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Abstract 
Based on sociological, economic, and social-psychological theories of discrimination and bias, this study 
addresses non-native accents among ethnic minority students as they begin school and explores effects 
of such accents on their teachers’ achievement expectations. Using a unique data set of first graders in 
Germany, the analysis reveals that a non-native accent is relevant to teachers’ expectations net of student 
skills, abilities, and other background variables. Associations are stronger in the language domain than in 
mathematics, indicating that teachers perceive accent-free speech as a language-learning requirement. 
However, residual influences of non-native accents on teacher expectations also exist in the math domain 
and persist even after prolonged periods of teacher-student interaction. Mechanisms of statistical discrim-
ination and stereotype-based discrimination can partially explain these effects. However, the overall pat-
tern of results suggests a stigmatization of non-native accents, potentially resulting from the activation of 
negative associations related to foreignness and disfluency. 

Keywords 
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Accurate teacher assessments of students’ abilities

and skills are essential for children’s educational

achievement and attainment and, thus, for their

later life chances (Farkas 2003; Ferguson 2003;

Hallinan 2008). Yet ethnic minority students often

face biased teacher assessments, which can have

long-lasting consequences and contribute to

inequality in educational outcomes (Alexander,

Entwisle, and Thompson 1987; Gentrup et al.

2020; McGrady and Reynolds 2013). Bias in

teacher perceptions and evaluations has been

documented in a range of modern societies, such

as Australia, the United States, and several Euro-

pean countries (e.g., Lorenz et al. 2016; Meissel

et al. 2017; Ready and Wright 2011). Earlier stud-

ies have confirmed that prejudice and stereotypes

are among the sources of such biases (Kisfalusi,

Janky, and Takács 2021; Lorenz 2021), but we

know little about what triggers these processes.

In addition to names (Bonefeld and Dickhäuser

2018) and physiognomy (Zebrowitz 1996),
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language is an important social cue that provokes

ingroup and outgroup distinctions (Lamont and

Molnár 2002). This might affect ethnic minority

members, especially first-generation immigrants,

because many of them speak with a non-native

accent (Moyer 2004). More specifically, immi-

grants often apply phonology and intonation of

their origin language to the target language

(Lippi-Green 2011:165) even if they are fluent

and effective speakers of the target language

(Dovidio and Gluszek 2012). Accent is a key fea-

ture of phonology or pronunciation and is among

the most salient features of speech (Derwing and

Munro 2009; Moyer 2004). Speakers with a non-

native accent are thus easily recognized as being

of foreign descent (Rakić, Steffens, and Mummen-

dey 2011; Rödin and Özcan 2011).

The signaling effect of non-native accents entails

an increasing likelihood that such speakers will be

perceived in stereotypical or even prejudiced ways.

Existing evidence indicates that individuals who

speak with a non-native accent are perceived to be

less credible (Lev-Ari and Keysar 2010), are more

often sanctioned for norm violations (Lippi-Green

2011), have a lower probability of getting an apart-

ment (Horr, Hunkler, and Kroneberg 2018), and

are treated less positively in the service sector (Klink

and Wagner 1999). Non-native accents also restrict

the establishment of intergroup friendships and part-

nerships (Kogan, Dollmann, and Weißmann 2021),

resulting in disadvantages in the labor market

(Schmaus 2020; Schmaus and Kristen 2022). In

the educational context, however, non-native accents

have thus far received little attention.

This study aims to identify the role of non-

native accents in teachers’ achievement expecta-

tions for children starting primary school. We

synthesize theoretical arguments from the sociol-

ogy of education, economics, and social psychol-

ogy and address different mechanisms that might

underlie accurate and biased teacher assessments

of students speaking with an accent. Utilizing

data from a unique empirical setting of first

graders in Germany, we examine whether non-

native accents matter for teachers’ achievement

expectations depending on the teaching domain

(mathematics and language), the time point of

observation, and the stereotypes about ethnic

minority members that teachers (may) hold. The

study design allows us to explore different mech-

anisms of bias and identify whether associations

between non-native student accents and teacher

expectations reflect accurate or biased evaluations.

Our results reveal that a non-native accent is

negatively associated with teachers’ expectations

net of student skills, abilities, and other individ-

ual-level and classroom-level background varia-

bles. Differences in the strength of the accent

effect between the language and math domains

indicate that teachers perceive accent-free speech

as a language-learning requirement. However,

the negative association between non-native

accent and teacher expectations persists irrespec-

tive of the teaching domain (i.e., language or

mathematics), timing of observation (i.e., the

beginning or end of the first school year), the neg-

ativity of teachers’ stereotypes about ethnic

minority students, and students’ ethnic origin.

With this unique evidence on how students’ non-

native accents are related to teacher evaluations

in Germany, our study contributes to the general

debate on the role of non-native accents in the

emergence of bias (see Roessel, Schoel, and Stahl-

berg 2018). Our findings suggest that accented

speech might activate basic negative associations

that do not hinge on group-specific stereotypes

but lead to negatively biased student evaluations

even in the absence of negative attitudes toward

immigrants and ethnic minority groups.

NON-NATIVE ACCENT AS A 
TRIGGER OF STIGMATIZATION? 
Strong non-native accents can deviate from stan-

dard speech patterns and inhibit comprehension

(Deprez-Sims and Morris 2013; Floccia et al.

2009; Schmaus and Kristen 2022; Van Wijngaar-

den 2001). Empirical evidence suggests this is

reflected in delayed word identification (Floccia

et al. 2009) and misidentification of syllables,

words, and sentences (Van Wijngaarden 2001).

A listener may also need more time to process

accented speech (Munro and Derwing 1995). Lin-

guists have used economists’ terminology, consid-

ering such difficulties to be ‘‘costs’’ associated

with a non-native accent (Adank et al. 2009). In

psychology, challenges in understanding accented

speakers are viewed in terms of metacognitive

processes. In this perspective, comprehension is

conceived as a mental task between the poles of

effortless and highly effortful (Dovidio and Glus-

zek 2012). The perceived effort of a task, such as

understanding an accented speaker, activates cor-

responding metacognitions that reflect the subjec-

tive ease with which a person can process
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information. Disfluency, a key metacognition, can

be activated when a non-native accent complicates

information processing and understandability

(Deprez-Sims and Morris 2013).

The fluency with which people perceive and

interact with others affects interpersonal evalua-

tions (Lick and Johnson 2015). Hence, given its

role in metacognition, accent-induced disfluency

must be considered not only as a factor influencing

understandability of a speaker but also as a source

of bias on the listener’s side. Disfluency can acti-

vate ingroup-outgroup distinctions (Dovidio and

Gluszek 2012; Massey and Lundy 2001), which

can trigger negative associations and emotions

related to foreignness and outgroup membership

(Alter and Oppenheimer 2009; Roessel et al.

2018). This is supported by evidence of how

speakers with a non-native accent are misinter-

preted and judged differently—often more nega-

tively (see Fuertes et al. 2012)—than persons

who speak with a standard accent (Dovidio and

Gluszek 2012). In the school context, stigmatiza-

tion of non-native accents might occur when

disfluency triggers negative emotions (and thus

prejudice) and a general devaluation of accent-

speaking students (Link and Phelan 2001), thus

distorting teachers’ achievement expectations.

However, stigmatization may not be the only

mechanism underlying bias in teacher assessments

of students who speak with a non-native accent.

Building on theoretical arguments from the sociol-

ogy of education, economics, and social psychol-

ogy, we test three possible explanations for the

association between students’ non-native accents

and teachers’ expectations: (1) standard pronunci-

ation as a part of scholastic requirements, (2) sta-

tistical discrimination, and (3) stereotype-based

discrimination.

Standard Pronunciation as 
a Scholastic Requirement 
A high level of language proficiency is usually

characterized by a rich vocabulary, correct gram-

mar and syntax, and native-like pronunciation

(i.e., accent-free or nearly accent-free speech;

Foley and Thompson 2003). When teachers assess

students’ language proficiency, they may take the

full range of these dimensions into account. Addi-

tionally, standards set by the German educational

authorities regarding achievement in the subject

German specify that children ought to adopt

standard German and learn how to speak articu-

lately, with the goal of being able to ‘‘tell, inform,

argue, and appeal to others’’ (KMK 2004a:9f.).

Although these requirements do not mention pro-

nunciation, they suggest the spoken word is

expected to be comprehensible to others.

These educational standards might affect how

teachers assess the academic potential of students

who speak with a non-native accent. Less pro-

nounced non-native accents should not lead to

lower expectations for student achievement in lan-

guage-focused areas, but teachers may consider

stronger accents a legitimate reason for negative

student evaluations, particularly when the accent

impedes comprehension. Teachers might not nec-

essarily stigmatize students whose non-native

accents produce disfluency, but they may consider

these students less proficient, lowering expecta-

tions for their achievement in the language

domain. As a result, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1: A strong non-native accent

should decrease expected language achieve-

ment (after controlling for actual skills and

abilities), and a less pronounced non-native

accent should be unrelated to teacher

expectations in this domain.

For the same reasons, a non-native accent

should play a more important role in forming

teacher expectations in language-related domains

than in the mathematical domain. Performance in

math is less dependent on language than is perfor-

mance in a language-focused subject. Addition-

ally, the educational standards for mathematics

in Germany do not mention correct language as

a requirement (KMK 2004b). Therefore we

hypothesize the following,

Hypothesis 2: Student accents should be less

important for the formation of teacher

expectations in the mathematical domain

than in the language domain.

Statistical Discrimination 
Theories of statistical discrimination were origi-

nally introduced in labor market research. These

theories assume that when employers have limited

information about applicants’ productivity, they

rely on easily accessible signals to formulate pro-

ductivity estimates (Spence 1973). These signals
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can include indicators of group membership. For

instance, employers might use the assumed aver-

age productivity of the social group to which an

applicant is presumed to belong as an estimate

of individual productivity (Phelps 1972). Simi-

larly, when teachers enter a new class, they usually

have limited knowledge of each student’s skills. In

these instances, teachers may base their initial

expectations on the knowledge they have about

the social groups to which they think individual

students belong. After prolonged teacher-student

interactions, these group-level perceptions should

gradually be replaced by information acquired

about each student. Accordingly, statistical dis-

crimination in the school context most likely

occurs when teachers do not yet know their stu-

dents very well. Following this reasoning, we

argue the following:

Hypothesis 3: Potential bias in teacher expect-

ations related to a non-native accent should

be more prevalent at the start of first grade

(when student-teacher interaction has been

minimal) than at later points in time.

If the group-specific achievement estimate

a teacher relies on (in cases of missing student

information) is accurate (e.g., if the estimated

average language skills of a group correspond to

the actual average language skills among this

group), statistical discrimination will lead to inac-

curate teacher expectations only for students

whose actual achievements are below or above

the expected group mean. Bias at the group level

occurs only when the group-specific achievement

estimate is inaccurate (i.e., if it over- or underesti-

mates the actual group mean), a scenario known as

error discrimination (England 1992). The litera-

ture on stereotypes provides insight into how and

under what conditions such inaccuracy might

occur.

Stereotype-Based Discrimination 
In social psychology, a non-native accent is

a salient social cue that signals the speaker’s out-

group membership and ethnic minority group sta-

tus (Deaux 2006; Kinzler, Dupoux, and Spelke

2007). As a particularly blatant cue, a non-native

accent can trigger activation of stereotypes, that

is, generalized beliefs about the average character-

istics and attributes of categories of people (Kunda

and Spencer 2003). Scholars assume that non-

native accents activate stereotypes related to eth-

nicity (Macrae, Bodenhausen, and Milne 1995)

and inhibit the activation of competing stereo-

types, such as those associated with appearance,

gender, or socioeconomic background (Hansen,

Rakić, and Steffens 2017; Rakić et al. 2011). Sim-

ilar to statistical discrimination, perceiving indi-

viduals based on stereotypes means attributes

associated with certain category labels (e.g., ‘‘eth-

nic minority child’’ or ‘‘child from a Turkish

minority family’’) are ascribed to individuals

who have been identified as members of the

respective category (Fiske et al. 1987).

According to dual-process theories, humans

process information and form impressions of other

people along a continuum (see the continuum

model of impression formation by Fiske, Lin,

and Neuberg 1999). At one end of the continuum,

impression formation is based on the automatic

activation of stereotypes. At the other end of the

continuum, people do not rely on stereotypes but

process individual information about the target

person, with group membership merely one

among various individual characteristics taken

into account. Changes from stereotypic modes of

impression formation to individuating modes

depend on the availability of rich and unambigu-

ous information on the target person and the cog-

nitive resources available for processing such

information (Gawronski, Geschke, and Banse

2003). However, even when information and cog-

nitive resources are available, a non-native accent

can hamper the processing of individual informa-

tion and its integration into multifaceted judg-

ments. This is because accented speech constitutes

a salient ethnic cue that entails an increased likeli-

hood of categorizations and thus stereotype appli-

cation (Fiske et al. 1999; Smith and DeCoster

2000). Because stereotypes about ethnic minority

members are often negative and tend to emphasize

undesirable attributes (Garg et al. 2018; Glock,

Krolak-Schwerdt, and Pit-ten Cate 2015; Petti-

grew and Meertens 1995), they are likely to pro-

duce negative bias, which may result in unfavor-

able expectations.1

Following the continuum model of impression

formation, we expect a non-native student accent

to moderate first, the relationship between

achievement information on individual students

and the degree of accuracy (or bias) in teacher

expectations and second, the relationship between

ethnic stereotypes and the degree of accuracy (or
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bias) in teacher expectations. More specifically,

our next hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 4: Knowledge of students’ abilities

and skills (that is available to teachers from

their everyday interactions with students)

should be more likely to contribute to the

formation of expectations for ethnic minor-

ity students who speak with a standard

accent than for students who speak with

a non-native accent.

Conversely, non-native student accents should

moderate the relationship between (negative)

teacher stereotypes (about ethnic minority stu-

dents) and teacher expectations. We thus hypotho-

size the following:

Hypothesis 5: The effects of stereotypes on

teacher expectations should be more pro-

nounced for students who speak with

a non-native accent than for students with

native-like pronunciation.

We assume comparable moderating effects of

a non-native accent for the language and mathe-

matical domains.

In addition to holding stereotypes about immi-

grant or ethnic minority students in general, teach-

ers might hold group-specific stereotypes (Wenz,

Olczyk, and Lorenz 2016). Non-native accents,

especially when combined with other signals indi-

cating ethnic group membership (e.g., a foreign-

sounding name, certain looks, or information on

parents’ country of birth), may trigger stereotypes

about particular origin groups. Muslims face neg-

ative stereotypes on both sides of the Atlantic

(Foner and Alba 2008), and throughout Germany

and Western Europe, unfavorable stereotypes

about Turks and Muslims are pronounced (Froeh-

lich and Schulte 2019; Kahraman and Knoblich

2000; Strabac and Listhaug 2008). East Euro-

peans, another numerically important group in

Germany, are perceived less negatively, and they

report and experience less discrimination (Diehl,

Fischer-Neumann, and Mühlau 2016; Koopmans,

Veit, and Yemane 2019).

Consequently, although a non-native accent

spoken by children of East European origin might

indicate a lack of human capital, non-native

accents spoken by children from families descend-

ing from Turkey, North Africa, and the Middle

East (the MENA region) might additionally signal

membership in an unfavorable group (for evidence

on this assumption in the labor market, see

Schmaus 2020). In the education system, this pro-

cess would be reflected in differential associations

between non-native student accents and teacher

expectations for students of MENA and Eastern

European origins. According to this reasoning,

we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 6: A non-native accent among stu-

dents of ethnic origins who are the target of

unfavorable stereotypes (i.e., descendants

of immigrants from the MENA region)

should lead to more negative teacher

expectations than would a non-native

accent among students of ethnic origins

who are less exposed to negative stereo-

types (i.e., descendants of immigrants

from Eastern Europe).

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

Data 
We use data from the research project Kompeten-

zerwerb und Lernvoraussetzungen (English trans-

lation: Competence Acquisition and Learning Pre-

conditions; Kristen et al. 2018). The total sample

included 1,065 first graders from 67 classrooms

in 39 primary schools in Germany. The schools

were sampled in a large polycentric urban area

located in the federal state of North-Rhine West-

phalia. The area is characterized by high ethnic

diversity and was chosen to cover everyday school

life in diverse contexts.

Data collection started shortly after the begin-

ning of the 2013–2014 school year (T1) and

included standardized achievement tests and inter-

views with first-grade students (taking place

between September and November 2013, during

the third to ninth school weeks), a questionnaire

for teachers (dispatched by the research team

between September and November 2013, during

the third to seventh school weeks), and telephone

interviews with parents (conducted between Octo-

ber and December 2013). Due to minimal teacher-

student contact before the first wave, the problem

of unobserved heterogeneity should be less of an

issue. The second round of data collection

occurred at the end of the same school year (T2).

Students were tested and interviewed again

(between May and June 2014), and their teachers
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completed another questionnaire (dispatched by

the research team at the beginning of May

2014). Implementation of the different tests and

surveys in the field and the various instruments

used in this study were pretested in two schools

in the year preceding the main data collection.

For the analyses, we kept only cases of ethnic

minority students for whom information on

teacher expectations was available for both T1

and T2 and whose teachers did not change between

the two survey waves. The analyzed sample com-

prised 344 ethnic minority students and their 60

classroom teachers. Of these 60 teachers, 57

taught German and mathematics, and 3 taught

only German. Consequently, analyses of the math-

ematical domain are restricted to a slightly smaller

sample consisting of 322 students and 57 teachers.

The 60 teachers were, on average, 42 years old

(SD = 9.2) and had average work experience of

12 years (SD = 9.3). The teachers were predomi-

nantly female (93 percent) and belonged to the

German majority population (93 percent). Two

teachers had a Polish ethnic minority background;

information on ethnic origin was missing for one

teacher.2

Variables 
Our outcome variable is teacher expectations.

Teachers rated each participating student in their

class regarding their expected achievement on

five items (e.g., ‘‘Compared to his or her fellow

students, how well do you expect the child to per-

form at the end of the upcoming school year? . . .

in German language / . . . in mathematics’’; for

an English translation of the wording of all items,

see Part A of the online Supplemental; for the

original German version, see Gentrup et al.

2018). These questions were presented to teachers

at T1 and T2 using the same wording. This proce-

dure ensured that in the first wave, teachers formu-

lated their expectations for each student’s achieve-

ment development during the first school year.

The second wave recorded teacher expectations

for each student’s achievement development dur-

ing the second school year. Answers were given

on a 5-point scale. We calculated two mean scores

out of the five items, one for each domain. We

used three items to build a variable referring to

the expectations for each child’s achievement in

the language domain (a = .94), and two items

measure teacher expectations in the math domain

(a = .94). We constructed the variables capturing

teacher expectations in the same way for both

the T1 and T2 observations.

The key independent variable in this study is

the strength of students’ non-native accent. To

this end, teachers were asked to assess to what

extent their students speak with a non-native

accent on a 9-point scale from ‘‘no accent at

all’’ (= 1) to ‘‘strong non-German accent’’ (= 9).

Student accent was measured in this way at both

T1 and T2. In addition to using this continuous var-

iable as a predictor of teacher expectations, we

created a categorical version of the accent variable

differentiating between the categories ‘‘no non-

native accent’’ (value 1 on the interval accent

scale), ‘‘moderate non-native accent’’ (values

2–5), and ‘‘strong non-native accent’’ (values

6–9). This approach reflects our assumption that

stronger accents have stronger effects on teacher

expectations than do weaker accents (for a similar

application, see Kogan et al. 2021). Categorization

of the accent variable followed the logic of using

the lowest value as an indicator of accent-free

speech and splitting the remaining answer catego-

ries in the middle. This procedure corresponds to

how student accent is empirically related to

teacher expectations in our data (see the ‘‘Descrip-

tive Results’’ section and Figure 3). Analyses

using different thresholds yield results substan-

tially similar to our main findings (results avail-

able on request).

Our analyses account for various ability and

skills measures to examine the extent to which

non-native student accents correlate with student

achievement and to determine if teacher expecta-

tions vary between students with non-native

accents and native-like pronunciation given the

same achievement. To measure language skills,

we use the subscales phonological awareness

(a = .82) and reading (a = .96) of the German

version of the computer-based Performance Indi-

cators in Primary Schools (FIPS; Bäuerlein et al.

2012), a test each participating child took at the

beginning (T1) and end (T2) of the school year.

We measure mathematical skills with the mathe-

matics subscale of the FIPS assessment (a = .92)

at T1 and T2. The FIPS instrument is specifically

designed to measure language and math skills of

children just beginning school. It captures a variety

of skills, such as repeating fantasy words and sep-

arating words into syllables (subscale phonologi-

cal awareness) and reading numbers and calculat-

ing based on pictures with numbers up to 10
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(subscale mathematics). Finally, we use two scales

to measure students’ cognitive abilities at T1,

namely, a deductive reasoning test (CFT1; Weiß

and Osterland 1997) and the working memory

subscale implemented in the FIPS assessment

(Bäuerlein et al. 2012; a = .76).

We further control for a set of variables likely

to influence teachers’ expectations. Teachers rely

on indicators of student motivation when forming

their expectations (Gentrup et al. 2018). There-

fore, we consider students’ enjoyment of learning

(a scale comprising 13 items; a = .78) and effort

(13 items; a = .70) as measured by personal inter-

views with the children in the middle of the school

year. For this purpose, we use an adapted form of

a questionnaire by Rauer and Schuck (2004).

We measure teacher stereotypes about ethnic

minority students at T2 with five items (a = .88)

capturing teachers’ agreement with negative state-

ments on school-relevant characteristics of ethnic

minority students. The items refer to immigrant

students’ attentiveness, eagerness to learn, effort,

preknowledge, and interest (for the full wording

of all items, see Part A of the online Supplemen-

tal). We use the mean of teachers’ responses to

these items (5-point scale) as the indicator of

teachers’ stereotypes.

To examine whether the effect of a non-native

accent on teacher expectations varies depending

on students’ origin, we use information from tele-

phone interviews with parents, whom we asked

about the birth countries of the student, the

parents, and the grandparents. Based on this infor-

mation, we distinguish among the following three

origin groups: students with a MENA background

(n = 116), students with an Eastern European

background (n = 125), and students with other

ethnic minority backgrounds (n = 103). The

MENA category includes children whose families

immigrated from Turkey, North Africa, or the

Middle East. The Eastern European category

includes children whose families originated from

countries that once belonged to the Soviet Union

and families from the Czech Republic, Bulgaria,

Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slov-

enia. The remaining ethnic minority group repre-

sents a diverse mix of origin continents and

regions: Middle and South Africa (22 students),

Asia (14 students), North and South America

and Western Europe (32 students), and various

other countries (35 students). Students are identi-

fied as members of an origin group if they, at least

one of their parents, or all grandparents were born

in one of the listed countries. Additionally, we

control for students’ immigrant status. Here, we

distinguish between first-generation (student for-

eign-born), second-generation (parents foreign-

born), 2.5-generation (one parent foreign-born),

and third-generation (grandparents foreign-born)

immigrant students.

To consider students’ social backgrounds, we

use the highest values of parents’ International

Socio-Economic Index of occupational status

(Ganzeboom, De Graaf, and Treiman 1992). We

gathered this information in telephone interviews

with the parents. Additionally, we consider stu-

dents’ gender in all analyses. We further control

for the socioeconomic and ethnic composition of

the classroom to take into account that teacher

expectation bias varies with classroom composi-

tion (Timmermans, Kuyper, and van der Werf

2015). To this end, we use teachers’ statements

regarding the share of students in their classes

who had at least one parent with tertiary education

and the share of students from immigrant families.

Method of Analysis 
To identify the effects of a non-native accent on

teacher expectations, we carry out multilevel lin-

ear regressions (Allison 2009) with teacher

expectations in the language and mathematics

domains at T1 and T2 as four separate dependent

variables. In all multivariate models, student

achievement, motivation, socioeconomic status,

gender, and classroom composition serve as con-

trols. In the first step, we assess whether the strength

of a non-native accent is related to teacher expecta-

tions for student achievement at T1 and T2 in the

math and language domains net of our control vari-

ables. In analyses at T1, we use the student accent

measure from T1 as an independent variable. In anal-

yses at T2, we use the accent measure from T2 as an

independent variable. The results are displayed in

Table 1 and include nonlinear modeling in which

the categorical accent variable is used as a predictor

(see upper part of Table 1) and linear modeling in

which the continuous accent variable enters the

models as a predictor (see lower part of Table 1).

This procedure enables us to test Hypothesis 1,

and comparisons across the two domains and the

time points allow testing for Hypotheses 2 and 3.

We next investigate whether non-native

accents trigger ethnic stereotypes among teachers

(see Tables 2 and 3). To do this, we estimate
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Table 1. Effects of a Non-native Accent on Teacher Expectations for Language and Math Achievement at 
the Beginning (T1) and End (T2) of the First School Year. 

Math Math Language Language 
domain T1 domain T2 domain T1 domain T2 

Nonlinear modeling 
Moderate non-native accent –.10 –.16 –.29* –.18 
(reference = no accent) (.13) (.13) (.12) (.12) 

Strong non-native accent –.34* –.47* –.87*** –.62*** 
(.17) (.19) (.17) (.17) 

Linear modeling: 
Non-native accent –.12** –.14** –.29*** –.22*** 

(.04) (.05) (.04) (.04) 
N teachers 57 57 60 60 
N students 322 322 344 344 

Note: Beta coefficients are from multilevel regression. Standard errors are in parentheses. Models control for math 
skills (when teacher expectations in the math domain are the outcome), reading skills (when teacher expectations in 
the language domain are the outcome), phonological awareness, working memory, deductive reasoning, joy of learning, 
effort, gender, highest values of parents’ International Socio-Economic Index of occupational status, ethnic origin, 
immigrant status, share of children with highly educated parents in the class, and share of immigrant children in the 
class. Tables C1 and C2 in the online Supplemental provide the full results. 
*p \ .05. **p \ .01. ***p \ .001 (two-tailed test). 

Table 2. Moderating Effects of Student Skills and Teacher Stereotypes on the Relationship between 
a Non-native Accent and Teacher Expectations in the Math Domain at T2. 

Model 1 Model 2 

Non-native student accent –.16** –.13* 
(.06) (.05) 

Math skills .44*** .42*** 
(.06) (.06) 

Teacher stereotypes –.10 
(.06) 

Non-native student accent 3 math skills –.03 
(.04) 

Non-native student accent 3 teacher stereotypes .02 
(.05) 

N teachers 57 57 
N students 322 322 

Note: Beta coefficients are from multilevel regression. Standard errors are in parentheses. Models control for students’ 
working memory, deductive reasoning, joy of learning, effort, gender, highest values of parents’ International Socio-
Economic Index of occupational status, ethnic origin, immigrant status, share of children with highly educated parents 
in the class, and share of immigrant children in the class. Table C4 in the online Supplemental provides the full results. 
A replication of the results using the categorical accent variable is provided in Table H2 in the online Supplemental. 
T2 = end of first school year. 
*p \ .05. **p \ .01. ***p \ .001 (two-tailed test). 

interaction effects between accent and students’ would support Hypothesis 4, that is, stereotypic

math, language, and phonological skills. Signifi- modes of impression formation triggered by

cant negative interactions between any of these a non-native accent hinder the processing of

skill variables and the foreign accent’s strength actual student information. In further models,
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Table 3. Moderating Effects of Student Skills and Teacher Stereotypes on the Relationship between 
a Non-native Accent and Teacher Expectations in the Language Domain at T2. 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Non-native student accent –.25*** –.25*** –.22*** 
(.04) (.04) (.04) 

Reading skills .40*** .37*** .36*** 
(.06) (.05) (.05) 

Phonological awareness .25*** .28*** .24*** 
(.05) (.06) (.05) 

Teacher stereotypes –.11 
(.06) 

Non-native student accent 3 reading skills –.05 
(.03) 

Non-native student accent 3 phonological awareness –.04 
(.03) 

Non-native student accent 3 teacher stereotypes .01 
(.04) 

N teachers 60 60 60 
N students 344 344 344 

Note: Beta coefficients are from multilevel regression. Standard errors are in parentheses. Models control for students’ 
working memory, deductive reasoning, joy of learning, effort, gender, highest values of parents’ International Socio-
Economic Index of occupational status, ethnic origin, immigrant status, share of children with highly educated parents 
in the class, and share of immigrant children in the class. Table C4 in the online Supplemental provides the full results. A 
replication of the results using the categorical accent variable is provided in Table H2 in the online Supplemental. T2 = 
end of first school year. 
***p \ 0.001 (two-tailed test). 

we estimate cross-level interaction effects

between the accent variable and the strength of

teachers’ negative stereotypes about ethnic

minority students. A significant positive interac-

tion between our measures of negative teacher

stereotypes and student accent would support

Hypothesis 5, that is, non-native accents

trigger the application of negative ethnic stereo-

types during impression formation. In these

analyses, which test Hypotheses 4 and 5, we

use teacher expectations measured at T2 (end of

the school year) as the dependent variable and

student accent measured at T2 as an independent

variable.

To test Hypothesis 6, we interact the accent

variable with students’ ethnic origins. Table 4 pro-

vides information about possible origin-specific

accent effects by presenting the main effects of

non-native accents for each ethnic group (i.e., sim-

ple slopes).

All models account for the nested structure of

the data (e.g., teacher expectations for students

are nested in teachers) and can be expressed as

follows:

yit ¼ �00 1 �01x1it 1 �10z1t 1 �11x1itz1t 1 m0t 1 eit: 

Here, yit refers to the expectation of teacher t for stu-

dent i. �01 is the effect of a student variable x, such as
accent. �10 is the effect of a teacher variable z, such

as stereotypes. �11 represents the effect of a cross-

level interaction, for example, between a student’s

accent and a teacher’s stereotypes (i.e., the extent

to which the effect of teacher stereotypes on teacher

expectations changes with different levels of student

accent). The model specification allows the effects of

students’ accents to vary randomly across teachers

(random effects). All continuous variables are stan-

dardized to allow for a comparison of effect sizes

between the models. Variables with missing informa-

tion were imputed using the fully conditional specifi-

cation (for details, see Lorenz 2021).

RESULTS 

Descriptive Results 
Figure 1 shows the distribution of the accent vari-

able in the sample (top left panel) and for the three
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Table 4. Origin-Specific Effects of Non-native Accent on Teacher Expectations for Language and Math 
Achievement at the Beginning (T1) and End (T2) of the First School Year. 

Math domain T1 Math domain T2 Language domain T1 Language domain T2 

MENA background –.17** –.121 –.29*** –.25*** 
(.06) (.07) (.06) (.05) 

Eastern European –.09 –.15* –.33*** –.26*** 
background (.07) (.07) (.07) (.06) 

Another minority –.07 –.15 –.26*** –.13 1 

background (.07) (.08) (.07) (.07) 
N teachers 57 57 60 60 
N students 322 322 344 344 

Note: Simple slopes are from multilevel regression models with interaction effects between students’ non-native accent 
and students’ origin. The interaction effects are not statistically significant from one another. Models control for 
students’ math skills (when teacher expectations in the math domain are the outcome), reading skills (when teacher 
expectations in the language domain are the outcome), phonological awareness, working memory, deductive 
reasoning, joy of learning, effort, gender, highest values of parents’ International Socio-Economic Index of occupational 
status, immigrant status, share of children with highly educated parents in the class, and share of immigrant children in 
the class. A replication of the results using the categorical accent variable is provided in Table H3 in the online 
Supplemental. MENA = Turkey, North Africa, and the Middle East region. 
*p \ .05. **p \ .01. ***p \ .001 (two-tailed test). 

Figure 1. Distribution of non-native accents in the analyzed sample and within the three ethnic 
groups. 
Note: Lowess curves from the complete (unimputed) data. 
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Figure 2. Relationships between student accent and test scores. 
Note: Lowess curves from the complete (unimputed) data. 

Figure 3. Relationships between student accent and teacher expectations. 
Note: Lowess curves from the complete (unimputed) data. 
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groups of students of different origins (remaining

panels). Teachers judged that over one-third of

the ethnic minority children spoke without

a non-native accent (37 percent at T1 and 39 per-

cent at T2). Additionally, the prevalence of a (per-

ceived) non-native accent seems to decrease dur-

ing the first year of schooling. The share of

children that teachers perceived to speak with

a strong non-native accent was highest in the

MENA group and smaller in the Eastern European

and other ethnic minority groups.

As Figure 2 indicates, the relationships

between the strength of students’ non-native

accents and their test scores in mathematics and

phonological awareness are negative at the begin-

ning and end of the school year. That is, the

(teacher-perceived) strength of the non-native

accent is negatively correlated with students’

math skills (r = –.25 at T1 and r = –.31 at T2)

and phonological awareness (r = –.22 at T1 and

r = –.39 at T2). The association between the

strength of the non-native accent and reading skills

is small at T1 (r = –.07) and more pronounced but

still weak at T2 (r = –.30).

According to Figure 3, the associations

between the strength of the student accent and

teacher expectations do not vary considerably

across the two observed time points. At the begin-

ning and end of the first school year, teachers had

lower expectations for the future achievements of

students speaking with a strong non-native accent.

Notably, the correlations are more pronounced for

teacher expectations in the language domain

(r = –.37 at T1 and r = –.43 at T2) than in the

math domain (r = –.28 at T1 and r = –.32 at T2).

Moreover, a non-native accent seems to be related

to teacher expectations in the language domain in

an almost linear manner. Nevertheless, in mathe-

matics, we observe slight bends in the relationship

between the accent values of 1 and 2 and between

the values of 5 and 6. This corresponds to our the-

oretically grounded split of the scale to generate

a categorical accent variable. Part B of the online

Supplemental provides descriptive statistics of the

dependent variables and the predictor and control

variables in the analytic sample.

Relationships between Non-native 
Accents and Teacher Expectations 
Table 1 shows the beta coefficients for a non-

native accent on teacher expectations in the math

and language domains at the beginning (T1) and

end (T2) of the first school year (Part C of the

online Supplemental provides the full results).

According to nonlinear modeling (categorical

accent variable), a strong non-native accent is, in

both domains and at both time points, a stronger

predictor of teacher expectations than is a moder-

ate accent. This is in line with Hypothesis 1. Addi-

tionally, we find significant negative coefficients

of the continuous accent variable (linear

modeling).

At both time points, the effects of a strong

accent (nonlinear modeling) are smaller in the

math domain than in the language domain,

although the differences are statistically signifi-

cant only at T1 (Dß = .53, p\ .01 at T1 and

Dß = .17, p .1 at T2).
3 Mirroring these results,

the coefficient of the continuous accent variable

(linear modeling) at T1 is also significantly smaller

in the math domain than in the language domain

(Dß = .12, p\ .01 at T1 and Dß = .08, p .1 at

T2). This partially supports Hypothesis 2, which

states that non-native accents are more closely

related to achievement expectations in the lan-

guage domain than in the math domain because

teachers may view accent-free pronunciation as

a language-learning requirement.

The assumption, based on theories of statistical

and error discrimination, that a non-native accent

becomes less relevant for teacher expectations

over time (Hypothesis 3) cannot be confirmed.

Although the coefficient of the strong accent vari-

able is larger at T1 than at T2 in the case of expect-

ations for children’s language proficiency, the dif-

ference is not statistically significant (Dß = .18,

p .1). Similarly, we find no significant differen-

ces between the time points in the nonlinear mod-

eling of possible accent effects on teacher expect-

ations in the math domain (Dß = .18, p .1) or in

the effects of the continuous accent variable in

both domains (language domain: Dß = .02,

p .1; math domain: Dß = .20, p .1).

The Role of Teacher Stereotypes 
Tables 2 and 3 provide evidence on the questions

of whether non-native accents reduce the effects of

student skills on teacher expectations (Hypothesis

4) and trigger negative stereotypes among teachers

toward ethnic minority students (Hypothesis 5).

We start by interpreting the effects on teacher

expectations in the math domain (see Table 2).
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Although we find a negative interaction effect

between student accent and math achievement,

indicating the role of students’ actual math skills

in the formation of teacher expectations decreased

with an increasingly strong non-native accent,

this interaction is not statistically significant

(Model 1). Negative teacher stereotypes about eth-

nic minority students do not significantly predict

teacher expectations for minority students’

achievement,4 and the effect of teachers’ negative

stereotypes is not moderated by student accent

(Model 2). These results contradict Hypotheses 4

and 5 in the math domain.

The results are somewhat different for teacher

expectations in the language domain (see Table 3).

Model 1 supports the assumption that reading skills

play a decreasing role in teacher expectations with

increasing student accents (Hypothesis 4). How-

ever, the coefficient is only significant at the

10 percent level. Similarly, the interaction effect

between students’ phonological awareness and the

strength of their non-native accents is negative,

albeit at the 10 percent level of statistical signifi-

cance (Model 2). Negative teacher stereotypes

about ethnic minority students are associated with

reduced teacher expectations, but also only at the

10 percent level of statistical significance (Model

3). However, similar to results in the math domain,

this effect does not vary as a function of students’

non-native accents. This evidence contradicts

Hypothesis 5.

Next, we examine whether a non-native accent

has a differential effect on students of different

ethnic origins (Hypothesis 6). Accordingly, we

ran several regressions, each with one of the ethnic

groups as the reference category, and estimated

interaction effects between the strength of students’

non-native accents and their ethnic origins. Table 4

reports simple slopes, that is, the main effects of

student accent for each reference category (i.e.,

for each ethnic group). At T2, the coefficients for

non-native accent were ß = 2.12 for the MENA

group, ß = 2.15 for the East European group, and

ß = 2.15 for the other-minority group. The similar

sizes of these effects imply that non-native student

accent predicts teacher expectations similarly

across all origin groups, which contradicts Hypoth-

esis 6. In fact, the interaction effects between

student accent and ethnic origin (which are not dis-

played in Table 4) are not statistically significant in

both domains and at both time points.

If one additionally considers the results pre-

sented in Tables 2 and 3, statistical relationships

between non-native student accents and teacher

expectations appear to emerge independent of stu-

dent origin and teacher stereotypes about ethnic

minority students. This interpretation is supported

by additional analyses that replicate the results pre-

sented in Tables 2 and 3 separately for each ethnic

origin group and reveal no group differences (results

are shown in Part D of the online Supplemental).

Another set of analyses considers that our

teacher expectation measure for the language

domain encompasses teachers’ predictions of stu-

dents’ linguistic skills (i.e., vocabulary and syn-

tax), literacy skills (i.e., reading and writing

words), and achievement in the school subject

German, yet only some of these skills are captured

with our standardized assessments (i.e., reading

and phonological awareness). Therefore, we also

conduct analyses focusing on teachers’ expecta-

tions for students’ literacy skills and test whether

non-native accents significantly predict this spe-

cific outcome. Results are provided in Part E of

the online Supplemental and confirm the robust-

ness of our results.

Is the Effect of Accented Speech on 
Teacher Expectations Causal? 
So far, we have established that a non-native

accent is associated with less positive teacher

expectations in primary school. The association

is somewhat stronger in the language domain

than in mathematics. The question is whether

this association is causal (i.e., whether accented

speech influences teacher expectations). Alterna-

tively, as often happens in nonexperimental social

science research, our findings could be subject to

reverse causality (e.g., teachers with lower expect-

ations for immigrant students may also report that

these students speak with a stronger non-native

accent). The problem of reverse causality could

be present in our study because both variables—

students’ accent and their expected future achieve-

ments—are not exogenous and were reported by

the same teacher. At the beginning of the school

year (T1), the teachers in our sample knew the stu-

dents only for a short time and thus did not yet

have comprehensive opportunities to learn about

students’ actual performance. Therefore, it is

unlikely that teachers’ achievement expectations



89 Lorenz et al. 

determined their ratings of students’ accents. The

situation is different at the end of the school year

(T2), where reverse causality might have intro-

duced bias. Between T1 and T2, teachers had

ample opportunities to observe students’ actual

performance, and their expectations should have

become increasingly influenced by students’

achievements. These expectations, in turn, may

have affected how teachers assessed children’s

accents at T2. Specifically, teachers might have

reported non-native accents more frequently for

students for whom they had lower achievement

expectations.

To consider such endogeneity, we instrument

our accent variable from T2 using (1) parental

age at immigration5 and (2) a dummy indicating

whether or not a student is of immigrant origin.6

Both instruments are relevant for whether a child

speaks with a non-native accent, and they should

be uncorrelated with the error terms of the out-

come variables.7 As a result, the instruments

should isolate exogenous variation in the accent

variable and affect teacher expectations only

through their effects on students’ non-native

accents (see Felton and Stewart 2022). Unfortu-

nately, the instrumental variable (IV) regressions

run into issues of reduced statistical power. The

IV regression analyses rely on the variation across

177 students to predict accent effects on teacher

expectations because parental age at immigration

had a value of 0 in 46 percent of cases in the anal-

ysis sample. This could explain why the accent

effects in these models do not reach statistical sig-

nificance. However, the direction of the effects is

the same as in Table 1, although effect sizes are

smaller than those reported in Table 1, especially

in the language domain (see Table F1 Part F of

the online Supplemental). The results indicate

confounding, which partly might have driven the

accent associations with teacher expectations at

T2. The confounding seems more substantial in

the language domain than in the math domain,

supporting our assumption that teachers perceive

accent-free speech as a learning requirement in

the school subject of German (which is in line

with educational standards in Germany) and con-

sider accents in their achievement evaluations.

We also estimate longitudinal fixed-effects

models with student accent as the outcome vari-

able and teacher expectations as a predictor. All

time-invariant variation is canceled out in these

models. The findings in Table F2 in the online

Supplemental show that changes in teacher

expectations in the math domain are unrelated to

teachers’ accent evaluations. However, we find

a significant effect of (changes in) teacher expect-

ations on (changes in) student accents in the lan-

guage domain. This suggests confounding of the

teacher expectation and student accent measures

at T2. In line with the IV analysis, this confound-

ing occurs only in the language domain. That is, in

the language domain, non-native accents not only

affected teachers’ achievement expectations (as

the IV analysis suggests), but teachers evaluated

a non-native accent as being stronger when they

expected lower achievement from a student—a

pattern that was not found in the math domain.

DISCUSSION 
In this study, we investigated associations between

non-native student accents and teacher expecta-

tions for the academic achievement of students

starting school. One key finding is that a non-

native accent is more strongly associated with

teachers’ expectations in the language domain

than in the math domain. This underlines the

importance of native-sounding language in teach-

ers’ perceptions of language proficiency, particu-

larly in the early phase of teacher-student interac-

tions in first grade. The finding that accent is

a predictor of teachers’ expectations at the begin-

ning of first grade, when reliable skill indicators

are unavailable, suggests teachers might use

a non-native accent as a signal of students’ lan-

guage abilities. This would be in line with the

basic prepositions of statistical discrimination

theories.

At the same time, however, non-native student

accents seem to have rather uniform negative

effects on teacher expectations net of the results

from ability assessments and measures of motiva-

tion, cognitive skills, socioeconomic status, ethnic

origin, gender, and socioeconomic and ethnic

classroom composition. That is, we observed per-

sistent residual effects of non-native accent also at

a later time point (i.e., at the end of first grade) and

not only in the language domain, where teachers

might perceive accent as a valid indicator of stu-

dents’ skills, but also in the math domain.

Although the associations between non-native stu-

dent accent and teacher expectations differed sig-

nificantly across the domains at the beginning of

the school year, this was not the case at the end

of the school year. Furthermore, the effect of
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non-native accent on teacher expectations at the

end of the school year was not significantly

smaller than the effect at the beginning of the

school year. Finally, associations between non-

native student accents and teacher expectations

were found independently of teachers’ stereotypes

about ethnic minority students and independently

of students’ ethnic origins.

These findings suggest that either our measures

of student abilities and skills suffer from major

measurement error, and the residual accent effects

we observed are a result of this error (Oaxaca

1973), or our results point to the stigmatization

of speakers with non-native accents, potentially

resulting from outgroup bias and negative associ-

ations with foreignness and disfluency. The latter

conclusion aligns with experimental and nonex-

perimental findings in noneducational contexts

(Atagi and Bent 2017; Dovidio and Gluszek

2012; Lev-Ari and Keysar 2010; Schmaus 2020).

Specifically, the biasing effects of non-native

accents might result from general negative cogni-

tive associations and metacognitive processes that

are triggered independently of cognitive associa-

tions with particular ethnic minority groups. Accord-

ing to this argument, bias among listeners is not nec-

essarily caused by ethnic or racial stereotypes

activated by non-native accents but may involve pro-

cessing disfluency, which can undermine the per-

ceived credibility of the accented speaker (Lev-Ari

and Keysar 2010) and provoke prejudice toward

them (Roessel et al. 2018). This matches with exper-

imental evidence indicating that the stigmatizing

effects of non-native accents can overshadow the

negative effects of non-native appearance and per-

ceived ethnic group membership on interpersonal

impressions (Hansen et al. 2017; Rakić et al. 2011;

Schmaus and Kristen 2022).

Limitations and Future Directions 
Although we present the first evidence on the role

of non-native accents in the context of education,

our study is not without limitations. Most impor-

tantly, bias and discrimination cannot be directly

measured in observational studies but are often

investigated based on residual estimates (Oaxaca

1973). These measures rest on the assumption

that all factors related to ability are validly

accounted for and that any remaining effect of

group membership on outcomes such as teacher

evaluations or expectations reflects bias (Holzer

and Ludwig 2003; Wenz and Hoenig 2020). This

may be the case for our estimates of the effects

of a non-native accent on teacher expectations.

More specifically, student accents may be related

to unobserved student characteristics that are asso-

ciated with both learning progress and teachers’

expectations. However, the large number of con-

trols in our analyses, including immigrant status

but also test scores in math and reading, general

cognitive abilities, parental socioeconomic status,

student motivation, and classroom composition,

leaves little room for unaccounted unobservables.

By controlling for students’ phonological aware-

ness, we even account for individual differences

in an important prerequisite of reading profi-

ciency, which is essentially determined by linguis-

tic skills (Bäuerlein et al. 2012; Lippi-Green

2011). Nevertheless, we cannot rule out that unob-

served student differences that correlate with

accented speech may have driven (part of) our

results. Examining the consequences of non-native

accents within schools in experimental settings

may provide further insights into the validity of

our results.

Another possible criticism concerns the mea-

surement of non-native student accents. This vari-

able is based on teacher judgments, which might

have been biased (see section ‘‘Is the Effect of

Accented Speech on Teacher Expectations

Causal?’’). Fixed-effects regressions confirmed

confounding of teachers’ expectations and their

evaluations of student accents at T2, but only in

the linguistic domain. At the same time, the IV

analysis indicates that non-native accents nega-

tively affected teacher expectations in the linguistic

domain, although these effects were not statistically

significant (probably due to reduced statistical

power). Because we cannot determine the extent

to which reverse causality biased our results, repli-

cations of our results using objective measures of

students’ non-native accents are critical for assess-

ing the robustness of our findings. Such measures

might be obtained from coding video recordings

of lessons or from interviewer ratings.

Another possible concern that might arise from

our use of a teacher-based accent measure is that

an objectively weak non-native accent might

have been rated as stronger for students of

MENA origins than for students of East European

origins. Indeed, descriptive analyses show that

teachers reported stronger accents for students

from the MENA group than for students from

the East European group and for other ethnic
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minorities (see Table B1 in the online Supplemen-

tal). However, given that in our sample children in

the MENA group had a significantly lower level of

German language proficiency, these group-specific

teacher ratings might reflect actual group differen-

ces in accented speech. Our group-specific analysis

of accent effects (see section ‘‘The Role of Teacher

Stereotypes’’) supports this interpretation.

Our study captured stereotypes in a general

manner, asking teachers about their evaluations

of school-success-related attributes of students of

immigrant origin. Some teachers might have

rejected these general items due to social desir-

ability but might be (implicitly or explicitly) preju-

diced toward students from certain origins, particu-

larly toward children from negatively stereotyped

groups, such as those with a MENA background

(Peterson et al. 2016). An alternative specification

of the analyses presented in Tables 2 and 3 is con-

sistent with the main findings (see Part G of the

online Supplemental). In this specification, teacher

stereotypes referred to teachers’ beliefs about the

average reading and math achievement of Turkish,

Polish, and majority-group students (for details, see

Lorenz 2021:Appendix 1). In line with (social-)psy-

chological research on accent effects (see Lev-Ari

and Keysar 2010; Roessel et al. 2018), stereotypes

about the math and reading achievement of Turkish

minority students did not moderate the accent

effects among Turkish minority students, and ster-

eotypes about the achievement of Polish minority

students did not moderate the accent effects among

East European students. Nevertheless, future stud-

ies should use more nuanced measures of stereo-

types and prejudice.

The motivation and achievement variables

from the end of the school year that we analyzed

as predictors of teacher expectations might have

been affected by earlier teacher expectations mea-

sured at the beginning of the school year through

a self-fulfilling prophecy (Gentrup et al. 2020).

In these instances, the relevance of motivation

and academic achievement for end-of-year teacher

expectations might have been overestimated, and

accent effects might have been underestimated.

Additional analyses, in which we excluded the

motivation measures from the calculations, con-

firm the robustness of our results (results available

on request). Nevertheless, alignment between

teacher expectations and student achievement at

the end of the first school year, possibly resulting

from self-fulfilling prophecies, might have biased

our results at T2.

Our findings provide tentative evidence for the

stigmatization of students with a non-native

accent. At the same time, we cannot rule out that

implicit and explicit stereotypes and prejudice

toward specific groups influence accent effects

on teacher judgments. Although our results point

to generally negative effects of accented speech,

future work should use exogenous measures of

student accent and adequately test for mediating

processes to answer the question of whether and

how non-native accents induce teacher biases.

CONCLUSION 
Our study contributes to recent sociological

research highlighting that non-native accent must

be considered a meaningful social cue, potentially

creating social boundaries and affecting interper-

sonal perceptions and behavior (Kogan et al.

2021; Schmaus 2020; Schmaus and Kristen

2022). Our results demonstrate that non-native

accents within schools are negatively associated

with teacher expectations for future student

achievement. This evidence is of vital importance

for the sociology of education because inaccurate

teacher judgments of ethnic minority students’

achievement can result in biased evaluations and

recommendations, such as in grading or ability

grouping (Bonefeld and Dickhäuser 2018; Downey

and Pribesh 2004; Glock 2016), which may influ-

ence students’ eventual attainment. Biased teacher

expectations for ethnic minority students’ achieve-

ment may also contribute to ethnic achievement

gaps by affecting teachers’ classroom behaviors

and, thus, students’ learning progress, potentially

resulting in a self-fulfilling prophecy (Gentrup et

al. 2020; Wang, Rubie-Davies, and Meissel

2018). These processes might give rise to educa-

tional inequalities between ethnic minority and

majority students net of their initial skills and abil-

ities. We hope our research inspires future studies

to increase awareness among scholars and practi-

tioners of the subtle processes contributing to the

inequality of constraints (Jackson 2021).
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NOTES 
1. Prior work also shows evidence of positive stereotyp-

ing, for example, toward Asian Americans in the

United States. This phenomenon has been labeled

‘‘stereotype promise’’ (Lee and Zhou 2014).

2. The main results are robust to a sample excluding the

two ethnic minority teachers.

3. The coefficient comparison is based on the unstan-

dardized regression coefficients and follows the pro-

cedure proposed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou

(1995).

4. Models without the interaction effects indicate that

more negative teacher stereotypes are associated

with lower teacher expectations for minority stu-

dents; accent effects do not change in size compared

to the results reported in Table 1 (results available on

request).

5. This variable captures the age at immigration of the

parent who was youngest when immigrating to Ger-

many. The variable has a value of 0 if one or both

parents were born in Germany.

6. Children are considered immigrant students if they

have first-, second-, or 2.5-generation status. First-

generation students were born abroad, second-gener-

ation students were born in Germany to parents born

abroad, and 2.5-generation students come from fam-

ilies where one parent was born abroad and one par-

ent was born in Germany (of whom at least one par-

ent was born abroad). Most likely, these children did

not learn German as their native language. All

remaining ethnic minority students are considered

nonimmigrant students; they comprise 2.7-generation

students (one parent was born in Germany and one

parent was born abroad and the German-born parent

has parents who were also born in Germany) and

third-generation students (children who were born

in Germany, their parents were born in Germany,

but their grandparents were born abroad; for an over-

view on the definition of immigrant-generation sta-

tus, see Olczyk, Will, and Kristen 2014). Most likely,

these children learned German as one of their first

languages.

7. The bivariate correlation of parental age at immigra-

tion with teacher expectations in the language

domain is r = 2.11, and the correlation with teacher

expectations in the mathematical domain is r = 2.08

(both teacher expectation variables were measured at

T2). The Spearman correlation of immigrant-status

generation with teacher expectations in the language

domain (T2) is r = 2.12, and that with teacher

expectations in the mathematical domain (T2) is

r = 2.06.
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fens. 2017. ‘‘Competent and Warm? How Mismatch-

ing Appearance and Accent Influence First Impres-

sions.’’ Experimental Psychology 64(1):27–36. doi:

10.1027/1618-3169/a000348.

Holzer, Harry J., and Jens Ludwig. 2003. ‘‘Measuring

Discrimination in Education: Are Methodologies

from Labor and Markets Useful?’’ Teachers College

Record 105(6):1147–78. doi:10.1111/1467-9620.

00280.

Horr, Andreas, Christian Hunkler, and Clemens Krone-

berg. 2018. ‘‘Ethnic Discrimination in the German

Housing Market. A Field Experiment on the Under-

lying Mechanisms.’’ Zeitschrift Für Soziologie

47(2):134–46. doi:10.1515/zfsoz-2018-1009.

Jackson, Michelle. 2021. Manifesto for a Dream:

Inequality, Constraint, and Radical Reform. Stan-

ford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Kahraman, Birsen, and Günther Knoblich. 2000. ‘‘‘Ste-

chen statt Sprechen’: Valenz und Aktivierbarkeit

von Stereotypen über Türken’’ [‘‘‘Stabbing Instead

of Speaking’: Valence and Activation of Stereotypes

Regarding Turks]. Zeitschrift für Sozialpsychologie

31(1):31–43. doi:10.1024//0044-3514.31.1.31.

Kinzler, Katherine D., Emmanuel Dupoux, and Eliza-

beth S. Spelke. 2007. ‘‘The Native Language of

Social Cognition.’’ Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences 104(30):12577–80. doi:10.

1073/pnas.0705345104.
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