intentions. Namely, teachers
were less likely to intervene in the scenario if a boy was excluded. These findings are in
line with considerations related to gender-specific socialization and social expectations
linked to gender. Overall, the study demonstrates that gender is an important aspect
in the context of social exclusion and further research should explicitly focus on how
socialization and gender expectations can explain these findings.

Keywords: social exclusion, teacher reactions, teacher evaluations, gender differences, gender role expectations,
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INTRODUCTION

Being socially excluded threatens the possibility of fulfilling one’s
psychological needs, for instance, social belonging (Williams,
2009). Recurrent experience of social exclusion can have serious
consequences for children’s health and wellbeing (Gazelle and
Druhen, 2009; Sebastian et al., 2010; Fuhrmann et al., 2019; Jiang
and Ngai, 2020), their emotional and social development (Gazelle
and Druhen, 2009; Murray-Close and Ostrov, 2009), and even
their academic achievement (Buhs et al., 2006).

As children and adolescents spend large parts of their lifetime
at school, school has great importance as an environment, in that
inclusion and exclusion take place. Given the strong impact of
social exclusion on health, wellbeing, and achievement, schools
should try to promote relatedness and to prevent exclusion
among students. For this, teachers play an important role. It
has been shown that teachers’ behavior in class can have a
strong impact on their students’ attitudes regarding exclusion.
For instance, Mulvey et al. (2021) found that students who
perceived better student–teacher relationships as well as students
who reported higher support by their teachers, were more likely
to judge exclusion to be wrong and to expect that they would
defend victims against exclusion. Additionally, teachers establish
norms in class that indicate which behaviors are acceptable and
which are not, including in terms of social exclusion. With their
reactions to social exclusion among students, teachers transmit
messages about their own attitudes regarding exclusion and
might with that impact their students’ attitudes and behavior as
well. Thus, it is important to investigate teachers’ reactions to
social exclusion.

Teachers as Observers of Social
Exclusion
According to Riva and Eck (2016, p. ix), social exclusion can
be defined as the “experience of being kept apart from others
physically or emotionally”. This includes situations in which
a person is excluded from conversations or activities by one
or several other individuals (Wesselmann et al., 2016). As
social exclusion among students is a common phenomenon
at school, teachers often witness exclusion situations (Killen
et al., 2013). Just as people in other contexts generally tend
to reject unsubstantiated social exclusion (Wesselmann et al.,
2013), this is also the case for teachers in schools. Several studies
using hypothetical scenarios demonstrated that teachers as
observers of exclusion among students show a general tendency
to reject exclusion (Beißert and Bonefeld, 2020; Grütter et al.,
2021; Kollerová and Killen, 2021). Witnessing social exclusion
typically induces feelings of empathy with the excluded person
(Wesselmann et al., 2013). Several studies found evidence that
this is also the case for teachers when they witness exclusion
among their students (Grütter et al., 2021; Szekely et al., under
review). For instance, in a study by Grütter et al. (2021), the
most frequently referenced emotions that teachers reported when
reasoning about an exclusion scenario were feeling sad and
sympathetic for the excluded student. In line with these findings,
we assume that based on empathy with the excluded person,
combined with the knowledge about the severe consequences

associated with social exclusion, teachers show a general tendency
to reject exclusion among students.

Besides these general tendencies, it is of interest whether
teachers’ reactions to social exclusion might be influenced by
characteristics of the target of exclusion (i.e., the excluded
student) or by characteristics of the teachers as observers of
exclusion. In this context, one important characteristic might be
gender. More specifically, the gender of the observing teacher
on the one hand, and the gender of the excluded student on
the other hand. In the current study, we focus on these two
aspects when investigating teachers’ reactions to hypothetical
exclusion scenarios.

Social Exclusion and the Role of the
Teacher’s Gender
It has already been shown in different contexts that females tend
to evaluate exclusion as more reprehensible than males (Killen
and Stangor, 2001; Horn, 2003; Malti et al., 2012; Beißert et al.,
2019). This also holds for female teachers (Beißert and Bonefeld,
2020; Beißert et al., 2021).

One possible explanation for this could be gender-specific
socialization. Namely, the socialization of girls typically has a
stronger focus on harmony and the avoidance of interpersonal
struggles (Cross and Madson, 1997; Zahn-Waxler, 2000; Hwang
and Mattila, 2019). Moreover, in many families, the harmful
consequences of aggressive behaviors are much more addressed
in the socialization of girls compared to boys, which might
lead to more pronounced feelings of empathy in girls (Smetana,
1989). In line with this, females of different ages have been
shown to be more empathic than males (e.g., Rueckert and
Naybar, 2008; Schulte-Rüther et al., 2008; D’Ambrosio et al.,
2009; Van der Graaff et al., 2014).

Thus, female socialization might lead to stronger feelings
of empathy on the one hand and a stronger focus on
interdependence, belonging, and community on the other hand.
This is in accordance with Bakan’s (1966) theory of the two
basic dimensions “agency” and “communion” that describe how
individuals relate to their social world. The main assumption
of this theory is that females and males are differentially
socialized in terms of the relative emphasis on agency and
communion (Bakan, 1966). Agency refers to an individual
striving to assert the self, master the environment, experience
competence, and achievement. Whereas communion refers to an
individual’s desire to cooperate and connect closely with others.
While females are typically socialized with a stronger focus on
communal goals, the socialization of males has a strong focus
on agentic goals. As a consequence, females—being communion-
oriented individuals—experience stronger fulfillment through
relationships, whereas males as agency-oriented individuals
experience fulfillment through achievement of their individual
goals (Guisinger and Blatt, 1994). Thus, it seems evident that
females value relationships more than males. In line with
prior research as well as in accordance with Bakan’s theory
(1966) and considerations related to gender-specific socialization,
we assume that female teachers reject social exclusion more
strongly than males.
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Social Exclusion and the Role of the
Excluded Person’s Gender
Not only the gender of the observers of exclusion, in our case
teachers, might be relevant. Also, the gender of the excluded
student might impact teachers’ reactions to social exclusion.
To date, there is hardly any research on the gender of the
excluded person, especially not in educational contexts. To our
knowledge, there is only one study that focused on the role of
the excluded person’s gender for teachers’ evaluations of social
exclusion in an educational setting. In this study, Kollerová
and Killen (2021) found no differences based on the excluded
person’s gender in teachers’ evaluations of the wrongfulness of the
exclusion. However, they found differences in teachers’ reasoning
revealing that the participants used more moral justifications
when reasoning about excluded girls compared to excluded boys.

Yet why should the excluded person’s gender be relevant for
teachers’ reactions to social exclusion? One possible explanation
are social expectations linked to gender.1 Generally, with regard
to the two genders, quite different expectations are prevalent.
These gender expectations typically impact our thoughts and
actions in many ways (Neuburger et al., 2015; Retelsdorf
et al., 2015; Mello et al., 2019). Thus, gender expectations
might also affect our perception of and reactions to exclusion
of boys vs. girls.

Socialization also provides a possible explanatory approach
here. Having been socialized throughout our lives, we all have
learned and internalized systematically differing expectations
regarding males and females. Typical expectations that are
relevant in this context are those in line with the assumptions
of the aforementioned theory by Bakan (1966): females are
usually associated with the dimension of communion; males are
traditionally associated with characteristics of agency. That is,
we expect girls to strongly value interpersonal affiliation and
harmony with others (Spence and Helmreich, 1978; Bem, 1981;
Eckes, 2010; Tay et al., 2019). Additionally, in line with traditional
gender role expectations, girls are typically perceived as more
vulnerable than boys and hence might evoke stronger feelings
for care (Stuijfzand et al., 2016). Given that we stereotypically
perceive girls—compared to boys—as more communal and more
vulnerable beings (Bakan, 1966; Gilligan, 1993; Ely et al., 1998;
Eckes, 2010), we might expect that exclusion affects girls more
strongly than boys. Based on these considerations on social
expectations linked to gender, we assume that exclusion might
be perceived as more serious for girls than for boys and in
consequence, the exclusion of girls should be rejected more
strongly compared to the exclusion of boys.

Current Study
The purpose of this study is to extend prior research on
teachers’ evaluations of and reactions to social exclusion scenarios
by analyzing the role of gender. More specifically, we are
interested in potential effects of gender-specific socialization

1In our study, we focus only on binary gender perceptions as we are interested in
gender role expectations associated with the female and male gender. However, we
acknowledge, that the conception of gender as binary is a narrow conception that
not necessarily reflects the full range of possible gender identifications.

and social expectations related to gender. Thus, we focus
on the gender of the observing teacher on the one hand
and on the gender of the excluded student on the other
hand. Focusing on teachers in the role of observers of
exclusion among students, we assessed teachers’ evaluations
of hypothetical exclusion scenarios. Since particularly teachers’
behavior can have an impact on their students, it is not
only important to analyze teachers’ evaluations of exclusion
(which reflect an attitudinal aspect), but also their reactions
(which capture a behavioral aspect). Given that it is very
difficult to realize naturalistic observational studies in the
context of social exclusion, especially at schools, we approach
the behavioral aspect by assessing behavioral intentions and
want to see whether teachers’ evaluations of exclusion translate
into respective behavioral intentions. Accordingly, we assess
teachers’ anticipated reactions and interventions. More precisely,
we asked them how likely they were to intervene in such a
situation and what they would specifically do. Our main interest
was to determine whether the gender of an excluded student
and the gender of the teacher as an observer of exclusion
are relevant factors for teachers’ responses to hypothetical
exclusion scenarios.

Based on the aforementioned considerations on gender-
specific socialization and gender expectations, we want to
examine the following hypotheses:

A. We assume teachers to show a general tendency to reject
social exclusion among students and to intervene in
exclusion situations among students.

B. We hypothesize that female teachers reject social exclusion
more strongly and are more likely to intervene compared
to male teachers.

C. We expect that the exclusion of girls will be rejected
more strongly compared to the exclusion of boys and the
likelihood to intervene will be higher when a girl (vs. boy)
is excluded.

As an open question, we want to explore if there are any
interactions of the excluded student’s gender and the gender of
the teachers as observers of exclusion. Further, we want to explore
if participants’ justifications for their decision to intervene in the
situation or not as well as their anticipated specific actions differ
between female and male teachers’ or depending on the excluded
students’ gender.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants
The study included 101 teachers from different school tracks
in Germany (Mage = 36.93, SD = 9.84, range: 22–65, 84
females, 17 males). The working experience of the teachers
ranged from under 1 to 42 years (M = 8.16, SD = 8.50) with
half of the sample being within their first 5 years of service
(median = 5.00 years).
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Design and Procedure
The study was conducted as an online survey and participants
were recruited via different mailing lists and online groups
in social media platforms (e.g., Facebook groups). Moreover,
flyers advertising the study were distributed in libraries, schools,
and public sites of universities. Participation was voluntary and
informed consent was obtained from all participants. The study
was conducted in accordance with the ethical guidelines of DGPs
(German Psychological Society).

Before starting the actual survey, participants were informed
of their data protection rights and learned that participation
in the study was anonymous and voluntary. They were also
informed, that there were no negative consequences if they
decided not to participate or to leave the study early without
completing it. Prior to the assessment, participants had to
confirm that they were willing to participate in the study and
understood the information.

Starting the survey, participants provided demographic
information, participants were then presented with a
hypothetical exclusion scenario. The study took approximately
10 min per person.

Material
In the hypothetical exclusion scenario, one student was excluded
from a study group by its classmates. We varied the gender of

this excluded protagonist by presenting either a typical male or
female name (Lukas vs. Julia) in the scenario. The names used in
the scenarios had been pretested in a former study by Bonefeld
and Dickhäuser (2018). The exact wording of the scenario was as
follows:

While packing up after class in 7th grade, you observe some students
making an appointment to study together. Lukas/Julia would like to
join the learning group. The other students tell him/her that he/she
can’t join.

The study was realized as a between-subjects design. The
participants were randomly assigned to the experimental
conditions (51 were assigned the version with a female
protagonist, 50 to the version with the male protagonist).

Measures
As we wanted to assess not only attitudinal but also behavioral
aspects, we assessed participants’ evaluations of the exclusion
situation on the one hand and their likelihood to intervene in
such a situation and the specific actions they would undertake
on the other hand. We used a seven-point Likert-type scale
consisting of three items to assess the evaluations of the exclusion
scenario. Specifically, we asked the participants to rate how (1)
not okay/okay, (2) unfair/fair, and (3) unjustifiable/justifiable the
scenario was. Based on these three items, a score was created
indicating a participant’s evaluation of the exclusion (Cronbach’s

TABLE 1 | Coding system for justifications of likelihood of intervention and frequencies for each category.

Category Example N

Need for information “Because I would like to find out why the group does not want to work with Julia.,”
“I want to find out more about the situation.”

22

Children’s autonomy “Extracurricular activities do not concern me.,”
“It is a private matter of the students.”

12

Empathy for the victim/Avoid psychological harm “Because I feel sad for her, it is not nice to be excluded.”
“I want to avoid mobbing.”

8

Social norms of inclusion and cooperation “Exclusion is never an option.,” “Nobody should be excluded.,” “Cooperation and cohesion are
important values.”

23

Other Meaningful, but single statements 8

Undifferentiated Meaningless statements 3

This question was answered by 73 participants.

TABLE 2 | Coding system for specific actions and frequencies for each category.

Category Example N

Ask for reasons “I would ask the students about the reason for the rejection.”
“I would try to find out why she can’t join.”

41

Conversation “I would want to talk with them.,” “I would talk with them in the group and if necessary, we can have
a private conversation.”

29

Inclusion-oriented behavior “Appeal to students to include Julia.,”
“I would point out the behavior that excluding a person is not good.”

16

Find alternative solution for excluded student “I would help the student to find another group for studying.”
“For the concerned student, I would make alternative suggestions. Perhaps there is another
classmate who also cannot easily find study partners.”

8

Other Meaningful, but single statements 2

Undifferentiated Meaningless statements 2

This question was answered by 72 participants.
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alpha = 0.79). High scores indicate low rejection of exclusion and
low numbers indicate strong rejection of exclusion. Moreover, we
asked the participants how likely they were to intervene, given the
situation took place in their class. The likelihood of intervention
was also assessed using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = very
unlikely to 7 = very likely). Eventually, we asked the participants
to justify their decision and to indicate what specific actions they
would have taken (open-ended questions).

Coding of Open-Ended Questions
The coding systems for the open-ended questions are based on
the study by Beißert and Bonefeld (2020) and were extended by
inductively developing categories from the surveys themselves
(see Tables 1, 2 for an overview and examples). The coding
was completed by two independent coders, that were not
allowed to code more than three relevant justifications for each
statement. Based on 20% of the interviews we calculated a high
interrater reliability, with Cohen’s kappa = 0.96 for both, for the
justifications of the likelihood of intervention as well as for the
specific actions.

RESULTS

Data Analysis
Univariate ANOVAs were used to test for differences in the
evaluation of exclusion and the likelihood of intervention
between the different experimental conditions and between male
and female participants.

Repeated measures ANOVAs on the proportional use of
categories were conducted to analyze reasoning data from the
open-ended questions. ANOVA frameworks are appropriate for
repeated measures reasoning analyses because ANOVAs are
robust to the problem of empty cells, whereas other data analytic
procedures require cumbersome data manipulation to adjust for

empty cells (see Posada and Wainryb, 2008, for a more thorough
explanation and justification of this data analytic approach).

All analyses were firstly run with participants’ age and years
of service experiences included. But as there were no effects
based on these variables in any of the analyses, we dropped these
variables from the analyses for the sake of simpler models.

Evaluation of Exclusion
In line with our expectations, we found a general tendency to
reject exclusion across both protagonists, i.e., a right-skewed
distribution on the evaluation scale with a skewness of 0.21
(SE = 0.25), a mean of 2.94 (SD = 1.14), mode = 4.00,
and median = 3.00.

To analyze differences in the evaluation of exclusion based on
the gender of the participants and the gender of the excluded
person, a 2 (participant gender: male, female) × 2 (protagonist
gender: male, female) univariate ANOVA was conducted.

As expected, there was a main effect of participant gender,
F(1, 86) = 4.94, p = 0.029, ηp

2 = 0.05, demonstrating that females
(M = 2.81, SD = 1.01) rejected exclusion more strongly than
males (M = 3.58, SD = 1.50). There was no effect of the gender
of the protagonist, nor any interaction effects. See Figure 1 for a
graphical presentation of these results.

Likelihood of Intervention
This question was answered by 86 participants. The descriptive
analyses showed that 56 participants (65.1%) tended to intervene,
22 participants (25.6%) tended not to intervene, and 8 (9.3%)
participants chose the middle of the scale, indicating that it was
as likely that they would intervene as not intervene.

To test for differences in the likelihood of intervention, a
2 (participant gender: male, female) × 2 (protagonist gender:
male, female) univariate ANOVA was conducted. As preliminary
analyses revealed no effects of participants’ age or the years
of participants’ service experiences, these variables were not
included in the analysis for the sake of a simpler model.
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FIGURE 1 | Evaluation of exclusion as a function of teacher gender and the gender of the excluded student. High numbers indicate high acceptability of exclusion;
low numbers indicate strong rejection of exclusion.
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As expected, there was a main effect of the gender of the
protagonist, F(1, 82) = 14.11, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.15, revealing that
participants were less likely to intervene in scenarios in that a boy
was excluded (M = 4.29, SD = 2.03) compared to scenarios in that
a girl was excluded (M = 5.62, SD = 1.37). There was no effect of
the participants’ gender, nor any interaction effects. See Figure 2
for a graphical presentation of these results.

Justification of Likelihood of Intervention
To analyze the participants’ justifications why they would tend to
intervene or not as well as their specific actions, we conducted
reasoning analyses on the proportional use of the coded
categories. In order to see whether the specific justifications were
related to the decision to intervene or not, we created a new
variable out of the seven-point scale measuring the likelihood
of intervention, resulting in the three categories “tendency to
intervene,” “indecisive,” and “tendency not to intervene.”

Using this new variable, we ran a 3 (decision: no intervention,
indecisive, intervention) × 2 (participant gender: male, female) ×

2 (protagonist: boy, girl) × 4 (justification: need for information,
children’s autonomy, empathy for the victim/avoid psychological
harm, social norms of inclusion and cooperation) ANOVA with
repeated measures on the factor “justification.” The Huynh–Feldt
adjustment was used to correct for violations of sphericity.

This analysis revealed an interaction effect of justification and
decision, F(6, 192) = 2.63, p < 0.018, ηp

2 = 0.08, demonstrating
that “need for information” and “social norms of inclusion
and cooperation” were mainly used by those who tended to
intervene, whereas “children’s autonomy” was mainly used by
those who tended not to intervene. However, there were no main
or interaction effects based on the gender of the participants or
the gender of the protagonist.

Specific Actions
In order to get a better understanding of how teachers would
intervene, we analyzed their answers to the open-ended question
of what they would specifically do when intervening in the
situation. To test for differences in these answers based on the

gender of the participants and the gender of the protagonist,
a 2 (participant gender: male, female) × 2 (protagonist: boy,
girl) × 4 (action: ask for reasons, conversation, inclusion-
oriented behavior, find an alternative solution for excluded
student) ANOVA was run with repeated measures on the factor
“action.” The Huynh–Feldt adjustment was used to correct for
violations of sphericity.

This analysis revealed a main effect of action,
F(4.33, 44.23) = 6.63, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.09, indicating that
participants stated significantly more often that they would ask
for reasons or talk to the students than they would try to find
an alternative solution for the excluded student. The frequency
of inclusion-oriented behavior was not different from the other
actions. Again, there were no main or interaction effects based on
the gender of the participants or the gender of the protagonist.

DISCUSSION

The current study investigated teachers’ reactions to social
exclusion scenarios in Germany. Focusing on teachers as
observers of social exclusion, we used hypothetical scenarios in
which a student (girl vs. boy) was excluded by other children in
class. We assessed teachers’ evaluations of the exclusion behavior
as well as how likely they were to intervene in the situation, and
what they would specifically do. To extend prior research, we
focused on the role of gender for teachers’ reactions to social
exclusion. More specifically, we focused on the gender of the
excluded student on the one hand and the gender of the observing
teacher on the other hand.

General Tendency to Reject Social
Exclusion Among Students and to
Intervene in Exclusion Situations Among
Students
As expected, the teachers in our study showed a general tendency
to reject social exclusion among students. This replicates the
findings of other studies (e.g., Beißert and Bonefeld, 2020;
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FIGURE 2 | Likelihood of intervention as a function of teacher gender and the gender of the excluded student. High numbers indicate high likelihood to intervene;
low numbers indicate low likelihood to intervene.
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Grütter et al., 2021; Kollerová and Killen, 2021), which overall
provide strong evidence that teachers generally reject social
exclusion among students. This tendency to reject exclusion
seems to translate into action intentions insofar that the majority
of the participating teachers stated that they would have
intervened in the situation if it had happened in their class.

The Role of Teachers’ Gender
Based on considerations of gender-specific socialization (Bakan,
1966; Cross and Madson, 1997; Zahn-Waxler, 2000) we had
assumed that female teachers would reject social exclusion even
more strongly than male teachers. In terms of the evaluation
of social exclusion, we found evidence for this assumption.
Interestingly, these gender differences in the evaluation of
exclusion did not manifest in teachers’ expected likelihood to
intervene in the situation. Female teachers were not more likely
to intervene in the situation than male teachers. One possible
explanation for this discrepancy between the evaluation of and
the expected reaction to social exclusion could also lie in gender-
specific socialization. Women are socialized to connect with
others and strive for companionship, but less to be self-effective
agents (Bakan, 1966). In line with this, females attach great value
to relationships (Guisinger and Blatt, 1994) and have a strong
need for harmony (Hwang and Mattila, 2019). This might lead
females to be hesitant to intervene in the exclusion situation
because intervening might be conceptualized as getting involved
in an interpersonal conflict. Hence, even though females reject
exclusion more strongly, they might not take the step to action.
However, one important limitation is that there were only 14%
male teachers in the sample, and thus, the results should be
considered with caution.

Interestingly, the low proportions of male participants are a
typical problem of many online studies (Cull et al., 2005; Cheung
et al., 2017; Beißert et al., 2020) and especially in studies on social
exclusion (Butler, 2012; Butler and Shibaz, 2014; Beißert et al.,
2021) with about 90% female participants. And even though we
find a higher base rate of females compared to males among
teachers, these samples as well as our sample include even more
females than the proportion of female teachers in Germany
(which would be appr. 73%, Statista Research Department, 2021).
This might indicate that there is some self-selection of helpful
individuals, since more helpful individuals are presumably more
likely to participate in studies voluntarily. Nevertheless, further
research should continue to investigate whether these results can
be replicated in a sample with more male teachers.

The Role of the Excluded Student’s
Gender
The gender of the excluded student did not affect teachers’
evaluation of the exclusion situation. The exclusion of boys
and girls was evaluated equally reprehensible. However, the
gender of the excluded student did influence teachers’ behavioral
intentions. As expected, teachers were more likely to intervene
in scenarios in that a girl was excluded compared to scenarios
in that a boy was excluded. This fits to our assumptions that
this is due to gender expectations such as girls being more likely

to strive to connect with others (communion) while boys tend
to be more focused on individual goals (agency) (Bem, 1981).
Therefore, boys may be seen as less vulnerable and less affected by
social exclusion, which could induce a weaker need to intervene
and protect them.

Justifications for Likelihood to Intervene
and Specific Actions
We could not find any differences between female and male
teachers’ justifications to intervene or not, nor were there any
differences based on the gender of the excluded student. Thus,
the finding of Kollerová and Killen (2021) that teachers used
more moral justifications when reasoning about excluded girls
compared to excluded boys could not be replicated in the current
study. Gender was not relevant for teachers’ reasoning.

Interestingly, teachers’ decisions to intervene or not were
associated with different considerations. Namely, if teachers
conceptualized the exclusion scenario as something that falls
in the children’s scope of action., i.e., when they referenced
children’s autonomy as a justification, they were less likely to
intervene compared to those teachers who focused on socio-
moral aspects such as inclusion and cooperation as social norms
or compared to those who understood the situation to be
ambiguous and stated their need for further information. That
means that teachers’ tendency to intervene seems to depend on
how they perceive the exclusion situation—but independent of
their own gender or the gender of the excluded student. In this
context, it is encouraging that many teachers wanted to ask for
reasons to better understand the situation in order to find out if
further interventions were necessary or not.

Implications and Future Directions
All in all, we can say that gender is an important aspect in
the context of social exclusion. On the one hand, the gender
of the observing teacher is relevant as females reject exclusion
even more strongly than males. On the other hand, the gender
of the excluded student impacted teachers’ reactions to social
exclusion as they were less likely to intervene when a boy was
excluded compared to a girl. We explain these findings with
gender-specific socialization and social expectations linked to
gender. Namely, the stronger focus on communal aspects in girls’
socialization which is associated with a high value of relationships
and harmony on the one hand, and the perception of females
as being more vulnerable and more in need of relatedness than
males, on the other hand. Future research should systematically
examine whether such a communal orientation with a higher
focus on interpersonal affiliation in females really can explain the
current findings.

Additionally, further research should pay more attention to
the assessment of evaluations and behavior or at least behavioral
intentions. In this study, it becomes clear that even though the
general tendency to reject exclusion among students manifests
in a general tendency to intervene, the effects related to gender
reveal differential patterns regarding the evaluations and the
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behavioral tendency. Hence, further research should include both
attitudinal and behavioral measures. Moreover, in this context, it
would be of great interest to conduct real behavioral studies in
naturalistic settings in order to investigate whether the reported
behavioral intentions transmit into the respective actions.

Interestingly, the gender differences that we found regarding
the reported behavioral intentions are not reflected in teachers’
reasoning or their specific actions. That means, teachers are more
likely to intervene when girls are excluded than when boys are
excluded. However, once they decide to intervene, the specific
actions are not related to the gender of the excluded student. This
leads us to the assumption that the differences in the likelihood
to intervene or not are no conscious tendencies but rather
automatisms based on socialized expectations linked to gender.
Thus, it is crucial to sensitize teachers to such expectations and
help them reflect their own gender-specific expectations. Further,
teachers should be encouraged to treat both genders equally and
to consequently intervene also when boys are excluded. It is
important to make teachers aware of the fact that boys and girls
suffer equally from the severe consequences of social exclusion.
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