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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the perceptions of the esttel and teachers about non-native English
teachers in private and state high schools in TwrRéie focus of the study was on the perceived
advantages and disadvantages of non-native Enghsimers by students and teachers and the difessenc
between the two groups. 112 English language teaced 105 foreign language students at different
high schools in Turkey participated in this studysabjects. They were given a questionnaire tiled
‘Teachers' and Students’ Perspectives on Non-n&tiveign Language Teachers'. It comprised 30 items.

The data was gathered during the spring of the 2012 academic year.

The data analysis showed that students and teasta¢esthat both native and non-native
teachers have strengths and weak points. The adgBiEEST were found to be strong are: presenting the
lesson better, class management, using studentsiradubackground to facilitate their learning,
understanding students’ language problems, commatioic with students, and being a precious guide
and model to show the way to learn the target lagguDifferent from teachers’ perceptions, students

believe more that non-native teachers ensure shaiients understand the lesson more.

Since these findings in this study are limitedhese kinds of problems at high schools in Turkey,
it may not be completely true to generalize thailtesf this research. However, it may give a gaher
idea about the subjects’ beliefs and some commoblgms experienced in non-native classes in private
and state high schools.
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Non-native English Teachers ELT English Teasher



OZET

Bu calsma, hem 6zel hem de devlet lise okullarindakiedci ve @retmenlerin ana dilingilizce
olmayan ingilizce @retmenleri hakkinda goslerini ve algilarini argirmak amaci ile yapilrgiir.
Calismanin odak noktasi,géenci ve @retmenlerin bu gretmenler hakkinda avantaj veya dezavantaj
olarak gordi@gl noktalar ve gretmen drenci algilarn arasindaki farklar gdstermektir. iIglaaya
Tirkiye'de bulunan farkli lise okullarindan yiizonilngilizce @&retmeni katilmgtir. Katilimcilara bir

anket verilmgtir. S6zu edilen veri 2012—2013rétim yilinin ikinci ddneminde toplangtir.

Calsma @renci ve @retmenler hem ana dilingilizce ola hem de olmayangi@tmenlerin
kuvvetli ve zayif yonlerinin oldgunu belirtmilerdir. Ana dili ingilizce olmayan yabanci dil
ogretmenlerinin, @rencilerin dili @renirken cektikleri sikintilari anlama, sinif yaweit 6grencilerin
kiltarel altyapisini yabanci dili gogenmelerinde yol gosterici olarak kullanabilmesbighoktalarda

kuvvetli yanlari belirtilmgtir.

Calsmadaki bu bulgular; Turkiye'deki liselerle sinididugundan bu ardgirmanin sonuglarini
genellemek tam anlamiyla uygun olmayabilir. Bunuildikte; ¢gretmenlerin hem 6zel hem de devlet
liselerindeki ana diliingilizce olmayaningilizce @retmenlerinin siniflarinda katasilan bazi yaygin
problemler ve grenci ve @retmenlerin bu problemler hakkindaki sdiaceleri tGzerine genel bir fikir

verebilir.

Anahtar Sozcukler

Ana dili ingilizce olamayaringilizce Gretmenleri ELT Ingilizce @retmenleri
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

The English language is approximately spoken ly illion people in varying degrees
of proficiencies around the world (Graddol, 2008Jhether we appreciate it or not, it has
become the primary language of international comoation, in other words: the lingua franca
of the world. Crystal (2003) states that there hager been a language so widely spread or
spoken by so many people as English. And it haschied the lives of so many people, in so
many cultures and continents, in so many functiool@s, and with so much prestige’ (Kachru,

1992).

English is the primary tool for international commization today. In a world where
global integration is the norm, such a tool is sseey than ever before. This ongoing increase of
need for communication in globalizing world has m&uhglish and English language teaching a
major issue in many parts of the world. Studentstip@xperience a long process of learning to
achieve their goals about learning the target laggu There is no doubt that the language

teacher plays an important role in this learningcpss.



However, language teaching has a unique charadatetfimt makes it different and a
little more complicated than teaching other sulsietenguage and culture are the inseparable
parts of a society and language cannot be taugihouti teaching the other one. Therefore,
language teaching also involves teaching the alltamd social knowledge of the society that
language belongs to. Native English teachers adoweed with natural English speaking
environment and cultural background of the sociétgre the question, whether speaking a
language naturally corresponds to the ability @achkea language with its social and cultural
background arise. In other words, whether nativgligim speaking teachers (NEST) or non-
native English speaking teachers (NNEST) can pmulie students with a better or more

effective knowledge is a great matter of discussion

The majority of English language teachers in theldveapproximately 80%- are non-
native speakers of English (Matsuda & Matsuda, 280@édromou 2003). Therefore, non-native
English-speaking teachers have a significant rolgéhie field of English language teaching.
Although they contribute to the profession with tlsug great proportion, the strengths and
weaknesses of NNEST have been debated since ih bedse taught internationally (Medgyes,

1994).

Despite the vast number of non-native teachers rafligh in the world, numerous
discrimination against nenative Engliskspeaking teachers have been reported, especially in
employment (e.g. Braine, 1999; Jenkins, 2000; Kitkipk, 2007; Shin, 2008). Many people
around the world including instructors and studéwatge a stereotype that native teachers are the

best to teach English, based on the simple thaihgihtEnglish is their mother tongue. They are



seen as the ideal teachers of English becauseewflinguage competence in English. This
assumption confers status and power on a selecpgitroughout the world. The language
institutions, schools choose their teachers basethe stereotype that NEST are inherently
better English teachers. Phillipson (1992) dertiesome extent, the stereotype in a concept of
“linguistic imperialism”. He introduced the termdtive speaker fallacy’ which rejects the

stereotype.

Some excuses for the discrimination are put forwardhe institutions. A commonly
used excuse for the discrimination against NNESthas students prefer to be taught by native
speakers (Braine, 1999). However, it is doubtfuletkler students do show a preference for
NEST. Mahboob (2003) studied the hiring practicédicectors and administrators within 118
adult ESL program in the US. He found that the naimdf NNEST teaching ESL in the United
States is low and disproportionate to the high nembf NEST enrolled in MA TESOL
programs. He also found that 59.8% of the progrdmimistrators who responded to his survey
used the “native speaker” criterion as their majecisive factor in hiring ESL teachers. A
reason for this discrimination was that adminisirabelieved only NEST could be proficient in
English and qualified teachers. Ironically, othesearches (Cheung, 2007; Mahboob, 2004,

Moussu, 2002) show that ESL students might notestias point of view.

Whatever the excuse is, the discrimination has thegampacts on NNEST, their
identities as ELT professionals, and their evaturetiof their proficiency and pronunciation of

English (Burns, 2005).



As in most other countries, where English langutegehing has been expanding in
popularity and significance on a daily basis, irkay, too, the majority of people (including
administrators and educators) seem to view Endgisquage teaching as the sole domain of
native speakers and assume that the ideal EFL/ESthér is necessarily a native speaker
(Celik, 2006). Turkish government also has a ptaerhbark on a project to hire 40.000 native
English-speaking teachers to collaborate with tlvallnon-native English teachers in English as
a Foreign Language (EFL) classes in Turkey withim $cope of Foreign Language Education

Project’ (Kirkgdz, 2008).

Turkish government plans have its substantial pmeng the other European Union
countries by teaching students at least one fordégmguage. However, although several
investments were made to improve the level of Bhgih Turkey, many researchers defend that
the desired level of English proficiency cannot d&zhieved in Turkey In spite of all the
investments and efforts. (Aydemir, 2007; CelebQ&0sik, 2008; Kirkgdz, 2008; Soner, 2007;
Tosun, 2006). According to EF English proficienagéx 2012 Turkey seems to be the thirty-
second country with a low level of English profitdy in the world and NEST are thought to be

more effective in improving the level of Englislugéents than NNEST in Turkey.

Above mentioned project hasn't been put into pcacthy the government in public
schools yet, however, while searching the inteyoet can encounter a great amount of adverts

of private educational institutions looking for pmNIEST.



When the institutions are asked why they prefer NE&S language teaching although
they are generally more costly than NNEST, thetedtaat learning by exposure is important for
especially young learners and they think NEST astteb models for students in terms of
language use. They also stated that especiallydiong learners, NEST are a better choice for
the institutions. However, as the students growy tieel more free to teach their students by

NNEST.

These assumptions of the institutions and alsonpgu@f students aren’t based on a real
research. There is no research that provides genewidence that mother tongue of the
foreign/second language teacher is the primarncatdr of his/her ability to teach (Al-Omrani,
2008). He reminds that: “...language teaching is &n a science and a skill that requires
complex pedagogical preparation and practice”. Ramfl996) calls for shifting the emphasis

from ‘who you are’ to ‘what you know'.

Although there are some researches about this isdnternational context, there aren'’t
many samples to show us the self perceptions of 8iNBr the way they are perceived by their
students in Turkey. So, it is worthwhile to invgstie the issue from the students’ and teachers’
perspectives in order to understand whether stadelot show a preference for native
Englishspeaking teachers, and to understand how teackelsnf terms of being non-native

teachers of English in Turkey.



1.2 Who is Native Speaker?

In the past decades, linguists had some attemfitsdtout who is native and who is not.

In the early 28century, Bloomfield (1933) studied the acquisit@flanguage and asserted that
“The first language a human being learns to spediisi native language; he is native speaker of
this language”. He defined native language as #nticpilar language an individual learned from
his/her mother in childhood. He implies that ortig fanguage an individual was exposed to in
childhood would be considered his/her native lagguand every human being is the native
speaker of one language but not any language kaina later stage in life. This definition of
Bloomfield was a pioneering but narrow one becallmge are some circumstances where

children are exposed to more than one languagdtsimeously during childhood.

At this point, Ballmer (1981) states that: “...natigpeakers learn the knowledge and
ability of language in the process of primary slizéion”. To guarantee the purist linguistic
inputs that were not contaminated by other langsiage highlights the importance of living in a
monolingual environment. According to him, the mimgual environment indicates the
reliability of native speakers’ performance whiaiglists try to establish a grammatical system
of the language on. Ballmer's definition assertbet tnative speakers only exist in the
monolingual context. However, this was also a narperspective which ignores the primary
socializations involved more than one language taedworldwide bilingual speakers who are
the native speakers of each language. Moreoveordiog to both assertions, second language

learners have no possibility to claim nativenesar dlre target language.



Richards, J.C., Platt, J., and Platt, H. definetivadanguage as the language that a
person acquired in early childhood. This is usu#tly first language introduced to the child
(1992). However, they admitted that, in addition tte first learned language, language
introduced by other older family members or balgsit can also be considered a “native
language”. They didn’t limit native language to theguage learned in a strictly defined context
and expanded others’ definition by claiming indivéds can be native speakers of more than one

language.

Moreover, both Bloomfield (1933) and Richards et 61992) emphasized the
importance of native speakers’ intuition in consting the rules of grammar. In this sense,
native speakers were depicted as arbitrators ofigie and had the ultimate and unquestionable
authority of what was right and wrong in using tleisguage. However they can be criticized as
they seem to be ignoring the fact that every natpeaker isn't really aware of the rules of the

language and not very competent in using the laggypaoperly.

Phillipson (1992) describes native speakers asntbdel of standard grammar and
vocabulary. He pointed out their capability of “demstrating fluent, idiomatically appropriate
language, in appreciating the cultural connotatioinhe language”. In addition to the linguistic
superiority and the authority of native speakeetjve speakers’ extensive cultural knowledge
and creative cultural application in communicateecording to different contexts were also
underlined in Phillipson’s description. He statdthtt “Native speakers not only have the

knowledge of language, but they also have sufftdi@owledge of culture embedded within the



language that enables them to speak “natively. irlimguistic and cultural knowledge, as well
as the “native” pronunciation play a significantera language teaching. ”

Chomsky (1965) didn’t directly define the term ‘iwaness”. Instead of that, he
connected it with generating linguistic theoriesl gnammar. He believed that linguistic theories
primarily explained the actual performance of agaldnative speaker who knew his language
perfectly. In other words, native speakers arepifimary subjects under investigation and are
resources based on which linguistic theories aveldped. He explains grammar of a language
as “... a description of the ideal speaker-hearettinsic competence”. In other words, he states

that grammar itself is made by native speaker.

At the same time, Chomsky (1965) laid an emphasisative/non-native distinction by
explaining the difference between competence amfbnpeance. Competence is the speaker’s
knowledge of the language, whereas performandeisitage of language in real-life situations.
He believed that competence of a native speakemedsct, and it operated as a latent system
that could only be discovered through the obsewmatif actual performances. Differing from
competence, performance may show some errors omiplete sentence structures. However,
Chomsky believed that there is a perfect linguiktiowledge of the language exists in the head

of native speakers.

Davies (2003) examined the native speakers in thgeas of psycholinguistic,
sociolinguistic or communicative competences in hiek: “The Native Speaker: Myth and
Reality”. The results of his examination showediveatspeakers’ intuitive capacity to write

“...literatures at all level from jokes to epics, reygor to novels”. They also had the ability to



translate and interpret the native language inkareign language or vice versa while they also
spoke another language. However, it doesn’t meainalthnative speakers are able to write great
literary works. Because it is obvious that apanhfrbeing a native speaker, writing literature
also needs an intrinsic language skill and cultiredwledge. Native speakers, in this regard,
have a better chance than non-native speakersegsate more exposed to both culture and

language.

About all these trials to explain nativeness, Da(2003) considers native / non-native
definitions as circular and not constant. He ddgéd the importance of socialization in early
childhood about the communicative competence df@apeakers that commonly existed in the
definitions above. He claimed that through trainiagd practice, “... the second language
learner has a difficult but not an impossible taskbecome a native speaker of a target
language...” He defines the only characteristic $etond language learners cannot have is

childhood acquisition that is “bio-developmentally”

Although he admitted that the impact from earlydibod acquisition was so great that
it was unlikely for many second language learneradhieve the native speaker proficiency at
the post-puberty period, different from the othBessies (2003) proposes the social acceptance
as a criterion to nativeness. He claims that:

“Being a native speaker means being a speaker whaciepted and
identified as “us” by speakers of the target-spegldommunity. It all depends on

the acceptance and the confidence from the nagigaking community toward



whoever is under the judgment that constitutesteofapersonal preference and

opinions.”

Without acquiring this language in early childhoed¢ond language learners can still be
identified as native speakers of the target languhgough their level of language proficiency.
Second language learners who have superior langpigfieiency can still communicate as
effectively and appropriately as native speakerghis sense, he does not join the majority of
educationists who claim the “bio-developmental” reluderistic as critical and makes the

distinction between native and non-native. (Dazi@g83)

Also, BruttGriffler and Samimy suggest that ‘nativeness’ cimigts a socially
constructed identity rather than a linguistic catgg They claim that: “Whether international
speakers of English are considered as ‘native’non-hative speaker’ depends upon various
social parameters, such as the preconceived natfowbat native speakers should look like or

sound like’ (2001).

Although some educationists and researcherstuieéfine ‘native speaker’, there were
a number of researchers who claimed in the book Wative Speaker Is Dead! that there is no
such creature as the native or non-native spedakdday, 1985). Ferguson formulated this
approach as: “The whole mystique of the native lspeand the mother tongue should probably
be quietly dropped from the linguists’ set of pssi®nal myths about language” (1983). He
thought that native/non-native dichotomy was usel8s these terms should have been replaced
by new ones like ‘more or less accomplished andigiemt users of English’ (Edge, 1988),
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‘expert/novice speakers’ (Rampton, 1990), ‘bilingspeakers’ for the people who are fluent in
another language. Kachru (1992) also introducedew noncept as ‘English-using speech

fellowships’ to stress ‘we-ness’ instead of thedigis and them’ division.

Many educationists contend that the native/nohsadsbel is too simplistic and that it
fails to capture the rich complexities associatéith Wweing a user of a language (J. Liu 1999;
Lazaraton 2003). Rampton encourages the use of ddbels and terms to describe the
knowledge and language proficiency of a skilledjlzaage user; for example, he proposes to use
the term ‘language expertise’ rather than ‘natime'non-native’. He argues that, ‘the notion of
expert shifts the emphasis from “who you are” tdhawyou know” (1990). Cook suggests that
language teaching would benefit by paying attentirihe second language user rather than
concentrating primarily on the native speaker. Hgues that skilled, second language users

should be viewed as ‘successful multicompetentlgysanot failed native speakers’ (1999).

Arguments about how to define the term ‘nativeagee is still being discussed by
researchers. Braine (1999), Kelch & Santana-Wikiam(2002), Mahboob (2004) agree that a
precise definition haven't been found for the tgmh Ellis (2002) adds that it is not possible to
empirically define who a native speaker is. Desfliese arguments about what nativeness is,
today this way or that way the term still takescplan empirical and academic researches and
books generally in the meaning of mother tongued #re term ‘native’ will be used to refer
English teachers who acquire English as a firgjuage and speak it as a mother tongue and the
term ‘non-native’ to refer the teachers of Englisho speak or acquire it as a second/foreign

language.
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1.3 Characteristics of Native and Non-native Speakg Language Teachers

Linguists have tried to define ‘nativeness’ butesgnent was not reached on this issue.
Even so, the differences between native and ndmenapeaking language teachers were well

examined and documented in the field of Englislylege teaching.

Medgyes (1992) explains the differences betwediven@and non-native, referring to
their language competence. He argues that ‘nonenapeakers can never achieve a native
speaker's competence’ (1992). He believes thatranative speaker's competence is limited,
because, they are by nature norm-dependent. Hetsatimait only a reduced group can reach
near-native speaker's competence such as JozebiTé&mhrad Korzeniowski, alias Joseph

Conrad but he asserts “sooner or later they atechbl a glass wall".

Based on the concept of nativeness, B@ritfler and Samimy (1999) define two major
approaches to NNEST. The dominance approach andifference approach. The dominance
approach is proposed on the paradigm that NNESViaeveed as ‘linguistically handicapped’ in
relation to NEST (Quirk, 1990). The difference ajgmh to the NNEST, on the other hand,
emphasizes the strengths of NNEST. According toagyroach, regardless of their different

backgrounds, both NNEST and NEST are equally caepafitbeing good language teachers.

Although there is no difference between NEST andESN in terms of being a good

teacher, there are some differences in the waystdaeh the language. Participants in Samimy
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and Brutt-Griffler's study reported that native-akimg teachers used authentic English in
interacting with students, adopted different teghes and methods, and emphasized
communication rather than exam preparation. Nonaapeaking teachers reported to be aware
of psychological perspectives of learning, moreciffit in teaching, but emphasizing exam

preparation more. (1999)

Reves & Medgyes found also some other differeneadsden native and non-native
teachers (1994). In their study, they reporteceddiit teaching behaviors in three areas: “use of
English”, “general teaching approach” and “speddicguage teaching approach.” With superior
command in English language, native English-spepkémchers in their study tended to give
fewer tests and homework and preferred free aietiyitsuch as work in groups or pairs, and
more flexible approaches that had a variety of na#e In contrast, their non-native colleagues

preferred more controlled activities, such as adiaion exercise or drills, and adopted a more

guided approach that required a textbook and momselvork.

Native teachers were believed to be less commiittélde teaching and less empathic to
students’ learning, whereas non-native teachers ware cautious and stricter in teaching and
had more realistic expectations of students’ leeynin terms of linguistic foci in teaching,
native teachers tended to emphasize such elemefitgeacy, oral skills or colloquial registers,
whereas non-native teachers focused more on agguyi@nmar rules or formal registers. (Arva

& Medgyes, 2000)
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1.4 Characteristics of Good Foreign / Second Langge Teachers

Language teaching requires some special chardieriompared to the other subjects.
Borg examined the distinction between languageheacand those of other fields. According to
this study, in terms of content, language teaching regarded to be more complex and varied
than other subjects. It was also found that Endlsiguage teaching methodology was more
progressive than that of other subjects, and caresgly, English language teachers needed to
be more up-to-date to cope with advanced and pseiye nature of language teaching
methodology. English language teachers were alppased to have closer, more relaxed, and

generally more positive relationships with learriarsomparison to other teachers. (Borg, 2006)

According to Borg, the judgment of a good langutegeher shouldn’t be based on one
perspective. Five kinds of criteria should be cdeed in identifying the characteristics of good
language teachers: personal qualities, pedagosgkdl, classroom practices, subject matter and

psychological constructs such as knowledge antidéts. (2006)

In most studies being native or non-native hasmerb identified as a distinctive
characteristic of the good English teacher (Al-Omr2008). Girard (1977) stated that a good
language teacher is the one who speaks good Enghiskes the students participate, makes
his/her course interesting and clear explanatishsys the same interest in all the students and

shows great patience. Another study carried bym®rodu (1991) revealed that interacting with
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students in a friendly way, giving good notes, plgygames, telling jokes, not pushing weak
students were among the many features of a gogplidae teacher. He stated: ‘Being a good

language teacher is somehow like being a comedfxadromou, 1991).

Brosh (1996) identified a set of distinctive feamifor effective language teachers. He
listed these four distinctive characteristics asirita knowledge and command of the target
language: 1. Being able to organize, explain. 2ari§l arouse and sustain interest and
motivation among students 3.Being fair to studdmtsshowing them neither favoritism nor
prejudice. 4. Being available to students. PeftB97) added some characteristics for being a
professionally competent teacher. These were bairigcipled, skillful and personally

committed to his/her professional development.

According to a research conducted on the developnoé standards in Foreign
Language Teacher Preparation in Croatia (Kalel@5® having fourteen competences was
reported to be highly valuable and needed. Thoseacteristics were: 1. Linguistic and
communicative competence. 2. Ability to motivatarteers for learning. 3. Communication and
presentation skills. 4. Ability to choose approfrideaching strategies. 5. Ability to deal with
unpredictable situations and to maintain discipliGeAbility to plan the lesson. 7. Ability to
organize learning activities. 8. Ability of pedadgma action. 9. Ability to create friendly
atmosphere in the classroom. 10. Ability to resptméearner abilities and needs (flexibility).
11. Knowledge about teaching strategies. 12. Kkadgé about the culture and literature in of

the target language. 13. Ability to assess leartemguage knowledge/competence.
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14.Knowledge of methods and theoretical concept&nglish language teaching (Kalebic,

2005).

Park and Lee (2006) investigated the charadesistf effective English teachers as
perceived by teachers and students in high schoolorea, consisting of three categories:
English proficiency, pedagogical knowledge, andicadfective skills. Their findings showed
that teacher’'s perceptions of characteristics itgmbrfor an English language teacher differed
significantly from those of the students in allgbrcategories. The teachers ranked English

proficiency the highest and the students rankeagagical knowledge.

And finally, according to post method pedagogy rfimavadivelu 2005), there is no one
best method of teaching. A good teacher shouldddeaihich method works better for her/his
students. According to him, a good language teaishire one who keeps in mind the needs of
her/his students and tries to make them meet their needs. And a post method teacher
(Kumaravadivelu 2005), does not wait for researshemrovide theories and has to understand

the culture of his/her students.

None of the studies mentioned above refers to efabn-native distinction in terms of
being a good foreign/second language teacher whadns speaking English as a mother tongue
does not necessarily mean being a better teachérabflanguage. In this regard Al-Omrani

(2008) states that it would be appropriate to ohiie an alternative term: ‘Standard English’.
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He suggests replacing the term ‘native’ by the tetaindard’. Therefore, a good foreign/second
language teacher would be the one who speaks $thhaglish regardless of her/his mother

tongue language.

1.5 Advantages and Disadvantages of Being NEST ahNiNEST

The first reflections regarding the differenceswssn native and non-native speakers
started to come in the eighties: Coppieters, (198@¢hru, (1982); Kresovich, (1988); Nickel,
(1985); Pride, (1981) Edge (1988). One of the isseeently being discussed by researchers is
whether being a NEST/ NNEST makes any advantadgkeoather one. In contrast to what many
institutions’ and learners’ beliefs about the ingatency of NNEST, many researches revealed
that they actually enjoy many advantages of beingranative. In his book, Llurda suggests that
non-native teachers of English have been reporetiaive several advantages over NEST,

especially over the ones who are monolinguals (R004

Edge (1988), emphasized the importance and thentaty@ of giving “real” models
(NNEST) to the EFL students. These “real” modelsehtearned to speak language of the
students natively and have learned to speak Engi&h just like students are expected to do.
However, “foreign” models (NEST), do not share tidtural, social, and emotional experience

of the students. This idea was later supported biay (2003).

In this regard, Cook (1999) states that “studentsy rfeel overwhelmed by native

speaker teacher who achieves a perfection thaestsidcannot reach”. So, he adds “students
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may prefer the fallible non-native speaker teashieo presents more achievable model”. Also
Milambiling (2000) argues that the NNEST can becadyexample of skilled foreign/second

language user and share his/her experiences witstildents.

However, in the early nineties Medgyes wrote thst farticle (1992), and then a book
(1994) that discussed non-native speakers of Hngiedgyes states that: 1. The ideal NEST is
the one who has achieved a high degree of profigiém the learners’ mother tongue; 2. The

ideal NNEST is the one who “has achieved near-aatioficiency” in English.

This theory seems reliable in an EFL setting wradr¢éhe students will speak the same
language. In an ESL setting, however, it could lyaod required of all teachers to know all their
students’ different languages. Canagarajah (1968gxample, claims that NEST will be better
teachers in EFL contexts, because of their uniglteiral knowledge, whereas NNEST will be
better teachers in ESL context, because of thelticuliural experience. Interestingly, this claim
is not supported at all by TESOL practicum supemgds who seem to believe that NNEST

would be better teachers in their own countriearda, 2005).

Coppieters (1987) seems to be more flexible ims$eof native / non-native distinction.
She states: “There are many people whose L2 hasrigetheir L1. Generally with the exception
of the accent, native speakers cannot distinghisimtfrom themselves”. She calculates that these
speakers are at about 90% to 95% in their acaquisdiong the interlanguage continuum. Her
study showed that there are differences in botlugg'ointuitions even when some of the near-

native speakers did not have a foreign accent. iétpp (1987) observed that native and near-
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native speakers have the same proficiency and qual én their level of language use. She
discovered that native speakers and near-nativakepe develop a different grammar (or a
different perception of grammar) and proposed thdanguage does not impose a specific

underlying grammar on its speakers.

Medgyes (1992) recognizes the language deficierafiddNEST however, according to
him, all these deficiencies of non-nativism do n@an NNEST to be less efficient teachers in
classroom. He admits that NNEST possess a humlbstoictive strengths and advantages over
NEST. For example, NNEST can serve as imitable tsaafethe successful learners of English;
they can teach learning strategies more effectitkby can be more empathetic to the needs and
problems of their students; they can provide leaméth more information about the English
language; they are more able to anticipate languhffieulties; and they can benefit from

sharing the learners’ mother tongue.

Medgyes (1994) states six positive characterigtiddNEST in his discussion about the
advantages of NNEST'. They 1) provide a good leamedel to their students, 2) can teach
language strategies very effectively, 3) are ablprovide more information about the language
to their students, 4) understand the difficultind aeeds of the students, 5) are able to anticipate
and predict language difficulties, and 6) can (FLEettings) use the students’ native language
to their advantage. Medgyes then explains thahéf language deficiencies of NNEST are
remedied, NEST and NNEST have equal chance toapi@fessional success. Consequently,

according to Medgyes:“the more proficient in Enlglithe more efficient in the classroom”.
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This argument contradicts Giauque (1984), who stétat NNEST are not the only
teachers who can become better teachers with betieing. Giauque (1984) explains that even
though it is essential for NNEST to acquire a gbkodwledge of the language, it is equally
essential that NEST gain a good knowledge of cetita linguistics before being qualified to
teach their own language. Rampton (1990) suppbits @argument by asking, “Does ‘native
speaker automatically mean one speaks one’s largguage well and has a comprehensive
grasp of it?” His answer is not positive: “beingrib into a language does not mean that one
inherently speaks it well.” And Seidlhofer (1999)da that: “native speakers know the
destination, but not the terrain that has to besszd to get there; they themselves have not

traveled the same route.”

In addition to all these advantages, of course BNBave some disadvantages in terms
of their teaching or language profession. At thiinfy Kachru (1985) states that: "There is no
doubt that non-native speakers can acquire natteedroficiency in English as an additional
language, whether they belong to the ‘'outer cifd&SL) or the 'expanding circle' (EFL)".
However he and Nelson point out that, although sicgnative-like proficiency, NNEST have

a linguistic insecurity that provokes a prescrigtand intolerant attitude (Kachru, 1985).

Medgyes (1992) also states that NNEST usuallydeséfe using the language they have
to teach. Because of this fear, they tend to attepkinds of attitudes: pessimistic or aggressive.
He adds that the latter is typical of the worstdkof teachers. He states that, fortunately, the
pessimistic type is the most common one. This kindbsessed with grammar and pays little

attention to pronunciation and vocabulary, and alnmone to linguistic appropriateness. They
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seem to have in mind Widdowson's belief that no eare learn a language without learning its

grammar (1994).

The aggressive type of teacher, on the other hapdrate on mistaken beliefs and
prejudices about how language works. These falengstions will turn into errors of all kinds:
phonological, structural and semantic. Medgyes 419ths observed that aggressive NNEST
tend to be grammar-centered. They believe that kgpgrammar means knowing a language.
However, sometimes they are ignorant of a rule istaarned it when they were students. Then

they commit errors which are afterwards transmittettheir students. Medgyes states that:

“They avoid using alternative sources to teach pnaiation such as radio,
video, cassette recorder, etc. The reason is hiegttty to hide their deficiencies,
such as their foreign accent, from their studelitss a way to save face in the
classroom. According to him, pronunciation is nbeit only Achilles' heel:
NNEST's lexicon is another burden. The English leagg is estimated to have over
400,000 words. It is something that cannot be cetep mastered (neither by
native speakers nor by non-native speakers). Howeative speakers have a
Sprachgefuhl that can often help them to knowwaad used by a student is right
or not. The only way out for aggressive teachets day it safe: they use the words
that are known to them. Many times these words ledéen connotations or are

out-of-date or slang.”

Medgyes states that: “By being both teacher andhézaat the same time, NNEST are

driven into a constant state of schizophrenia” 8)98le claims that sooner or later NNEST tend
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to regret having chosen this career because aslandée is going live a breakdown. And he
believes that one of the options is total resigmatand another is restricting the language to
those rules which he or she has learned or migldaredgyes argues that NNEST should
openly acknowledge that they are students of Emgléswell. This would be the best way to take

a more confident stance in the classroom (Med@®@s1)

Cultural context is another issue that NNEST hasficincies in. Medgyes points out
that members of different cultures view the worldlifferent ways. So it is really challenging for
a NNEST to teach a topic that he or she may beragoor unaware about. According to
Medgyes, the choice of language has to match ttialsituation of the interaction and depends
on the context. The relation between the linguiticn and objects or events in the outside
world can be defined as referential appropriateriegsvery common for non-native speakers to
use structures that native speakers would notrufeei same situations. This is a cultural aspect

that cannot be separated from language and oftels te pragmatic failures (Medgyes, 2001)

In addition to what researchers and educationggisrt, according to a study by Reves
& Medgyes (1994), non-native English teachers atated the lack of fluency and accuracy in
their oral proficiency and admitted that they h&wstruggle with the appropriate use of English.
In this study, non-native teachers reported to hdeeper insights into English language than
native English teachers. However, nonnative Engésithers had limited knowledge of context

and tended to teach an unfamiliar language in gbp@or environments or in isolation. In
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contrast, native teachers taught language in maa&tice and authentic contexts, whole using

more effective and innovative teaching techniques.

It is obvious that NNEST generally are falliblethre choice of language although that
have a more planned system of language teachinge¥&r, in some cases NEST can also be
fallible. Smith pointed out that "Native speakeezd as much help as non-native speakers when
using English [or any other language] to interatérinationally. There is no room for linguistic

chauvinism"

1.6 The Relation between Language Competence andabber Efficacy

As discussed above, there are some differencé®inompetence of language between
native speakers and non-native speakers. ThisysNEST are considered to be better language
teachers. But, is language competence really therding factor in teaching ability? Reves and
Medgyes (1994) conducted a survey naméthe non-native English speaking EFL/ESL
teacher's self-image: An international survegtfout the issue and claimed that there is a great
relation between competence and teaching behaViwy put forward three hypotheses: (1)
“NEST and NNEST differ in their teaching behavio(2) "These differences in teaching
behavior are largely due to divergent levels ofjlaage proficiency”, and (3) "The awareness of
differences in language proficiency influences tN&IEST self-perception and teaching

attitudes".
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Medgyes (2001), like most researchers or edudat®and the participants of his study,
admits that language competence is the point WRBHEST are inevitably handicapped in some
ways. In his study, he found that every NNEST haghbr own problems about using English;
however, fluency and vocabulary, followed by spegki pronunciation, and listening
comprehension are the most frequent areas of WiffitNNEST suffer from. Grammar, writing,
idiomatic expressions, appropriacy, intonation, anebositions were at the bottom of the list

which means they are not really problematic to NNES

Reves and Medgyes’ analyze the different aredgfafulty for NNEST as:

(1) Vocabulary The problem is because many words have diffemaeanings
according to the context, idioms, synonyms, etchlort, vocabulary resists mastery.

(2) Fluency Oral fluency requires many qualities, such aslirezss to speak, speech
rate, etc, in which NNEST are in a disadvantageENN's speech tends to be redundant and
clumsy due to the difficulty in finding the rightrgctures and expressions at the right time.

(3Pronunciation It is obvious that NNEST are marked by a foredgaent that in the

worst cases interferes with other people's undwisig.

(4)Grammar Grammar is the favorite field for NNEST. Part@ip of the study

remark it as more concrete and more learnableuvbeabulary.

Related to their three hypothesis, Reves and Mesi(4994) assert two questions: 1) "Is

it true that, having a better command of EngliseSY perform better in the classroom?" and, 2)
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"Is it true that the more deficient the teachdani&nglish, the less efficient he or she is bound t

be?"

In a study, Reves and Medgyes (1994) asked 323HStLteachers from 11 countries
about their perceptions of difference in Englismpetence. Most of these NNEST (74%)
considered their English to be 'good' or 'averalygh per cent considered their command to be
‘excellent’, and only one percent admitted havirygoar' command. However, the authors state
that the higher the grade of sophistication noivaaachieves the more self-critical and self-
conscious s/he becomes. So, according to Revesviaddyes these results show that about
eighty-four per cent are not very highly sophigtich Many of them may think that they know

English, but they do not.

Medgyes (1994) points out that, thanks to thejresiority in the ability to use language
spontaneously, NEST (with or without a teachingrdegjwould always be better than NNEST if
language competence was the only variable for a geaching skill. However, this is not the
case in real life. There are additional variablesbe considered in teaching. These are:
experience, age, sex, aptitude, charisma, motivatiaining, etc. Medgyes states that in his own

experience, "native and non-natives stand an aipaaice of achieving professional success".

Keeping in mind that language competence is neta¥erriding factor, the teaching

differences variable between NEST and NNEST isrtaki account. Reves and Medgyes found
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that two-thirds of their subjects saw differencestéaching behavior between NEST and
NNEST. A quarter of their respondents thought tNEST were more successful teachers,
conversely another quarter considered NNEST to &re successful. Half of the respondents did

not see any difference.

Palfreyman (1993) points out that these two grdwgpee different approaches to talking
and thinking about language. He found that theged#ferent kind of language-related awareness
between them. NEST are more aware of the corregtus NNEST are more aware of structural
patterns and of language-learning processes. Thisesnthe NNEST more rigid and more
knowledgeable at the same time. He conducted agriexgnt with two NEST and two NNEST
designing a lesson plan. He discovered that theree wwo approaches in the way that the
language system was represengedlytic (NEST) andsynthetidNNEST) (1993). NEST tried to
establish distinctions, on the basis of contex¢-fginciples such as generalized semantic
definitions and word-forms. It is the way nativeeakers bring order to their unconscious
linguistic knowledge into the classroom. The latipproach, aimed to integrate language into a
situational or linguistic context. This developetni having to cope with English-speaking

situations.

According to these two approaches, the percepteashers have about their students'
linguistic knowledge are different. Making theindents consciously aware is the matter of fact
that NEST tend to see. On the other hand, NNESTareerned not with language, but with the

ability to mean. (Palfreyman, 1993)
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However, Reves and Medgyes state that NEST are matural and real with language
(that is to say, communication is more importaahtform), whereas NNEST are more concerned
with accuracy and formal features of English. Tatéel inevitably isolate language from context,
because they are afraid of losing control of thecléng material. Also, according to Garcia
Merino, NNEST usually follow a standard variety, ambas NEST often speak a non-standard
variety. And based on his experiences with manguage teachers and professors from four
different universities in three different countri@®NEST are much more strict with grammatical
and spelling errors made by their students (noivanapeakers) than NEST, who are more

concerned with fluency and communication (1997).

Lederer (1981) agrees the idea that NNEST tencotwsider morphological mistakes
more serious, whereas NEST place emphasis on i@atiom and syntax. The reason is that
word order is a structural pattern that NEST a@subconsciously; they take it for granted.
However, even highly educated native speakers,wdre not educated in linguistics, would not
know how to explain word order in English. For arste, Lederer states that they know that the
sentence: 'He came home drunk yesterday' is find, that the sentence: 'He came drunk
yesterday home' is not. Lederer states, "Our btsnoause it is not programmed to accept this

syntactic arrangement, sends back signals sayiig s€quence does not compute™.
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The other question Reves and Medgyes tried to ensmvhether NNEST’s defective in
English hampers their teaching. Less than a quartswered that it did not. The majority said
that it interferes ‘a little' and 'quite a bit'. Ipfour per cent admitted that it interfered 'venych'
or in an extreme' way. They showed that NNEST peeplaeir classes more carefully. On the
other hand, NEST tend to improvise more and ndoltow the textbook as closely. They found
that the better trained teachers were more sefidmm, assessed their students' learning
capacities more accurately, were more generousthaihvalue judgements, and were employed
in the best schools. After this analysis, we stilhnot answer the question about who is more
successful. This question is based on subjectiveeptions. Reves and Medgyes found that the

respondents' answer to that question was balanced.

Above, the deficiencies of NNEST are mentionedydnger, it is not possible to
generalize that all NNEST are deficient users ofliEh. They may have some gaps as NEST
have gaps in their L1. Medgyes points out that NEB& only potentially superior and that in
some cases non-natives do better in certain afelmguage use. Harmer also (1991) claims,
“average native speakers...do not consciously kamygrammar and cannot produce any rules
of grammar without study and thought, but they @dweha language competence which is
subconscious and allows them to generate gramrigticarect sentences” (p. 13). Cook (1999)
explains the situation with an example and referadtive speakers as good bike riders, who

cannot explain how they ride a bicycle.

Moreover, Medgyes enumerates five points whereNESIT is better than a NEST

although being potentially handicapped.:.
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(a) "NNEST can teach learning strategies more effegti@i6). As the NNEST is a
teacher and a learner at the same time, he orahedveloped learning strategies that can be
useful to his or her students. On the other haftE Nmay lack these strategies.

(b) "NNEST can provide learners with more informatiooatthe English language
(347). NNEST have learned about how the Englisiguage works during their own learning
process. This makes them better informants thannhéve teachers. Reves and Medgyes point
out that NEST may not be aware of the internal raeidms operating in the acquisition of a
second language, since NEST language acquisitisruwaonscious.

(c) "NNEST are more able to anticipate language diffieg! (347). According to the
Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH)y contrasting two languages, phonological,
morphological/lexical, syntactic, and pragmaticoesrcan be predicted. (Larsen-Freeman and
Long, 1991) Errors occur because where two langgiage similar, positive transfer would
occur, whereas where they were different, negatigesfer, or interference, would result.
Larsen-Freeman and Long have estimated that bet@@¥nand 51% of the errors occur due to
the transfer from L1.

(d) "NNEST can be more empathetic to the needs andgmsbbf their learnefs
(347). As NNEST are learners, they are still sthmggwith English and this makes them more
sensitive and understanding with their students.

(e) "Only NNEST can benefit from sharing the learnergher tongué (347). In a
monolingual setting, for instance that of Spanipkeakers teaching English in Spain, their
mother tongue can be used as a vehicle of comntigricdt can help in the learning process in
many ways. It would be easier to use the studksmglage to translate the terms. Much time can

be saved by just translating the words into thdesits' L1. (Medgyes,1991)
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Medgyes (1991) concludes that these advantagdstéebalance the NNEST' language
competence deficiencies. Therefore, he statd® fnore proficient in English, the more efficient

the classroonis a false statement” (347).

Lederer (1981) points out that if all language teachers are native speakers the students
would reach the conclusion that one has to be born in an English speaking country to learn to
speak English. Medgyes points out that NNEST have been, and still are, learners of English. They
are successful learners and they can become models for their students. The teachers use their
learning experience in a reflective way in their teaching. Widdowson makes a distinction
between the role of the instructor and the role of the informant. He considers that a native
speaker may have the edge as an informant, i.e., he or she can be a perfect language model;
but the instructor's role is a different matter. The NEST cannot be a learner model because he

or she did not have to learn English as a second language (1994).

Medgyes makes a non-native/non-native comparismand he agrees that if all the other
variables are equal, the NNEST with higher proficie in English would be the better one.
Therefore, he points out that the most importaofgasional duty for NNEST is to improve
their command of English as much as possible. Tahegewo major problems that make this
goal difficult to achieve: lack of time and fosadtion. According to Merino (1997), the best
way to avoid fossilization and acquire a high mifincy in English is to live in the target

language country for a long time.
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When the comparison is between two natives Medbgéisves that the assertion: "The
more proficient, the more efficient" is absurd tis dimension. Although there are differences
in performance among native speakers, there adiffeoences in L1 competence. In their case,
NEST have to try to minimize the deficiencies mamtid above. Medgyes believes that if a
NEST is at the same time a learner of a foreigguage, the drawbacks can be counterbalanced.
This is particularly important in the monolinguatting. For instance, if a NEST is teaching in
Spain, it would be most helpful for him or her &atn Spanish. Because of this fact, Medgyes
states that: "The more proficient in the learnensther tongue, the more efficient in the
classroom". This is important in both ways. It ooty helps in using the students' L1, but also

helps teachers be more self-confident.

Reves and Medgyes'’s (1994) study also revealeddliémage and attitude to teaching
perceived by nonnative speaking teachers. The tsesllowed that the level of English,
especially oral, proficiency differentiated thefdelage of those nonnative ESL/EFL teachers.
Teachers who reported poor self-image were fourdhieg in an environment where the
opportunities to use English was limited. In costiraeachers with a stronger self-image
appeared to have more experience living in Engligaking countries and to have higher
teaching quality. The effect of English proficienegs also observed in other studies (Chacon,
2002; Shin, 2001). Both studies revealed the efédanguage proficiency on both teacher

efficacy and teaching methodology. Language teachwbo reported a higher level of language
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proficiency would choose to have more interactime aommunication-orientated activities in

classrooms.

Widdowson (1994) suggests that teaching Englistotsa biological quality but a craft,
a skill that has to be learned and mastered. Hessthat when the emphasis is moved from the
contexts of use to contexts of learning, the adch@mtthat native speaker teachers have

disappears.

1.7 Literature Review

" The study of NNEST English teachers is a globammenon. Despite the
pioneering work of Medgyes in the early 1990s, &sicbn these issues began to be
published in the United States only a decade |Ated. issues relating to NNEST English

teachers have now become a legitimate area ofras&éBraine, 2005)

The issues about non-native English speaking tesdfare recently attracted attention
by researchers such as Arva and Medgyes (2000)e3¢a999; 2005), Llurda (2004), Mahboob
(2004) and Medgyes (1994; 2001). According to Mattb(®003), the interest to the issue has
increased by the establishment of Non-native Enh@igeakers in TESOL Caucus. He states that
the number of the papers discussed at TESOL Coiowsnin 2001 and 2002 was 13; however

in 2003 the number reached 48 and it is still insheg.
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1.4.1 Studies on Self Perceptions of Non-native Teachers

There are several studies on self-perceptionsoofidtive English teachers throughout
the world. According to Kamhi-Stein (2004) phasasehbeen identified as research areas about
NNEST issues. The first one focused on the selfgmions of NNEST. The second one
investigated the credibility of NNEST. And the thinas dealt with two topics: a) the meaning of
label ‘non-native English speaking teacher’ and dthers’ (students and administrators)

perceptions of NNEST.

Medgyes, who is a non-native speaker, was the thrdiave brought the issues about
NNEST to the open. He wrote two pioneering articlasthe ELT Journal titted 'The
schizophrenic teacher' (1983) and 'Native or ndiv@awho's worth more?' (1992). Later on, he
wrote his book The Non-native Teachef1994), in which he revealed the results of higaesh

with his own experience as a NNEST English teaahdrobservations of other NNEST.

In his book he discussed the topics: 'nativesramdnatives in opposite trenches,' 'the
dark side of being a non-native', 'and who's wartbre: the native or the non-native'. He
presents four hypotheses based on his assumptdrNBST and NNEST are 'two different
species'. The hypotheses were that the NEST andSVUNdiffer in terms of (1) language
proficiency, and (2) teaching practice (behavidigt (3) most of the differences in teaching
practice can be attributed to the discrepancynguage proficiency, and that (4) both types of

teachers can be equally good teachers on theitenns.
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Studies of teachers' self-perceptions of their sfitacy in the ESL field have different
results. An international survey of 216 NEST and B8Y from 10 countries (Brazil,
Czechoslovalua, Hungary, Israel, Mexico, Nigeriasfla, Sweden, Yugoslavia, and Zimbabwe)
was conducted (Reves&Medgyes, 1994). 68% of thgestsh perceived differences in the
teaching practices of NEST and NNEST. Eighty-foercent of NNEST admitted having
various language difficulties. Vocabulary and flagnvere the most common areas which were
followed by speaking, pronunciation, and listencmmnprehension. Only 25% of the subjects
stated that their language difficulties had no aslweeffect on their teaching. In view of these
findings, Reves & Medgyes (1994) suggest that: ‘eqfrent exposure to authentic native
language environments and proficiency-orientedeivise training activities' might improve the
language difficulties of NNEST”. Further, in ordes enhance the self-perception of these
teachers, they recommend making them aware of #@hiantageous condition as language

teachers.

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) surveyed and imtewed non-native speaking
TESOL graduate assistants (from Korea, Japan, Yu&erinam, China, Togo, Burkina Faso,
and Russia) who were either pursuing a MA or PInDTESOL at a university in the United
States. Similar to Reves and Medgyes (1994), mwaa 2/3 thought that their own language
difficulties affected their teaching and 90% peveei a difference between NEST and NNEST.
However, while they perceived that both NEST andES$N have strengths and weaknesses,
they did not consider the NEST to be superior teechThey identified the NEST as being
informal, fluent, accurate, using different techrdg, methods, and approaches, being flexible,

using conversational English, knowing subtletiestioé language, using authentic English,
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providing positive feedback to students, and hawiagmunication (not exam preparation) as
the goals of their teaching. NNEST were perceiv@telying on textbooks, applying differences
between the first and second languages, usingitsteldnguage as a medium of instruction,
being aware of negative transfer and psychologisglects of learning, being sensitive to the
needs of students, being more efficient, knowing students' background, and having exam
preparation as the goal of their teaching. In thesiearch, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) did
not find a negative self-image of NNEST in the Ui$r did Mahboob, Uhrig, Newman, &

Hartford (2002).

Whereas Reves & Medgyes (1994) focus on the diffdevels of language proficiency
and their effects on teaching practices, the diféeteaching practices identified by Samimy &

Brutt-Griffler (1999) may be attributed to crosdtatal differences.

Drawing on an empirical study of the spHrception of a group of Austrian teachers,
Seidlhofer (1999) found that a majority of the teaxs felt insecure rather than confident being
non-native teachers of English. While they see the mdirantage of being namtive speakers
is that they share their students’ L1, their cosrfice based on the shared language and culture
with their students is coupled with a lack of cdefice they have about themselves as speakers
of English. Despite the feeling of insecurity, atffigctors such as experience and education are
found to help teachers gain seEsurance. As nemative teachers have to learn the language
they teach themselves, they are distanced fromhich gives them confidence in explaining
certain aspects of the language and other condeptsed, Seidlhofer argues that an important

strength of nomative teachers is that they show a high degreeonécious, or declarative
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knowledge of the internal organization of the Esigllanguage because of their own language
learning experience. Hence, they can ‘get intostkia of the foreign learner’ (1999). In short,
nonnative teachers are at the same time familiar thightarget and distanced from it, enabling
them to be effective teachers of English. Indeeuh-mative teachers are what Seidlhofer calls
‘double agents’ in the sense that they mediate dmtwthe different languages and cultures

through appropriate pedagogy so as to make infogheites that benefit learners (1999).

The other study of the self-perceptions of NNESWlEEh teachers was conducted by
Ofra Inbar-Lourie at Tel Aviv University in Israellitled 'Native and nonnative English
teachers: investigation of the construct and pdimes, it was one of the first studies at
doctoral-level on NNEST issues (2001). Resultshefstudy indicated that there are differences
between NEST and NNEST only in some categoriesnlsnéine superiority of the NEST (as
espoused by the NEST themselves), the degree dideone in teaching specific language
areas, and in student-teacher relations. No diffaxe were found in perception categories
relating to teaching and assessment practices)idgfstudents' knowledge of English, the status
of the English language, and goals of teaching iElngrhe interesting result is that perception
differences in these areas arose not from the ¢egicstatus as NS or NNEST but from personal
and professional variables such as country of blethgth of residence in the country, school
level, and perceived type of school. NNEST repottading better relations with students and

feeling more confident in using the L1 to facildaeaching (2001).

In a more recent study, Llurda & Huguet (2003)eistigated the self awareness of 101

non-native English teachers in primary and secgndahools in a Spanish city. As for the
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language skills, they found that the secondaryheacshowed more confidence than primary
teachers, especially in general proficiency, gramrkaowledge, and reading comprehension.
Although primary teachers admitted that they dighazience certain difficulties in teaching

English, they did not attribute these difficultiastheir proficiency in English. As for language

improvement over time, the primary teachers diggdlag greater awareness of their language
improvement and believed that this improvement ctmmugh conscious study of the language.
In the case of teaching goals, almost all the prym@achers (97.2%) preferred communicative

strategies, while only two-thirds of the secondagchers did so.

In the NEST or NNEST debate, the primary schoekhers appeared to be more
influenced by the native speaker fallacy, halftefrh stating that they would hire more NEST
than NNEST for a language school, although thergthienary school teachers did state that
they would hire equal numbers of NEST and NNEST fakssecondary school teachers, nearly
two thirds chose the balanced option of hiring beas from both groups. In fact, most of the
secondary school teachers (65.6%) believed thagkeiNNEST was an advantage. As for the
need for cultural knowledge, the teachers cleargfgored British culture, with situations

involving the English language being closely assed with British NEST. (Mahboob, 2004)

1.4.2 Studies on Students' Perceptions of NNEST

The research described so far has focused orethpesceptions of NNEST. Research
on students' perceptions of non-native teachershnikiin fact as crucial as the self-perceptions

has a more recent history. In terms of studentstgmions, there is a widely accepted
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assumption that, in language teaching studentgmpnetive instructors, and most administrators'
hiring practices have been influenced by this aggiom to some degree (Cook, 2000; Mahboob,

Uhrig, Newman, & Hartford, 2001; Medgyes, 1992).

Kristy Liang's Master's research (2002) at CatifaiState University, Los Angeles, also
investigated students' attitudes towards NNEST. rEselts showed that, although the students
rated pronunciation/accent as very important, pnoration/accent did not affect the students'
attitudes towards their NNEST. Further, personal professional features as derived from the
teachers' speech, such as 'being interestinghg'bpiepared’, 'being qualified', and 'being

professional’, played a role in the students' pegiee for teachers (Liang 2002).

Cheung (2007) conducted a study by examining buttient and teacher views in Hong
Kong. In his study, both groups saw NEST and NNE&Tpossessing different strengths.
NEST's strengths included: high proficiency in Eelg] ability to use English functionally and
awareness of the cultures of English-speaking camsntNNEST's perceived strengths included:
ability to empathize with students as fellow secoiatiguage learners, shared cultural

background and ability to teach grammar.

Ahmar Mahboob (2003) conducted a research abeutstue under the title 'Status of
non-native English teachers as ESL teachers inUB&'. The analysis of the students’

comments showed that both NEST and NNEST receiveiiye and negative comments. In the
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case of NEST, the majority of positive commentstesl to oral skills, with vocabulary and
culture also being viewed positively. Negative coemts on NEST related to grammar,
experience as an ESL learner, ability to answestipres, and methodology. In the case of
NNEST, experience as an ESL learner earned the muosber of positive comments, followed
by grammar, affect, oral skills, methodology, harork, vocabulary, culture, ability to answer
questions, and literacy skills. NNEST received tisgacomments with regard to oral skills and

culture.

Torres (2004) also conducted a study named ‘Spgakip! Adult ESL students’
perceptions of native and non-native English spgpkéeachers’. Results indicated that adult
ESL students have a general preference for NEST MMEST, but have stronger preferences
for NEST in teaching specific skill areas such asnpnciation and writing. There was not a
significant difference between immigrants’ and gefas’ general preferences for NEST over

NNEST based on immigration status.

Liaw (2004) conducted a survey on the differenbesveen native and non-native
teachers of English and the perception of nativeng&he data shows a positive connection
between teachers’ self-perceived ability in teaghime target language and level of efficacy.
The influence of teaching experience, such as yafarsaching and level of students’ language
proficiency on teachers’ sense of efficacy obseruedthis study. Moreover, native and
nonnative language teachers from different langudagartments were also found different in
such areas as teaching methods in the classroerils lef instructional strategic efficacy or

nativeness issues.
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Lasagabaster and Sierra’s (2005) study exploredesta’ views on the pros and cons of
having NEST and NNEST as their English teacherg rEsults suggest that more than half of
the respondents (60.6%) show a preference for N&8iT35.5% do not have a clear preference.
However, when they were given the possibility ofvihg both NEST and NNEST, the
percentage increased to 71.6%. Lasagabaster amd 8igo found that the university students
preferred NEST in the areas of pronunciation, caland civilization, listening, vocabulary and
speaking, while they showed a preference for NNESihe areas of grammar and strategies.
However, the students did not show any preferenceNEST or NNEST in the other areas,
namely reading, assessment, attitudes towards dbngieaking countries and attitudes towards
the learning of English. Another interesting fingliis that whereas the students preferred NEST
at university level in most areas, this was notetfior primary education. In the open
guestionnaire, most of the respondents recognizedstrengths of NNEST. In particular, they
valued the NNEST as a resource of learning stregegind saw NNEST as imitable models.
Lasagabaster and Sierra’s study is important i ithenoks at students’ perceptions towards
NEST and NNEST with respect to different aspectdanfjuage teaching and in relation to
different levels of education. Hence, their studyeg deeper than the question of students’

preference for NS or NNEST in general.

Moussu and Braine (2006) attempted to examine H8tests' attitude change after
being taught by NNEST. Two questionnaires were adtgred to almost 100 students in a
university in the US. Moussu and Braine found thiaidents held positive attitudes towards
NNEST at the beginning of the semester. Most stisdiewdicated that they could learn English

just as well as from NNEST and they respected amiired their NNEST. On the whole, the
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students’ responses showed a high degree of sufgpdheir NNEST. In Moussu and Braine’s
study, the most important finding is that the shudeattitudes towards their NNEST increased
positively over time, despite a lack of significatiange over time. A possible reason is that the
students already had positive opinions of their ISNIEat the beginning of the semester. In
particular, 76% of respondents recommended theiESIN to a friend by the end of the

semester, compared to only 57% at the beginnirigeoemester.

Butler's (2004) study examined students’ attitudewards teachers with American
accented English and Koreancented English. The study found significant défees in the
students’ attitudes towards the teachers with Ataardccented English and Koreancented
English with regard to their ‘goodness of pronutioid, ‘confidence in their use of English’,
‘focus on fluency versus accuracy, and ‘the us&arkean in the classroom’, but not regarding
‘general teaching strategies’. More specificalhe Korean students thought that the American
accented English guise had better pronunciatiors, rekatively more confident in her use of
English, would focus more on fluency than on accyrand would use less Korean in the
English. In other words, certain qualifications arere important to NEST while a different set
of qualities are more important for NNEST. Yet, estlyualities may be regarded as important
regardless of NEST or NNEST status. In additioe, students generally showed a preference
for the Americaraccented English teachers as their English teaBhtler's study contributes
to the attitudinal studies on NS and NNS by emplgyd matcheduised technique in probing
into students’ attitudes. However, her study ditllook at students’ actual experience with NS
and NNEST, but relied on the use of different ateémeliciting students’ attitudes towards NS

and NNEST.
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Cheung and Braine (2007) investigated the attitudestudents towards their NNEST in
the context of Hong Kong. The results of the stimbjicate that on the whole, the students
showed a favorable attitude towards their NNESTeyTktated that NNEST could employ
effective strategies in teaching English, undemtibe difficulties encountered by the students,
and were capable of designing teaching materialerding to the needs and learning styles of
the students. However, the respondents also cé#edral NNEST's shortcomings, including
their examinatiororiented teaching approach, their limited use o§lEh in class, and the
tendency to ovecorrect students’ work. Cheung and Braine also daihvat finalyear students
indicated a more positive attitude than firsind secongear students, implying that the

students’ positive attitude towards NNEST tendeith¢oease with longer stay at the university.

1.4.3 Studies in Turkey

One of the first studies in Turkey was titlddative English Speaking Teachers and
Non-native English Speaking Teachers/stanbul: A Perception Analysisonducted by Ebru
Ezberci (2005). The purpose of this study was testigate the differences between the career
perceptions of NEST and NNEST working at univegsitin Istanbul, and the two groups’
perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of NMBETNNEST. This study was conducted
with 172 participants working in 10 different irtstions inistanbul. Data was collected through
a questionnaire consisting of four parts. In additil5 participants were interviewed. The
results reveal that a great majority of the respotglview English language teaching (ELT) as a
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career or profession. When the two groups were eoedy the percentage of the NNEST who
view ELT as a career or profession is higher thaat ©of NEST. While indicating similar
viewpoints between NEST and NNEST regarding théaws of ELT, the study found
differences in the perceptions of the importantlifjoations of teachers, and the strengths and
weaknesses of NEST and NNEST. Overall, the findswggyest that the ‘native speaker fallacy’
may still have validity even though both groupsafticipants refrained from publicly accepting

it.

In his article namedA concise examination of the artificial battle be&m native and
non-native speaker teachers of English in Turk€glik (2006) states that qualifications such as
ESL/EFL pedagogy, a profound understanding of thgliEh language, comprehension of the
second/foreign language acquisition process, ahusidsm and thriving practice of teaching
English should be the basic criteria to evaluate #ffectiveness of a language teacher.
Accordingly, non-native speaker teachers shoulg stimparing themselves unfavorably with
native speaker teachers and should take the rabpityso educate people by presenting them
the benefits non-native English-speaking teachexg bning to the classroom. If they act with
confidence to show they are well-trained and exoept teachers, others will have no
opportunity, but to accept that it does not mattdere they come from or where they are

teaching.

Bayyurt (2006), who interviewed 12 Turkish NNESHoat their beliefs regarding the
teaching of culture in the EFL classroom, additiprshowed that NNEST were aware that EFL

students regarded them as good language learnidglsnand guides. This study examines the
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importance of raising nenative English language teachers’ awareness ddrdift dimensions
of culture in the teaching of English as an intéomal language. The author believes that the
more critical English language teachers becometaheunvolvement of culture in their English
language teaching, the more they equip their stadeith the necessary linguistic and cultural
resources to be able to communicate with peopha fither cultural and linguistic backgrounds.
The study comprises the development and implenientaf a semistructured interview. The
study shows that there is a general consensus athergarticipants of the study on the practice
of referring to an ‘international culture’ with spal emphasis on Englistpeaking
Anglo-American cultures, as well as the learners’ loadtuce in the English as a Foreign
Language classroom. Moreover, the results alscatelie participant teachers’ belief that being
a nonnative Engliskspeaking teacher is an advantage as far as cué#tndalinguistic issues in

the English language classroom are concerned.

In her study namedtUniversity students’ perceptions of native and native teachers’

Evrim Ustunliiglu tried to identify university students’ percept®oof native and non-native
teachers of English as well as to identify deficiea and needs in the teaching process so that
some suggestions can be made. A data pool of 3%&raity students participated in this study
and evaluated 38 native and non-native teacheingfish. A questionnaire was used as the
instrument and it consisted of 30 items relatethtolass teaching roles, in-class management
roles, in-class communication roles, and individigaltures. The results indicate that there is a
meaningful difference between native and non-natdégchers of English from the students’

perspective. The results suggest that non-nati@ehtgs fulfill in-class teaching and in-class
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management roles better than native teachers dde wiative teachers fulfill in-class

communication skills and present more favorabldities (2007).

Dogancay-Aktuna (2008) asked 21 non-native Ehgdigeaking teacher educators
about their status as non-native speakers of Hnghiofessional identities, and self-perceived
skills. Most of these participants rated their laage skills and competences in English as high,
overall, although some noted a need to improve tkredwledge of idiomatic expressions and
conversational English. At the same time, slighthpre than half of the participants had
experienced prejudice because of their non-natigtus and many felt that this status was
disadvantageous to their professional careers eaxching experience. They agreed, however,
that being NNS in an EFL context allowed them tdamstand the issues related to this context

better than if they were NS of English.

In their study nametChallenges of being a non-native English Teacl#tiirk & Atay

(2010) conducted a study on three Turkish teaabfeEnglish and investigated their opinions on
the native speaker/non-native speaker dichotomy amesighteen month period. Results of the
study have shown that “I'm-not-a-nativespeaker’dsgme is prevalent among NNEST and this
has negative effects on their morale as they feferior and inadequate when they compare
themselves to their L1 colleagues (Suarez, 2000prebVer, the conflict between the
educational principle of equality between NNS ari€lSY and commercial benefits seems to be
going on as well. Institutions offering English ¢arage programs often promote themselves as
employing NEST and advertisements for teachingtioos often require that applicants are

native speakers implying that NEST are preferatlgoime way. The reason for the commercial
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preference for NEST appears to be that despitat¢hdemic arguments and evidence there is

still a broad social acceptance of the native sigemker model (Pacek, 2005; Thornburry, 2006).

In his study namedNative Speakers as Teachers in Turkey: Non-ndBreservice
English Teachers’ Reactions to a Nation-wide Projebdullah Cgkun tried to reveal the
preliminary reactions of pre-service NNEST aboig firoject through data obtained from open-
ended surveys. The content analysis of the dataveshadhat even before the project was
initiated, most of the participants objected tAllthough some of the participants favored the
project as they believed that the NEST might beent@ipful for students to improve speaking
skills and to increase their cultural awareness, rttajority of the participants held negative

attitudes towards the project mainly because ofleynpent and pedagogical concerns (2013).

1.5 Statement of the Problem

Language teachers, without any doubt, play an itapb role in language learning
process. A good teacher can make a great contibtdi his/her students’ learning the language
effectively. Because the majority of English langaideachers in the world (approximately 80%)

are non native speakers of English. (Matsuda & Mis2001)

However, without any genuine evidence that nate@&chers are better teachers of
English, administrators at language centers, par@otiticians and most people believe that the

mother tongue is the primary indicator of abilityteach a language effectively. However, most
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people didn't have the chance to compare the tachiers in a real learning atmosphere. So, this
belief may be due to a wrong perception of infétyocomplex because of the simple thought
that they know English better than us. This bedilsb affects the motivation of teachers and

students in a bad way which is well-known to beynuerportant in learning atmosphere.

The advantages and disadvantages of nonnativbeesain the field of ELT were
thoroughly analyzed and documented in several esu(k.g., Medgyes, 1999 ; Matsuda and
Matsuda, 2001; Lasagabaster & Sierra,2002; Jins;208borda, 2006; Clark & Paran, 2007; Liu
& Zhang, 2007; Chen, 2008; Todd & Pojanapunya, 20@8Donald & McRae, 2010), In
Turkey, not much research has been carried ouhignissue. The existing researches do not
investigate the issue in terms of both teacherd’ stndents’ perceptions. This study intends to

investigate both students’ and teachers’ perceptidmonnative EFL teachers in Turkey.

1.6 Aim of the Study

Students’ understanding of teachers’ instructions English and teachers’ self
perceptions are very important variables throughbet teaching and learning process.
These perceptions may be a vehicle for facilitatamgguage learning or a hindrance. This
study is significant in providing data about teashpreferences and students’ expectations
about language learning. The findings of the stathy encourage language teachers to

increase their awareness of considering studerpgatations. Finally, the study will shed
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a light on the legitimacy of the trials of governmeor private schools in terms of

employing NEST.

This study aims to fill a gap by finding out thergeptions of the students’ and self

efficacy of the teachers’; raising awareness batwke two groups.

1.7 Hypothesis

The main and sub-hypotheses formulated for theysitel as follow:

Students find NNEST as efficient as native teagchéfowever, NNEST find it

challenging to be a NNEST and they feel the neaghpoove their level of English.

And the sub-hypotheses are:

1. Language competence is important but not am-mdieg factor in teaching a

language better.

2. NNEST and NEST are perceived differently by shudents and teachers in terms of

effective EFL teaching and practicing pedagogieahhiques.

3. Students and teachers perceive NNEST efficiandifferent ways.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

2.1 Research Questions

It is aimed to find out the perceptions of teashand students on English language

teachers in this study. The answers to the folgwesearch questions will be found.

1. From students’ and teachers’ perspectives,hitlwaspects are NNEST superior or inferior

to NEST?

2. Is there a relationship between language competand teaching ability?

3. What are the effects of being taught by NNEST?

4. What are the correlations between the teachas'students’ perceptions on NNEST?

5. From students’ and teachers’ perspectives,ishetter overall in teaching English and why?

2.2 Participants

The first target group of the study included lkih-mative teachers of English who

teaches in different cities and high schools inkéyr
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Table 2.1 Distribution of teacher

Category Frequency Percent
Male 75 67.C
Gender Femal 37 33.C
University 74 66.1
Academic Degree Maste 38 33.¢
Not satisfie 11 9.t
Nearly satisfie 7 6.2
Comment on University Satisfied 57 50.¢
Education Completely 33.C
37
Satisfied
In-class onl 57.1
64
Frequency of Speaking English
In-class and on 37.t
42
more setting
In all parts of life 6 5.4
1-5 year: 44 39.2
6-10 year 21 18.¢
Teaching Experience 11-15year 31 27.1
16-20year 10 8.¢
21- more 6 5.¢
Yes 72 64.3
Going Abroad No 40 35.7

50




As seen in Table 2.1., 67 % of the teaxhez male, 33 % of them are female. 66,1 % of
teachers are graduates of university while 33,9f%em have a master degree in their field.
Also, 33 % of the teachers are completely satisfietth their university education, 50,9 % of
them are just satisfied, 6,2 % of them are neaalysfied, however, 9,8 % of them are not
satisfied with their education. As for the teachexperience, 39,3 % of them have 1-5 year-
experience, 18,8 % of them have 6-10-year-expegie@@,7 % of them have 11-15-year-
experience and 8,9 % of them have 16-20 year$058them have experience of more than 21
years. 57,1 % of the teachers use English in-adadg 37,5 % have a chance to speak the
language in one more setting but only 5,4 % use aill parts of his/her life. 64,3 % have been
abroad at least once, 35,7 % have never been absfark. 3,6 % of the teachers think he/she
can only teach beginner level effectively, 7,1%h&m feel themselves sure to teach elementary
level, too. 25,9 % feel sure that they can teaukléeup to intermediate, 63,4 % of them think

that they can teach levels including advanced leffettively.
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Table 2.2.Distribution of the student

Category Frequency Percent

Male 51 48.€

Gender Femal 54 51.¢

9 58 55.2

Class 10 30 28.¢

11 17 16.2

5-10 year 93 88.t

Length of Studying English 11-15 year 17 112
1-2 year 23 21.¢

Length of Being Taught by Native 3-4 year: 18 17.1
Teacher 5 and ove 64 61.C
elementar 27 25.7

Level of English intermediat 73 69.t
advance 5 4.€

The second group included 105 students who camtithe private high schools

(Darigsafaka Lisesi, Ted Koleji, Dga Koleji) and have the chance to make a comparison

between native/non-native teachers as they leaglignby both. 48,6 % of the students are

male and 51,4 % are female.55,2% of the studetetnded & , 28,6 % of them 10 16,2 % of

them attended fdegree. 88,5 % of these students have been lgdEniglish for between 5-10
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years and 11,4 % of the students have been leafmirid-15 years. 21,9 % of them have been
taught by native speaker for 1-2 years, 17,1 % een taught for 3-4 years. 61,0 % have been
taught for 5 years and over. As for the level ofl&h, 69,5 % of the students are intermediate,

25,7 % are elementary and 4,8 % are advanced studen

2.3 Instrument

In this study, a questionnaire with two parts wasmprised to obtain data about the ideas
and perceptions of teachers and students abouhatbre teachers. The first part is about the
personal background of the respondents and thexdexw is about the perceptions including 30

questions.

At the beginning of the study the questionnaire w@mprised of 33 questions. A pilot
study was done in order to find out if the questaire would serve its purpose. After the pilot

study 3 questions were excluded and the main qurestire was formed with 30 questions.

During the preparation of the questionnaire, diffé questionnaires of different surveys
have been examined. The first of these studieSpsaking Up! Adult ESL Students’ Perceptions
of Native and Non-native Teachers’ by Julie Westrd® (2004); and the second one is the study
titled * How are They Different: A Comparative Syudf Native and Nonnative Foreign Language
Teaching Assistants’ by En-Chong Liaw (2004). Homrean original questionnaire has been

prepared.
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The questionnaire comprises 11 factors. Classro@magement, motivating students,
communication with students, understanding studesstsying as a good model, content of the
lesson, methods of teaching, language competende teaching ability, providing more
information, body language, student anxiety in ¢lessroom are the factors inquired in those
questions. By this way, most of the aspects haea bepeated in the questionnaire in order to

make the questionnaire more reliable. In the fallgatable, these factors are presented.

Table 2.3 Construction of the questionnaire.

FACTOR NAME QUESTIONS
Language competence and teact 1,6,29, 3
ability
Content of the lesst 2,78,
Method of teachin 21
Classroom managem 20
Body languag 22, 2¢
Communication with studer 16, 17, L
Motivating student 5,12, 1.
Student anxiety in classrot 14, 15, 21
Serving as a good mo 11,19, 2!
Understanding studel 4, 10, 2:
Providing more informatic 3,27, 2
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Teachers answer the questions on a four-pointrLikeale: 4 (strongly agree) 3 (agree) 2
(disagree) 1 (strongly disagree). Before the qaestiires were handed out to the participants, &rcov
sheet which explains the purpose of the study &sdras that their responses would be confidental w
added. Moreover an open-ended question was addbé tpuestionnaire asking respondents to write thei

own ideas about non-native teachers of English.

2.4, Reliability of the Questionnaire

In order to comprise a valid study, the first dsadf the questionnaire were given to the
experts from Maltepe University. Experts evaluatbd questionnaire in terms of content
validity, face validity and clarity of items. Themhe questionnaire was revised and some
necessary changes were made. After that procesgutstionnaire was piloted to a small group

of 20 students. According to their comments andvans, 3 of the questions have been omitted.

Table: 2.4Reliability Statistics.

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
0.84 30

In addition, to test the reliability of the preseqiestionnaire Cronbach-alpha values
were calculated. Cronbach-alpha has been foundet®,84. Cronbach-alpha value of the

guestionnaire is in high level of reliability.
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2.5 Data Collection Procedure

After having official permission by Ministry of Edation inistanbul, the questionnaires
were sent to different high schools during the 26ffng. Before administering the study, the
participants were informed about the questionnaird the purpose of the study. They were
guaranteed that their answers to the questionnaimetd be confidential, would contribute to a
master's degree study and would not be used far atims. The teachers were not asked to
write their names on the questionnaires but thdipsl names. The teachers were given a week
to fill in the questionnaires. At the end of theekgethe questionnaires were collected by the

researcher from the teachers.

2.6 Data Analysis

The data gathered via questionnaires were analymedhe SPSS 16.0 (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences). Strongly disagreecsdsd as ‘1’, disagree as ‘2’, agree as '3,
strongly agree as '4'. Afterwards, the descriptigealysis was used to investigate the

demographic characteristics and background infaomatf the subjects.

The aim of the study is to learn about the viewshefstudents and EFL teachers about

non-native teachers in private and state schools.

56



CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results related to teactend’ students’ perceptions about non-native
teachers will be presented and discussed itenehy. it he findings related to research questions
will be given. Analysis of the variables for thergeptions will be presented in the tables. In the
second part of the results section, the resulteeturvey the relation between the teachers’ and

students’ perceptions will be discussed in datdyaisapart.

3.1 Analysis of the Variables

The perceptions of teachers and students willrtadyaed under eleven factors. These
are classroom management, motivating students, coneation with students, understanding
students, serving as a good model, content of ¢éssoh, methods of teaching, language
competence and teaching ability, providing morerimfation, body language, student anxiety in

the classroom.
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3.1.1 Language Competence and Teaching Ability

Language competence and teaching ability compf@asvariables. Item 1, 6, 29 and
30 express the perceptions on the language conuggetmmd teaching ability of non-native
teachers. Table 3.1-3.8 present the frequenciésaghers’ and students’ answers to the items.
Item 1 aims to investigate whether NEST providerdeess with more information about
language and culture. Item 6 aims to investigatthéf teaching of NNEST ensures students
understand the lesson more. Item 29 aims to irgastivhether NNEST teach productive skills
(speaking, writing) better and item 30 investigatestudents’ achievement in language learning

is directly related to their teachers’ effectivem@n language teaching.

Table 3.1:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 1.

NEST provide learners with more information abautjuage and cultL.
, . Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions _
Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
strongly disagree 0 0 0 0
disagree 11 9.8 9.8 9.8
agree 55 49.1 49.1 58.9
strongly agree 46 41.1 41.1 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As given in the table when participants were dsKeNEST provide students
more information about language and the culture] 24 of the teachers marksttongly agree
choice. 49,1 % of the participants marked agree®8d% of them didn’t agree with the idea

that NEST provide more information. None of thetipgrants marked strongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.2:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 1.
NEST provide learners with more information abautguage and cultt.

Students’ perceptions | Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen{ Cumulative Percen
Valid strongly disagree 0 0 0 0
disagree 3 2.9 2.9 2.9
agree 69 65.7 65.7 68.6
strongly agree 33 31.4 31.4 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

It is seen in the table that just like the teachwse of the students marked strongly
disagree choice. 2,9 % of the students disagretdtive position, 65,7 % agree with the idea

and 31,4 % of them marked strongly agree choice.

Table 3.3:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 6.

The teaching of NNEST ensures students understenig$son more.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 48 42.9 42.9 46.4
agree 56 50.0 50.0 96.4
strongly agree 4 3.6 3.6 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table, 3,6 % of the teachers maskiexhgly disagree choi
about the claim that NNEST ensure students undawtstee lesson more. 42,9 % of
teachers marked disagree choice and 50,0 % of tharkedagree and 3,6 % of the

marked strongly agree choice.

Table 3.4:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 6.

The teaching of NNEST ensures students understenig$son more.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 13 12.4 12.4 12.4
agree 47 44.8 44.8 57.1
strongly agree 45 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ answers, 12,4 % of the siteddisagreed the claim. While 44,8 %

agreed the claim 42,9 % of them strongly agreeH thi¢ idea.

Table 3.5:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 29.

NNEST teach productive skills (speaking, writing}ter.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 8 7.1 7.1 7.1
disagree 57 50.9 50.9 58.0
agree 26 23.2 23.2 81.2
strongly agree 21 18.8 18.8 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table teachers’ answers to itervBRh claims that NNEST teach
productive skills better, distribute in this wayi 6 strongly disagree and 50,9 % disagreed.

However 23,2 % of them agreed the idea and 18,88ngly agreed it.

Table 3.6:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 29.

NNEST teach productive skills (speaking, writing}ter.
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen{ Cumulative Percen
Valid strongly disagree 9 8.6 8.6 8.6
disagree 31 29.5 29.5 38.1
agree 30 28.6 28.6 66.7
strongly agree 35 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.6, 8,6 % of the studentmgly disagree and 29,5 % disagree

with the position. 28,6 of the students agreed tithidea while 33,3 of them marked strongly

agree choice.

Table 3.7:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 30.

Students’ achievement in language learning is thireelated to their teacher’s
effectiveness in language teaching.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 20 17.9 17.9 21.4
agree 42 375 375 58.9
strongly agree 46 41.1 41.1 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table, item 30 claims that studactievement in language is directly
related to their teachers’ effectiveness. 3,6 dhefteachers marked strongly disagree choice

and 17,9 % of them marked disagree choice. 37tfeofeachers marked agree choice while 41,1

% marked strongly agree.

Table 3.8:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 30.

Students’ achievement in language learning is thireelated to their teachers’ effectivenes
language teaching.
Valid
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid disagree 10 9.5 9.5 9.5
agree 44 41.9 41.9 51.4
strongly agree 51 48.6 48.6 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.8, none of the students edaskongly disagree choice. 9,5 % of
the students disagreed with the idea that studemisievement is directly related to teacher

effectiveness and 41,9 % of them marked agree ehdi®,6 % of them marked strongly agree

choice.

3.1.2. Content of the Lesson

Content of the lesson comprises four variableesmlIt2, 7, 8 and 9 express the

perceptions of participants on the lesson contémibo-native teachers. Table 3.9-3.16 present
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the frequencies of teachers’ answers and studentsiers to the questions. Item 2 aims to
investigate whether NNEST go into unnecessary ldetahile teaching. Item 7 aims to
investigate if NEST lessons and examinations arstlsnbased on reading ability. Iltem 8 and 9
aim to investigate if NNEST mostly teach grammasduhlessons and prepare grammar based

examinations and if NNEST generally teach formajlist while NEST teach daily English.

Table 3.9:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 2.

NNEST go into unnecessary details while teaching.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 14 12.5 12.5 12.5
disagree 69 61.6 61.6 74.1
agree 29 25.9 25.9 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.9 25.9 % of the teacheeseagith the idea that NNEST go into
unnecessary details throughout the teaching pro6&ss % of the teachers disagree and 12.5 %

strongly disagree with the claim. None of the pvtints marked strongly agree choice.
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Table 3.10:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 2.

NNEST go into unnecessary details while teaching.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 33 31.4 31.4 31.4
disagree 51 48.6 48.6 80.0
agree 17 16.2 16.2 96.2
strongly agree 4 3.8 3.8 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, 3.8 % of the students slyamyeed and 16,2 % of them agreed
with the claim that NNEST go into unnecessary detaid 48,6 % of them marked disagree,

31,4 % marked strongly disagree choice.

Table 3.11:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 7.

NEST lessons and examinations are mostly baseéauting ability.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 14 12.5 12.5 12.5
disagree 54 48.2 48.2 60.7
agree 36 32.1 321 92.9
strongly agree 8 7.1 7.1 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.11 7,1 % of the teachevagly agree and 32,1 % agree with the
claim that NEST lessons and examinations are mbaigd on reading ability. However, 48,2

% of the teachers disagree with the idea and 12n8a%ked strongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.12:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 7.

NEST lessons and examinations are mostly basedauting ability.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 28 26.7 26.7 28.6
agree 54 51.4 51.4 80.0
strongly agree 21 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.12, 20 % of the studendsigly agree and 51,4 % of them agree
with the claim that NEST lessons and exams arelyroased on reading ability. However, 26,7

% disagree and 1,9 % strongly disagree with tha.ide

Table 3.13:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 8.

NNEST mostly teach grammar based lessons and ergpammar based examinatiorys.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 27 24.1 24.1 24.1
agree 66 58.9 58.9 83.0
strongly agree 19 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 8 claims that NNESTtiesach grammar based lessons and
prepare grammar based examinations. None of thieipants marked strongly disagree and
24,1 % marked disagree choice. However 58,9 %eshtmarked agree and 17 % marked

strongly agree choice. None of the participantsketstrongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.14:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 8.

NNEST mostly teach grammar based lessons and prgpammar based examinatiorls.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 10 9.5 9.5 9.5
agree 66 62.9 62.9 72.4
strongly agree 29 27.6 27.6 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ answers to item 8, 27,6 ef sludents strongly agree and 62,9 %
agree that NNEST mostly teach grammar based lessms prepare grammar based
examinations. 9,5 % of the students disagree thiencINone of the students marked strongly

disagree choice.

Table 3.15:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 9.

NNEST generally teach formal English while NESTctedaily English.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 11 9.8 9.8 9.8
disagree 10 8.9 8.9 18.8
agree 57 50.9 50.9 69.6
strongly agree 34 30.4 30.4 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

According to item 9 NNEST generally teach formagksh while NEST teach daily
English. 30,4 % of the teachers marked stronglg@agnd 50,9 % marked agree choice.

However, 8,9 % marked disagree choice while 9,& #hem marked strongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.16:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 9.

NNEST generally teach formal English while NESTctedaily English.
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen] Cumulative Percen
Valid strongly disagree 5 4.8 4.8 4.8
disagree 16 15.2 15.2 20.0
agree 44 41.9 41.9 61.9
strongly agree 40 38.1 38.1 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.15, 38,1 % of the studentmgly agree, 41,9 % agree with the

position stated in item 9. 15,2 % disagree andé8rongly disagree with the idea.

3.1.3. Method of Teaching

Method of teaching comprises one variable. Item eXpress the perceptions of
participants on the teaching methods of non-naiaehers. Table 3.17 and 3.18 present the

frequencies of teachers’ answers and students’exsdw the item.

Table 3.17:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 21.

NNEST follow textbooks more than NEST do.

Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percent| Cumulative Percen
Valid disagree 30 26.8 26.8 26.8
agree 51 45.5 45.5 72.3
strongly agree 31 27.7 27.7 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table, item 21 is about the NNESiBing of textbooks. 27,7 % of the
teachers strongly agree and 45,5 % agree withdinee that NNEST follow textbooks more than
NEST do. However, 26,8 % of the teachers disagitrettie claim. None of the teachers marked

strongly disagree with the claim.

Table 3.18:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 21.

NNEST follow textbooks more than NEST do.
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen] Cumulative Percen{
Valid strongly disagree 7 6.7 6.7 6.7
disagree 21 20.0 20.0 26.7
agree 45 42.9 42.9 69.5
strongly agree 32 30.5 30.5 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students, 30,5 % of the the participattongly agree and 42,9 % agree with
the statement. But 20 % of the participants mardisdgree and 6,7 % marked strongly disagree

choice.

3.1.4. Classroom Management

Classroom management comprises one variable. R8maims to investigate the
perceptions of participants on classroom manageminbn-native teachers. Table 3.19 and

3.20 present the frequencies of teachers’ ansvmgrstadents’ answers to the questions.
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Table 3.19:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 20.

NNEST manage the class better.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 14 12.5 12.5 12.5
disagree 42 37.5 37.5 50.0
agree 42 37.5 37.5 87.5
strongly agree 14 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

Item 20 propose that NNEST manage the class bé2es % of the teachers strongly
agree and 37,5 % agree with the claim. Howeveh % of the participants disagree and 12,5 %

strongly disagree with the claim.

Table 3.20:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 20.

NNEST manage the class better.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 18 17.1 17.1 17.1
disagree 23 21.9 21.9 39.0
agree 28 26.7 26.7 65.7
strongly agree 36 34.3 34.3 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.20, 34,3 % of the studstntsgly agree and 26,7 % agree with
the claim that NNEST manage the class better. Hewe21,9 % marked disagree and 17,1 %

marked strongly disagree choice.
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3.1.5. Body Language

Body language comprises two variables. ltems 32iéh to investigate the perceptions
of participants on body language of non-native heag Table 3.21-3.24 present the frequencies
of teachers’ and students’ answers to the questlema 22 aims to investigate whether NEST
tend to use their body language more so that stsidem understand better what they say. And
item 23 aims to investigate if NNEST tend to useybtanguage more sparingly compared to

NEST.

Table 3.21:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 22.

NEST tend to use their body language more so thdeats can understand better whlat
they say.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 30 26.8 26.8 30.4
agree 54 48.2 48.2 78.6
strongly agree 24 21.4 21.4 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, 21,4 % of the teachers diyamyee and 48,2 % agree with that
NEST tend to use their body language more so theéests can understand better what they say.

But 26,8 % of the participants disagree and 3,@rétngly disagree with the claim.
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Table 3.22:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 22.

NEST tend to use their body language more so thdests can understand better

they say.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 23 21.9 21.9 21.9
agree 49 46.7 46.7 68.6
strongly agree 33 31.4 31.4 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ perception about the body lagg of non-native teachers, 31,4 %

of them marked strongly agree 46,7 % marked agnee&e. 21,9 % of the participants marked

disagree choice while none of them marked strodigsgree choice.

Table 3.23:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 23.

NNEST tend to use body language more sparingly eoetpto NEST.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 8 7.1 7.1 7.1
disagree 43 38.4 38.4 455
agree 47 42.0 42.0 87.5
strongly agree 14 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in table 3.23, 12,5 % of the teachers glyomgree and 42 % agree with the

claim that NNEST tend to use body language morérggig compared to NEST. 38,4 % of the

participants disagree and 7,1 % strongly disagidethe claim.
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Table 3.24:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 23.

NNEST tend to use body language more sparingly eoetpbto NEST.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 10 9.5 9.5 9.5
disagree 28 26.7 26.7 36.2
agree 39 37.1 37.1 73.3
strongly agree 28 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.24, 26,7 % of the studdmsgly agree and 37,1 agree with the
claim that NNEST tend to use body language moreirgglg compared to NEST. 26,7 %

disagree and 9,5 % strongly disagree with the term.

3.1.6. Communication with Students

Communication with students comprises three vigbltems 16, 17, 18 aim to
investigate the perceptions of participants on camigation of non-native teachers with the
students. Table 3.25-3.30 present the frequendiggazhers’ and students’ answers to the
questions. Item 16 aims to investigate whetheresttsdcan express their thoughts to NNEST
better. Item 17 aims to investigate if studentemoffall in desperate situations because they do
not understand what their NEST say as he/she sgaitish. And item 18 aims to investigate if

students cannot establish a good communicationNBE8T as their English is limited.
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Table 3.25:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 16.

Students can express their thoughts to NNEST better

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 36 32.1 32.1 35.7
agree 62 55.4 55.4 91.1
strongly agree 10 8.9 8.9 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.25, 8,9 % of the teachienagly agree and 55,4 % agree with the

claim that students can express their thoughts N&ESIT better. 32,1 % of the participants

marked disagree choice and 3,6 % marked strongggdee choice.

Table 3.26:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 16.

Students can express their thoughts to NNEST better

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 8 7.6 7.6 7.6
disagree 36 34.3 34.3 41.9
agree 28 26.7 26.7 68.6
strongly agree 33 31.4 31.4 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students, 31,4 % of the students styoagree and 26,7 % of them agree with

the claim. However, 34,3 % of them marked disagard 7,6 % marked strongly disagree

choice.
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Table 3.27:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 17.

Students often fall in desperate situation becthesgdo not understand what their
NEST say as he/she speaks English.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 15 13.4 13.4 13.4
disagree 37 33.0 33.0 46.4
agree 49 43.8 43.8 90.2
strongly agree 11 9.8 9.8 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.27 9,8 % of the teachevsgly agree and 43,8 % agree with the
term that students often fall in desperate sitmabecause they do not understand what their
NEST say as he/she speaks English. 33 % of therkeghaisagree and 13,4 % marked strongly

disagree choice.

Table 3.28:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 17.

Students often fall in desperate situation becthesgdo not understand what their
NEST say as he/she speaks English.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 24 22.9 22.9 22.9
disagree 54 51.4 51.4 74.3
agree 16 15.2 15.2 89.5
strongly agree 11 10.5 10.5 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table 3.28, 10,5 % of the studstntsgly agree and 15,2 % agree with

the term. 51,4 % of the participants disagree &hfl % strongly disagree with the term.

Table 3.29:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 18.

Students cannot establish a good communicationME8T as their English is limited,

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 6 5.4 5.4 5.4
disagree 58 51.8 51.8 57.1
agree 44 39.3 39.3 96.4
strongly agree 4 3.6 3.6 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.29, 3,6 % of the teachievagly agree and 39,3 % agree with the

claim that students cannot establish a good conmation with NEST as their English is

limited. 51,8 % of the teachers disagree and 53trégly disagree with the term.

Table 3.30:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 18.

Students cannot establish a good communicationMEST as their English is Iimitedl

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 28 26.7 26.7 26.7
disagree 40 38.1 38.1 64.8
agree 29 27.6 27.6 924
strongly agree 8 7.6 7.6 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table 3.30, 7,6 % of the studentsigly disagree and 27,6 % agree with

the claim. However, 38,1 % and 26,7 % of them gfiypdisagree with the term.

3.1.7. Motivating Students

Motivating students comprises three variableandtes, 12, 13 aim to investigate the
perceptions of participants on non-native teachetivating role. Table 3.31-3.36 present the
frequencies of teachers’ and students’ answerséoquestions. Item 5 aims to investigate
whether the teaching of NEST ensures students ettijeylesson more. Item 12 aims to
investigate if NEST motivate the students to Ieanglish more than NNEST. And item 13 aims

to investigate if students study to learn rathanttake high mark in NEST’ classes.

Table 3.31:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 5.

The teaching of NEST ensures students enjoy tisetesore.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 54 48.2 48.2 51.8
agree 39 34.8 34.8 86.6
strongly agree 15 13.4 13.4 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.31, 13,4 % of the teackieomgly agree and 34,8 % agree with

the position that the teaching of NEST ensuresestisdenjoy the lesson more. 48,2 % disagree

and 3,6 % strongly disagree with the term.
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Table 3.32:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 5.

The teaching of NEST ensures students enjoy tisetesore.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 32 30.5 30.5 32.4
agree 52 49.5 49.5 81.9
strongly agree 19 18.1 18.1 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students, as seen in the table 3.32, #8strongly agree and 49,5 % agree

with the claim. However, 30,5 % disagree and 1,884ngly disagree with the term.

Table 3.33:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 12.

NEST motivate the students to learn English moaa tiNEST.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency] Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 51 45.5 45.5 455
agree 44 39.3 39.3 84.8
strongly agree 17 15.2 15.2 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.33, 15,2 % of the teachdrigipants strongly agree and 39.3 %
agree with the claim that NEST motivate the stusiémtlearn English more than NNEST. 45,5

% of the participants disagree and none of theneraanarked strongly disagree the choice.
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Table 3.34:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 12.

NEST motivate the students to learn English moaa tiNEST.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 25 23.8 23.8 25.7
agree 46 43.8 43.8 69.5
strongly agree 32 30.5 30.5 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students, 30,5 % of the students styoagree and 43,8 % agree with the

claim. 23,8 % of the students disagree and 1,9%étgly disagree with the term.

Table 3.35:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 13.

Students study to learn rather than take high nmaNEST classes.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 41 36.6 36.6 36.6
agree 51 45.5 45.5 82.1
strongly agree 20 17.9 17.9 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in table 3.35, 17,9 % of the teachersglycagree and 45,5 % agree with the

claim that students study to learn rather than tagh mark in NEST’ classes. 36,6 % marked

disagree choice and none of the teachers markatgbgrdisagree choice.
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Table 3.36:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 13.

Students study to learn rather than take high nmaRNEST classes.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 25 23.8 23.8 25.7
agree 52 49.5 49.5 75.2
strongly agree 26 24.8 24.8 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.36, 24,8 of the student&edastrongly agree and 49,5 % marked
agree choice. However, 23,8 % of the participarasked disagree and 1,9 % marked strongly

disagree choice.

3.1.8. Student Anxiety in Classroom

Student anxiety in the classroom comprises thre@blas. Items 14, 15, 26 aim to
investigate the perceptions of participants onesttidnxiety in non-native teachers’ class. Table
3.37-3.42 present the frequencies of teachers’'samdents’ answers to the questions. Item 14
aims to investigate whether students have anxittyark in NNESTSs class. Item 15 aims to
investigate if students have any anxiety of makinigtakes in NNESTs classes. And item 26

aims to investigate if NEST present a cheerful ihaked atmosphere related to NNEST.
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Table 3.37:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 14.

Students have anxiety of mark in NNEST class.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6
disagree 23 20.5 20.5 24.1
agree 57 50.9 50.9 75.0
strongly agree 28 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.37, 25 % of the student&igly agree and 50,9 % agree with the

claim that students have anxiety of mark in NNE&B< But, 20,5 % of the teachers disagree

and 3,6 % strongly disagree with the term.

Table 3.38:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 14.

Students have anxiety of mark in NNESTSs class.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 14 13.3 13.3 13.3
disagree 36 34.3 34.3 47.6
agree 29 27.6 27.6 75.2
strongly agree 26 24.8 24.8 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.38, 24,8 % of the studer@sked strongly agree and 27,6 %

marked agree choice. 34,3 % of them disagree a3 3trongly disagree with the term.
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Table 3.39:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 15.

Students do not have any anxiety of making mistak®NESTSs classes.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 7 6.2 6.2 6.2
disagree 62 55.4 55.4 61.6
agree 32 28.6 28.6 90.2
strongly agree 11 9.8 9.8 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.39, 9,8 % of the teacheasked strongly agree and 28,6 %
marked agree choice to the item students do na aay anxiety of making mistakes in NNEST
classes. However, 55,4 % of the participants martisdgree and 6,2 % marked strongly

disagree choice.

Table 3.40:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 15.

Students do not have any anxiety of making mistak®NESTSs classes.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 17 16.2 16.2 16.2
disagree 34 32.4 324 48.6
agree 32 30.5 30.5 79.0
strongly agree 22 21.0 21.0 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 15 claims that studéatsot have any anxiety of making

mistakes in NNESTSs classes. 16,2 % of the partitipanarked strongly disagree and 32,4 %
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marked disagree choice. However 30,5 % of them etbagree and 21 % marked strongly

agree choice.

Table 3.41:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 26.

NEST present a cheerful and relaxed atmospheredeia NNEST.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7
disagree 45 40.2 40.2 42.9
agree 48 42.9 42.9 85.7
strongly agree 16 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.41, 14,3 % of the teackteongly agree and 42,9 % agree with

the term that NEST present a cheerful and relaxewsphere related to NNEST. 40,2 % of

them marked disagree and 2,7 % marked stronglgdisachoice.

Table 3.42:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 26.

NEST present a cheerful and relaxed atmospheredeia NNEST.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 5 4.8 4.8 4.8
disagree 18 17.1 17.1 21.9
agree 43 41.0 41.0 62.9
strongly agree 39 37.1 37.1 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0
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As for the students’ answers to item 26, 37,1 %hefstudents strongly agree and 41 %
agree that NEST present a cheerful and relaxedsatimeoe related to NNEST. 17,1 % of the

students disagree the claim. 4,8 % of the studeat&ed strongly disagree choice.

3.1.9 Serving as a Good Model

Serving as a good model comprises three itemsslteln 19, 25 aim to investigate the
perceptions of participants on non-native teachspring as a good model in class. Table 3.43-
3.48 present the frequencies of teachers’ and stsidenswers to the questions. Item 11 aims to
investigate whether a NNEST is a good example of hw learn English. Item 19 aims to
investigate if NNEST can be a good guide for fandenguage learners of English. And item 25

aims to investigate if NEST are better role modi@igheir students than NNEST.

Table 3.43:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 11.

A NNEST is a good example of how to learn Eng

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid disagree 14 12.5 12.5 12.5
agree 74 66.1 66.1 78.6
strongly agree 24 21.4 21.4 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table, item 11 claims that a NNES& good example of how to learn

English. None of the participants marked strongsadree and 12,5 % marked disagree choice.

However 66,1 % of them marked agree and 21,4 %edasitongly agree choice.

Table 3.44:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 11.

A NNEST is a good example of how to learn Eng

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 13 12.4 12.4 14.3
agree 40 38.1 38.1 52.4
strongly agree 50 47.6 47.6 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ answers to item 11, 47,6 %hefstudents strongly agree and 38,1%

agree that a NNEST is a good example of how tal&aglish.12,4 % of the students disagree

the claim. 1,9 % of the students marked strongdagtiee choice.

Table 3.45:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 19.

NNEST can be a good guide for students as a leafriemglish as a foreign language

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 22 19.6 19.6 19.6
agree 71 63.4 63.4 83.0
strongly agree 19 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0
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As seen in the table, item 19 claims that NNESA loa a good guide for students as a
learner of English as a foreign language. Nonéefgarticipants marked strongly disagree and
19,6 % marked disagree choice. However 63,4 % efmtmarked agree and 17 % marked

strongly agree choice.

Table 3.46:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 19.

NNEST can be a good guide for students as a leafriemglish as a foreign language
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 6 5.7 5.7 7.6
agree 52 49.5 49.5 57.1
strongly agree 45 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.46, 42,9 % of the studerasked strongly agree and 49,5 %

marked agree choice. However, 5,7 % of the studervaked disagree and 1,9 % marked

strongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.47:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 25.

NEST are better role models for their students thEST.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7
disagree 51 455 45.5 48.2
agree 36 32.1 32.1 80.4
strongly agree 22 19.6 19.6 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.47, 19,6 % marked strolagiree and 32,1 % marked agree

choice while 45,5 % marked disagree and 2,7 % ndeskengly disagree choice.

Table 3.48:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 25.

NEST are better role models for their students thNEST.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent]| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 2 1.9 1.9 1.9
disagree 23 21.9 21.9 23.8
agree 45 42.9 42.9 66.7
strongly agree 35 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ thoughts in table 3.48, 33,8f%he students marked strongly agree

and 42,9 % marked agree choice. 21,9 % of thecjjzatits marked disagree and 1,9 % marked

strongly disagree choice.
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3.1.10. Understanding Students

Understanding students comprises three varialim®sl4, 10, 24 aim to investigate the
perceptions of participants on non-native teacharslerstanding students. Table 3.49-3.54
present the frequencies of teachers’ and studamsivers to the questions. Item 4 aims to
investigate whether NEST don't have the chance akercomparison between two languages
and they can’'t understand students’ problems alamguage. Item 10 aims to investigate if
NNEST are more likely to be understanding when estitgl make mistake. And item 24 aims to

investigate if NNEST can be more understandingnefrteeds of their learners than NEST.

Table 3.49:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 4.

NEST don't have the chance to make comparison lestwgo languages and they ca|||’t
understand students’ problems about language.

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7
disagree 41 36.6 36.6 39.3
agree 42 37.5 37.5 76.8
strongly agree 26 23.2 23.2 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 4 claims that NEST dbate the chance to make comparison
between two languages and they can’t understamigstsi problems about language. 2,7 % of
the participants marked strongly disagree and 368arked disagree choice. However 37,5 %

of them marked agree and 23,2 % marked strongbeagjnoice.
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Table 3.50:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 4.

NEST don't have the chance to make comparison lestwgo languages and they calft
understand students’ problems about language.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 14 13.3 13.3 13.3

disagree 47 44.8 44.8 58.1

agree 35 33.3 33.3 91.4

strongly agree 9 8.6 8.6 100.0

Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ thoughts in table 3.50, 8,®fthe students marked strongly agree

and 33,3 % marked agree choice. 44,8 % of theczatits marked disagree and 13,3 % marked

strongly disagree choice.

Table 3.51:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 10.

NNEST are more likely to be understanding whenesttgl make mistake.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 6 5.4 5.4 5.4
disagree 11 9.8 9.8 15.2
agree 56 50.0 50.0 65.2
strongly agree 39 34.8 34.8 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 10 claims that NNEST raore likely to be understanding

when students make mistake. 5,4 % of the partitgpamarked strongly disagree and 9,8 %
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marked disagree choice. However 50 % of them madgrde and 34,8 % marked strongly

agree choice.

Table 3.52:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 10.

NNEST are more likely to be understanding whenestigl make mistake.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid strongly disagree 4 3.8 3.8 3.8
disagree 19 18.1 18.1 21.9
agree 39 37.1 37.1 59.0
strongly agree 43 41.0 41.0 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.52, 41 % of the studentkedastrongly agree and 37,1 %

marked agree while 21,9 % marked disagree and 3y&fked strongly disagree choice.

Table 3.53:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 24.

NNEST can be more understanding of the needs oflézeners than NEST.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7

disagree 26 23.2 23.2 25.9
agree 64 57.1 57.1 83.0
strongly agree 19 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 24 claims that NNEST lmamore understanding of the needs

of their learners than NEST. 2,7 % of the partioipamarked strongly disagree and 23,2 %
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marked disagree choice. However 57,1 % of them etadgree and 17 % marked strongly

agree choice.

Table 3.54:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 24.

NNEST can be more understanding of the needs oflézeners than NEST.

Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 6 5.7 5.7 5.7
disagree 16 15.2 15.2 21.0
agree 45 42.9 42.9 63.8
strongly agree 38 36.2 36.2 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.54, 36,2 % of the studer@tsked strongly agree and 42,9 %

marked agree while 15,2 % marked disagree and Syiafked strongly disagree choice.

3.1.11. Providing More Information

Providing students with more information comprite®e variables. Items 3, 27, 28 aim
to investigate the perceptions of participants on-native teachers’ serving as a good model in
class. Table 3.55-3.60 present the frequencieseathers’ and students’ answers to the
questions. Item 3 aims to investigate whether NNEp83sent the lesson better as they make
comparison between English and Turkish which hagsitive effect. Iltem 27 aims to investigate

if it is difficult for NNEST to explain to studentsow and why certain expressions are used in
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certain contexts. And item 28 aims to investigdttlNEST can use students’ own cultural

background to facilitate their understanding otund, people and society of the target language.

Table 3.55:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 3.

which has a positive effect.

NNEST present the lesson better as they make cisopdretween English and Turkig

Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
\VValid strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7
disagree 25 22.3 22.3 25.0
agree 51 455 455 70.5
strongly agree 33 29.5 29.5 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

h

As seen in the table, item 3 claims that NNESTs@né the lesson better as they make

comparison between English and Turkish which hpesitive effect. 2,7 % of the participants

marked strongly disagree and 22,3 % marked disadreiee. However 45,5 % of them marked

agree and 29,5 % marked strongly agree choice.
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Table 3.56:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 3.

NNEST present the lesson better as they make cisoparetween English and Turkigh
which has a positive effect.
Cumulative
Students’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid disagree 19 18.1 18.1 18.1

agree 52 49.5 49.5 67.6

strongly agree 34 32.4 324 100.0

Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3.56, 32,4 % of the studmat¥ked strongly agree and 49,5 %

marked agree while 18,1 % marked disagree. Nottgeastudents marked strongly disagree

choice.

Table 3.57:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 27.

It is difficult for NNEST to explain to studentsWwand why certain expressions are U
in certain contexts.
Cumulative
Teachers’ perceptions Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid disagree 19 17.0 17.0 17.0
agree 86 76.8 76.8 93.8
strongly agree 7 6.2 6.2 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 3 claims that NNESTs@mé the lesson better as they make
comparison between English and Turkish which hpesitive effect. 2,7 % of the participants
marked strongly disagree and 22,3 % marked disadreiee. However 45,5 % of them marked

agree and 29,5 % marked strongly agree choice.
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Table 3.58:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 27.

It is difficult for NNEST to explain to students\Wwand why certain expressions are
used in certain contexts.

Students’ perceptions Cumulative
Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
Valid strongly disagree 20 19.0 19.0 19.0
disagree 34 32.4 324 51.4
agree 23 21.9 21.9 73.3
strongly agree 28 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As for the students’ answers to item 27, 26,7 %hefstudents marked strongly agree,

21,9 % marked agree while 32,4 % marked disagrdd @86 marked strongly disagree choice.

Table 3.59:Distribution of the teachers’ replies to item 28.

NNEST can use students’ own cultural backgrourfddditate their understanding of
culture, people and society of the target language.

Cumulative

Teachers’ perceptions _
Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent

Valid disagree 15 13.4 13.4 13.4
agree 80 71.4 71.4 84.8
strongly agree 17 15.2 15.2 100.0
Total 112 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table, item 28 claims that NNESTH oge students’ own cultural
background to facilitate their understanding otud, people and society of the target language.
13,4 % of the participants marked strongly disagmea 71,4 % marked agree choice. 15,2 % of

them marked strongly agree. None of the studentkedastrongly disagree choice.
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Table 3.60:Distribution of the students’ replies to item 28.

NNEST can use students’ own cultural backgrourfddditate their understanding of
culture, people and society of the target language.

Students’ perceptions Cumulative
Frequency| Percent| Valid Percen Percent
VValid strongly disagree 7 6.7 6.7 6.7
disagree 10 9.5 9.5 16.2
agree 55 52.4 52.4 68.6
strongly agree 33 31.4 31.4 100.0
Total 105 100.0 100.0

As seen in the table 3,60, 31,4 % of the studsintsigly agree and 52,4 % agree that
NNEST can use students’ own cultural backgrounthtditate their understanding of culture,

people and society of the target language. 9,5 #eavh disagree and 6,7 % strongly disagree.

3.1.12 From Students’ and Teachers’ Perspectives Which Aspects Are NNEST Inferior

or Superior to NEST?

Students and teachers have different perceptionthe efficacy of English teachers.
Table 3.61-3.64 present the means of teachers’samtkents’ answers to the items related to
superior and inferior aspects of NNEST. ltem 3,410, 11, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 28 aim to
investigate the superior aspects of NNEST. Iter, 15, 12, 14, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 29 aim to

investigate inferior aspects of NNEST compared ESN.
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Table 3.61:Descriptive Statistics of Advantages Perceived bgchers

Advantage:

Teachers N Minimum [ Maximum| Mean | Std. Deviatior]
item3 112 1.00 4.00 3.01 0.79
item4 112 1.00 4.00 2.81 0.82
item6 112 1.00 4.00 2.53 0.62
item10 112 1.00 4.00 3.14 0.80
item11 112 2.00 4.00 3.08 0.57
iteml15 112 1.00 4.00 2.41 0.75
item16 112 1.00 4.00 2.69 0.68
item17 112 1.00 4.00 2.50 0.84
item18 112 1.00 4.00 2.41 0.65
item19 112 2.00 4.00 2.97 0.60
item20 112 1.00 4.00 2.50 0.86
item24 112 1.00 4.00 2.88 0.70
item28 112 2.00 4.00 3.01 0.53
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As seen in the table 3.61, teachers’ means afesgonses about the advantages of non-
native teachers range between 2.41 and 3.14 whé&dnsithey have a positive perceptions on

the aspects NNEST are superior to NEST.

The aspects teachers believe that NNEST are supand the mean values are listed
above: NNEST present the lesson better as they s@kearison between English and Turkish
which has a positive effect (3.01). NNEST have ¢hance to make comparison between two
languages and they can’t understand students’ gmabhbout language (2.81). The teaching of
NNEST ensures students understand the lesson fd&8).(NNEST are more likely to be
understanding when students make mistake (3.1MNEST is a good example of how to learn
English (3.08). Students do not have any anxietymaking mistakes in NNESTSs classes (2.41).
Students can express their thoughts to NNEST bé2té®). Students often fall in desperate
situation because they do not understand what MEST say as he/she speaks English (2.50).
Students cannot establish a good communication MEBT as their English is limited (2.41).
NNEST can be a good guide for students as a leafmEnglish as a foreign language (2.97).
NNEST manage the class better (2.50). NNEST candre understanding of the needs of their
learners than NEST (2.88). NNEST can use studemts’cultural background to facilitate their

understanding of culture, people and society otdanget language (3.01).
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Table 3.€2: Descriptive Statistics of Advantages Perceived toglénts

Advantage:

Student N Minimum | Maximumr| Mear | Std. Deviatiol
items 10¢ 2.0C 4.0C 3.14 0.6€
item4 10¢ 1.0C 4.0C 2.37 0.8z
iteme 10t 2.0C 4.0C 3.3C 0.6€
item1( 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.1¢ 0.8t
item11 10¢ 1.0C 4.0C 3.31 0.7¢
item1t 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.5¢€ 0.9¢
item1€ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.81 0.9€
item17 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2,13 0.8¢
item1¢ 10¢ 1.0C 4.0C 2.1¢ 0.91
item1¢ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.23 0.67
item2( 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.7¢ 1.13
item24 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.0¢ 0.2
item2¢ 10¢ 1.0C 4.0C 3.0¢ 0.8z

As seen in the table 3.62, the aspects studefitvéeghat NNEST are superior are:
NNEST present the lesson better as they make cigopdnetween English and Turkish which

has a positive effect (3.14). NNEST have the chaticanake comparison between two
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languages and they can’t understand students’ gmabhbout language (2.37). The teaching of
NNEST ensures students understand the lesson B@38).(NNEST are more likely to be
understanding when students make mistake (3.1BINEST is a good example of how to learn
English (3.31). Students do not have any anxietyaking mistakes in NNESTSs classes (2.56).
Students can express their thoughts to NNEST bé2t&d). Students often fall in desperate
situation because they do not understand what MEST say as he/she speaks English (2.13).
Students cannot establish a good communication MEBT as their English is limited (2.16).
NNEST can be a good guide for students as a leafmEnglish as a foreign language (3.33).
NNEST manage the class better (2.78). NNEST candre understanding of the needs of their
learners than NEST (3.09). NNEST can use students’ cultural background to facilitate their

understanding of culture, people and society otahnget language (3.08).
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Table 3.63 Descriptive Statistics of Disadvantages Perceiwetdacher:

Disadvantage

Teacher N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std. Deviatiol

item1 11z 2.0C 4.0 3.31 0.64

itemz 11z 1.0C 3.0C 2.1% 0.6(

itemE 11z 1.0C 4.0C 2.5¢ 0.7¢
item1Z 11z 2.0C 4.0C 2.6¢ 0.7z
item1< 11z 1.0C 4.0 2.97 0.7
item?2Z 11z 1.0C 4.0C 2.87 0.7¢
item2: 11z 1.0C 4.0C 2.5¢ 0.7¢
item2t 11z 1.0C 4.0C 2.6¢ 0.81
item2¢ 11z 1.0C 4.0 2.6¢ 0.7
item27 11z 2.0C 4.0C 2.8¢ 0.47
item2¢ 11z 1.0C 4.0C 2.5:2 0.87

Valid N (listwise] 112

Teachers agree that NNEST also have some disadyemtompared to NEST. Those

aspects will be listed with the means values otdlaehers’ responses to related items:

According to table 3.63, NEST supply learners witbre information about language

and culture (3.31). NNEST go into unnecessary Wetelile teaching (2.13). The teaching of
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NEST ensures students enjoy the lesson more (2NEBRT motivate the students to learn
English more than NNEST (2.69). Students have &yaé mark in NNESTs class (2.97).
NEST tend to use their body language more so thdests can understand better what they say
(2.87). NNEST tend to use body language more sgigrcompared to NEST (2.59). NEST are
better role models for their students than NNESB8R NEST present a cheerful and relaxed
atmosphere related to NNEST (2.68). It is difficidt NNEST to explain to students how and
why certain expressions are used in certain cantéxiB89). NNEST teach productive skills

(speaking, writing) better (2.53).
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Table 3.64. Descriptive Statistics of Disadvantages Perceiwe8tiident:

Disadvantage

Studen N Minimum | Maximun | Mear | Std. Deviatiol
item1 105 2.00 4.00 3.2857 .51355
itemz 10t 1.0C 4.0C 1.923¢ .7929¢
itemE 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.838: .7354.
itemlz 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.028¢ .7900¢
item1< 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.638: 1.0011¢
item2z 10t 2.0C 4.0C 3.095: 1275
item2: 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.809¢ .9415!
item2t 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.076: .7929¢
item2¢€ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.104¢ .8539¢
item27 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.561¢ 1.0824:
item2¢ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.866" .9812:
Valid N (listwise’ 10t

In the table 3.64, students’ perceptions on tteufes that non-native teachers are
inferior to native teachers can be seen. Accorthintpe table, students agree that NEST supply
learners with more information about language aotiue (3.28). The teaching of NEST
ensures students enjoy the lesson more (2.83). Niic®iVate the students to learn English more

than NNEST (3.02). Students have anxiety of marKINESTs class (2.63). NEST tend to use
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their body language more so that students can stachet better what they say (3.09). NNEST
tend to use body language more sparingly comparedBST (2.80). NEST are better role
models for their students than NNEST (3.07). NEE3sent a cheerful and relaxed atmosphere
related to NNEST (3.10). It is difficult for NNESIB explain to students how and why certain
expressions are used in certain contexts (2.56)ESINteach productive skills (speaking,
writing) better (2.86). Students do not agree tRAIEEST go into unnecessary details while

teaching (1.92).

3.1.13 Is There a Relation between Language Compate and Teaching Ability?

The correlation between language competence eaxching ability according to the
respondents of the study will be stated in thig.partables 3.65-3.66 the teachers’ and students’

perceptions on the relation between language canpetand teaching ability will be presented.
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Table 3.€5: Correlations between Language Competence and Trepahility According to Teachel

Teachers’ respons lang.competen teaching.abilit
lang.competenc Pearson Correlatic 1 0.6t
Sig. (z-tailed 0.0C
N 112 112
teaching.abilit  Pearson Correlati 0.6t 1
Sig. (z-tailed 0.0C
N 11z 11z

As seen in the table, the pearson correlationdS @hich means there is a positive high

correlation between language competence and tepchbility according to the teacher

respondents.

Table 3.€¢6: Correlations between Language Competence and Tepahility According to Student

Students’ respons lang.competen teaching.abilit
lang.competen Pearson Correlati 1 0.4t
Sig. (z-tailed 0.0C
N 10¢ 10t
teaching.abilit Pearson Correlati 0.4t 1
Sig. (z-tailed 0.00
N 10¢ 10¢
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As seen in the table, the Pearson correlation45 hich means there is a positive
moderate correlation between language competerttéeanhing ability according to the student

respondents.

3.1.14 What Are the Effects of Being Taught by NNEB?

This part of the study is directly related to stots. The effects of being taught by
NNEST will be analyzed by the responses of theesttglunder the titles of factors. Table 3.67-
3.71 present the students’ negative or positive ntenis on being provided with more
information, being more motivated, feeling moreareld, being understood, having a good

model aspects.

Table 3.67:Descriptive Statistics on students’ perception eimdp provide with

more information.

N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std. Deviatiol
itemz 10t 2.0C 4.0C 3.14 0.6¢
item27 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.5¢€ 1.0¢
item2¢ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.0¢ 0.82

Valid N (listwise] 10t
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As seen in the table 3.67, the mean of the statdmtughts on the term NNEST present
the lesson better as they make comparison betweglisk and Turkish which has a positive
effect is 3.14 which means they strongly agree tithterm. The mean of item 2.7, it is difficult
for NNEST to explain to students how and why cergipressions are used in certain contexts,
is 2.5 which means they accept the term. The maarewf item 28, NNEST can use students’
own cultural background to facilitate their undargting of culture, people and society of the

target language, is 3.08.

Table 3.68:Descriptive Statistics on being more motiva

N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std. Deviatiol
itemE 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.8¢ 0.7t
item1Z 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.0Z 0.7¢
item1: 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.97 0.7t

Valid N (listwise] 10t

As seen in the table 3.68, the mean of the statitmdughts on the term the teaching of
NEST ensures students enjoy the lesson more ishB® means they agree with the term. The
mean of item 12, NEST motivate the students tanl€arglish more than NNEST, is 3.02 which
means they agree with the term. The mean valugeof 13, students study to learn rather than

take high marks in NEST's classes, is 2.97.
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Table 3.69:Descriptive Statistics on feeling more rela:

N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std. Deviatiol
item1< 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.6: 1.0C
item1t 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.5¢€ 0.9¢
item2¢€ 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.1C 0.8t

Valid N (listwise] 10t

As seen in the table 3.69, the mean of the stgtird@ughts on the term students have
anxiety of mark in NNESTSs class is 2.63 which mehey agree with the term. The mean of
item 15, students do not have any anxiety of makirgiakes in NNESTSs classes, is 2.56 which
means they agree with the term. The mean valuemf26, NEST present a cheerful and

relaxed atmosphere related to NNEST, is 3.10.

Table 3.70:Descriptive Statistics on having a good mc

N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std.Deviatior
item11] 10t 1.0C 4.0C 3.31 0.7¢
item1¢ 10& 1.0C 4.0C 3.3 0.67
item2t 10& 1.0C 4.0C 3.07 0.7¢

Valid N (listwise] 10t
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As seen in the table 3.70, the mean of the stsd#miughts on the term a NNEST is a
good example of how to learn English is 3.31 whizhans they strongly agree with the term.
The mean of item 19, NNEST can be a good guidesfiodents as a learner of English as a
foreign language, is 3.33 which means they stroagitee with the term. The mean value of

item 25, NEST are better role models for their shid than NNEST, is 3.07.

Table 3.71:Descriptive Statistics on being understood.

N Minimum | Maximurr | Mear | Std. Deviatiol
item4 10t 1.0C 4.0C 2.37 0.82
item1( 10& 1.0C 4.0 3.1t 0.8¢
item2¢ 10& 1.0C 4.0 3.0¢ 0.8¢
Valid N (listwise] 10t

As seen in the table 3.71, the mean of the stadémughts on the term NEST don't
have the chance to make comparison between twodgeg and they can’t understand students’
problems about language is 2.37 which means thegeagith the term. The mean of item 10,
NNEST are more likely to be understanding when estitsl make mistake, is 3.15 which means
they strongly agree with the term. The mean valfieitem 24, NNEST can be more

understanding of the needs of their learners tHa8N is 3.09.
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3.1.15. Is There a Correlation between Teachers' drStudents' Perceptions on NNEST?

The correlation between the students’ and teattesgonses will be analyzed under the
titles of related factors in this part. Tables 33782 present the Pearson correlation values

between the two groups’ responses item by item.

Table 3.72:Correlation of students’ and teachers’ perspectivelanguage competence and

teaching ability.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
lteml 0.06 0.50
Item 6 0.13 0.18
ltem 29 0.14 0.15
ltem 30 0.19 0.04

As seen in the table 3.72, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on
item 1is 0 .06, item 6 is 0.13, item 29 is 0.14ckhmeans there no correlation. As for the item

30, the correlation is 0.19 which mean positive tmarelation.
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Table 3.73:Correlation of students’ and teachers’ perspectivesontent of the lesson.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
ltem 2 -0.01 0.86
ltem 7 -0.05 0.57
ltem 8 0.06 0.51
Item 9 -0.16 0.09

As seen in the table 3.73, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on
item 2 is -0.01, item 7 is -0.05 , item 8 is 0.08em 9 is -0.16 which means there is no

correlation.
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Table 3.74:Correlation of students’ arteachers’ perspectives on methods of teac

teacher.itemz student.item?2
teacher.itemz Pearson Correlatic 1 -0.1¢
Sig. (z-tailed 0.3C
N 11z 10t
student.item?2 Pearson Correlati -0.1C 1
Sig. (z-tailed 0.3C
N 10t 10t

As seen in the table 3.74, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 21 is -0.10 which means there is no corrafatio
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Table 3.75:Correlation of students’ and teachers’ perspectiveslassrool managemen

teacher.itemz student.item?2
teacher.itemz Pearson Correlatic 1 -0.04
Sig. (c-tailed 0.6:
N 11z 10t
student.item?2 Pearson Correlatic -0.04 1
Sig. (z-tailed 0.6:
N 10t 10t

As seen in the table 3.75, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 20 is -0.04 which means there is no correfatio

Table 3.76:Correlation of students’ and teachers’ perspeciivebody language of NNEST.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
Item 22 0.07 0.47
Item 23 0.08 0.40
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As seen in the table 3.76, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 22 is 0.07 which means there is no correlatibme correlation between students’ and

teachers’ responses on item 23 is -0.08 which miems is no correlation.

Table 3.77:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestivecommunication with students.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
Item 16 0.03 0.74
Item 17 0.04 0.68
ltem 18 -0.06 0.52

As seen in the table 3.77, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 16 is 0.03, item 17 is -0.04, item 18 is -Ov@iich means there no correlation.

Table 3.78:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestivemotivating students.

Pearson correlatic Sig. (2 tailed
Item E -0.0¢ 0.34
ltem 12 -0.13 0.1€
Item 1% -0.04 0.6
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As seen in the table 3.78, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 5 is -0.09, item 12 is -0.13 and item 13 i©®40which means there is no correlation.

Table 3.79:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestivestudent anxiety in classroom.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
ltem 14 0.00 0.94
Item 15 0.11 0.23
Item 26 0.02 0.81

As seen in the table 3.79, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 14 is 0.00, item 15 is 0.11 and item 26 i2Gbich means there is no correlation.

Table 3.80:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestiveserving as a good model.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
ltem 11 0.00 0.96
Item 19 0.13 0.16
Item 25 -0.15 0.12
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As seen in the table 3.80, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 11 is 0.00, item 19 is 0.13 and item 25 i§50which means there is no correlation.

Table 3.81:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestiveunderstanding students.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
ltem 4 -0.04 0.67
Item 10 0.00 0.99
Item 24 0.21 0.03

As seen in the table 3.81, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 4 is -0.04, item 10 is 0.00 and item 24 islGahhich means there is no correlation.

Table 3.82:Correlations of students’ and teachers’ perspestiveproviding more information.

Pearson correlation Sig. (2 tailed)
ltem 3 -0.14 0.15
Item 27 0.0 0.46
Item 28 -0.07 0.46
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As seen in the table 3.82, the correlation betwstadents’ and teachers’ responses on

item 3 is -0.14, item 27 is 0.07 and item 28 i©®70which means there is no correlation.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The results for each item in the questionnaire waesented in Chapter 3. In this
chapter, these results will be analyzed accordings$earch questions. Evaluation of the results
on research questions will be compared with thelistu stated in the literature review.

Suggestions for further studies and limitationshef study will be presented.

4.1 Discussion and Evaluation of the Research Quésis

In the methodology part research questions of #tigly were presented. In the

following part the results will be discussed irat@n to each research question.

4.1.1 From Students’ and Teachers’ Perspectives Which Aspects Are NNEST

Inferior or Superior to NEST?

The study examines the perceptions of the studentteachers regarding their NEST'’s
and NNEST'’s performance and competencies, pedagpgiotivational and communicational
skills in English teaching. Since NEST and NNESmedrom different educational and cultural

backgrounds, they are expected to differ in terfntheir teaching abilities and other skills. In
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the study, it is measured in which aspects are NINg&ceived to be superior or inferior to
NEST. The responses of the attendants related tugssriority and inferiority will be discusses

in this part.

4.1.1.1 Language Competence and Teaching Ability

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) surveyed and imtewed non-native speaking
TESOL graduate assistants and similar to RevesMetbyes (1994), more than 2/3 thought
that their own language difficulties affected th&daching and 90% perceived a difference
between NEST and NNEST. However, while they peextithat both NEST and NNEST have
strengths and weaknesses, they did not consideMEST to be superior teachers. Samimy and
Brutt-Griffler (1999) identified the NEST as beimgformal, fluent, accurate and NNEST as
being more efficient, applying differences betwéam first and second languages, using the first

language as a medium of instruction, being awargeghtive transfer and psychological aspects

of learning,

Similar to the study mentioned according to autrrstudy, the respondents perceive
differences between NEST and NNEST but teachersotibave a negative self perception. The
mean value of aspects NNEST feel themselves supsri little higher (2.76) than the mean
value of teachers’ self criticism (2.72). This hligdifference doesn't mean that they find

themselves superior however, it is obvious thay #ieo do not feel inferior.
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Similar to teachers’ responses, the mean valasméct students feel NNEST superior is
a little higher (2.86) than the mean value of teashinferior sights (2.83). Students have more

positive perceptions about NNEST to be superion thEST feel themselves.

Seidlhofer (1999) found that a majority of thecteers felt insecure rather than confident
being non-native teachers of English. While theg e main advantage of being non-native
speakers is that they share their students’ L1, tomfidence based on the shared language and
culture with their students is coupled with a lafkconfidence they have about themselves as

speakers of English.

According to her study namedJniversity students’ perceptions of native and non-
native teachersEvrim Ustiinluglu found that non-native teachers fulfill in-classching roles
better than native teachers do while native teachdfill in-class communication skills and

present more favorable qualities (2007).

However according to results of the current stotyst teachers and students believe
that NNEST can make a comparison between the tagukges which gives the opportunity to
present the lesson better. Most of the teachendstes believe that this opportunity gives the

NNEST a chance to create a better teaching atmmsphe

118



Most of the respondents of the questionnaire Belithat the teaching of NNEST
ensures students understand the lesson more. Howere is a great difference between the
teachers and students’ responses. While nearly 65tbie teachers agree with the term 80 % of

the students agree that they understand the lessmwith NNEST.

According to study conducted by Cheung (2007)hksttident and teacher groups saw
NEST and NNEST as possessing different strengthsSTRE strengths included: high
proficiency in English, ability to use English fuimmally and awareness of the cultures of
English-speaking countries. They stated that NNE®TUId employ effective strategies in
teaching English, understood the difficulties emteted by the students, and were capable of
designing teaching materials according to the nemua$ learning styles of the students.

NNEST's perceived strengths included ability toctegrammar.

Lasagabaster and Sierra (2005) also found thatrtiversity students preferred NEST in
the areas of pronunciation, culture and civilizatitistening, vocabulary and speaking, while
they showed a preference for NNEST in the areagrammar and strategies. However, the
students did not show any preference for NEST oENWN in the other areas, namely reading,
assessment, attitudes towards English speakingreasiand attitudes towards the learning of

English.
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However, according to the current study grammanoisperceived as the only skill that
NNEST teach efficiently. 61 % of the attendantsliththat NNEST teach productive skills

(speaking, writing) better.

Students and teachers have different perceptionthe efficacy of English teachers.
Teachers’ means of the responses about the adeantdighon-native teachers range between
2.41 and 3.14 and the students’ responses ranged®B.37 and 2.13 which means both groups
have positive perceptions on the advantageous taspédNNEST that they are superior to
NEST. The general mean of the teachers’ resposs2s6 and general mean of the students’

responses is 2.76 which means students find NNE®fe radvantageous than teachers do.

Moreover, 88.5 % of the respondents believe thadenits’ achievement in language

learning is directly related to their teacher'seffveness in language teaching.

4.1.1.2 Content of the Lesson

According to the findings of the study of SamimmdaBrutt-Griffler (1999) NEST use

conversational English
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According to the current study, both teachers analents agree that NNEST give
necessary details throughout the lesson and 75 %heoteacher respondents; 89 % of the
students respondents state that NNEST mostly tgmammar based lessons and prepare

grammar based examinations.

Another finding is that nearly 80 % of the studand teacher respondents state that

NNEST generally teach formal English while NESTctedaily English.

4.1.1.3 Method of Teaching

In their research, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1988ached the result that NNEST were
perceived as relying on textbooks, and having epagparation as the goal of their teaching.
They identified the NEST as being informal, flueacurate, using different techniques,
methods, and approaches, being flexible, using emational English, and having

communication (not exam preparation) as the gdatseir teaching.

In a more recent study, Llurda & Huguet (2003)no@lmost all the primary non-native
teachers (97.2%) preferred communicative strategibde only two-thirds of the secondary

teachers did so.
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Ahmar Mahboob (2003) conducted a research abeutsgue under the title 'Status of
non-native English teachers as ESL teachers inUBA'. According to his study, the more
experience students as an ESL learner earned tsenmmber of positive comments they make
about NNEST. Grammar, affect, oral skills, metHodyg, hard work, vocabulary, culture,
ability to answer questions, and literacy skillsrev¢he positive comments of students about

NNEST teachers. NNEST received negative commernitsregjard to oral skills and culture.

Similar to the findings of Samimy and Brutt-Griffl (1999) according to the currents
study, nearly 73 % of the teachers and students giat NNEST carry out textbook oriented

lessons.

4.1.1.4 Classroom Management

According to her study Evrim Ustiinlgio found that non-native teachers fulfill in-class

management role better than native teachers d@}200

Similar to her findings, according to the currestidy, students think that NNEST
manage the class better. However, the classroomageament is one of the issues NNEST

underestimate themselves or feel incompetent alddiitough 61 % of the students state that
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NNEST can manage the class better, only 49 % oftelaehers find NNEST efficient in

classroom management.

4.1.1.5 Body Language

In literature there is no study found about bodpguage of NEST and NNEST.
According to respondents of this study, 70 % oftdechers and 80 % of the students think that

NEST use their body language more so that studantsinderstand better what they say.

4.1.1.6 Communication with Students

According to a study of the self-perceptions of B8 English teachers conducted by
Ofra Inbar-Lourie (2001), results of the study oaled that there are differences between NEST
and NNEST only in some categories, mainly the soggr of the NEST (as espoused by the
NEST themselves), the degree of confidence in tegdpecific language areas, and in student-

teacher relations.

Not similar to the results stated above, accordimghe current study, students can

express their thoughts to NNEST better. Studentndtll in desperate situation because they
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do not understand what their NEST say as he/shaksgenglish. Moreover, respondents state

that, students cannot establish a good communicatith NEST as their English is limited.

4.1.1.7 Motivating Students

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) identified the BE as providing positive feedback to

students which motivates students in a good way.

According to the current study, teachers’ do md NEST classes more enjoyable, only
47 % of the respondents think NEST ensures theestadenjoy the lesson more. However,
nearly 58 % of the students think that NEST classeanore enjoyable. In terms of motivating
students teachers do not show a clear preferenddEST or NNEST but students find NEST
more motivating. Moreover 73 % of the students egprthat the source of motivation is not
exam or taking high marks. They express that théivat@mn is the intention to learn the

language in NEST classes.

4.1.1.8 Student Anxiety in the Classroom

According to the current study, both teachers stodlents agree that students do not

have any anxiety of making mistakes in NNEST claskwever, they state that they have the
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anxiety to take high marks in NNEST classes. 78f%e students think that NEST present a
more cheerful atmosphere compared to NNEST. Teadi®mot exactly agree with students.

Only 56 % state that NEST present a more cheerfubsphere.

4.1.1.9 Serving as a Good Model

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) did not find agative self-image of NNEST in the
U.S., nor did Mahboob, Uhrig, Newman, & Hartford(2). However according to the results of
this study NNEST have a more negative self imaga students express about them. They find
themselves inferior to the NEST in some certaireaetspsuch as being a good example for the

students and being an efficient guide for the sttsle

However, according to the current study, both heex and students have a positive
perception on NNEST can be a good guide for stsdaata learner of English as a foreign
language. 80 % of the teachers and 91 % of theestadtate that NNEST can be a good guide

for students as a learner of English as a foreigguage.

The other aspect about serving a good model is BIREEbeing good guide as a learner

of English as a foreign language. 80 % of the teechnd 91 % of the students favor the term.
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Moreover, the other aspect both teachers and risidgree is that a NNEST is a good
example of how to learn English. Although nearly %00of the teachers agree with the term,

nearly 82,5 % of the students believe that NNE®Thatter examples to follow behind.

4.1.1.10 Understanding Students

According to the study dbamimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) the NNEST were gaived
as being sensitive to the needs of students NNE®Tbe more understanding of the needs of

their learners than NEST.

Cheung and Braine (2007) investigated the attguafestudents towards their NNEST.

The respondents stated that understood the diffisténcountered by the students.

According to the current study, teachers and stisdegree that NNEST are more likely
to be understanding the reason when students madteken Moreover, respondents state that
NEST don't have the chance to make comparison lgtwe/o languages and they can't
understand students’ problems about language. ANESN can use students’ own cultural

background to facilitate their understanding otund, people and society of the target language.
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Teachers’ and students’ responses indicate th&3Nseem to be superior in terms of
making comparison between the two languages andrstashding students’ language problems
better so that they can provide solutions to owakedhose problems. However students agree
less than the teachers that this is an advantagetuagion. Although 57,5 % of the students

agree with the term 70 % of the teachers agredhisis an advantageous situation for NNEST.

4.1.1.11 Providing Students with More Information

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) identified the SE as knowing subtleties of the

language, using authentic English,

Most teachers and students believe that NNEST calkera comparison between the
two languages which gives the opportunity to predee lesson better. Most of the attendants

believe that this opportunity gives the NNEST andeato create a better teaching atmosphere.

However, attendants accept that it is difficot RNEST to explain to students how and
why certain expressions are used in certain coatéd@ % of the teachers and 47 % of the
students agree with the term. The difference betveachers’ and students’ responses again
reveal that students have a more positive percepiio their NNEST. This means students

understand better when NNEST explain the expression
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4.1.2 Is There a Relation between Language Competanand Teaching Ability?

Non-native teachers of English are thought to ledicént in terms of language
competence all over the world. Inevitably they t@ught to be deficient in language teaching.
In his book Medgyes discussed the topics: 'natars non-natives in opposite trenches,' 'the
dark side of being a non-native', ‘and who's waortbre: the native or the non-native'. He
presents four hypotheses based on his assumptdrNBST and NNEST are 'two different
species'. The hypotheses were that the NEST andSVUNdiffer in terms of (1) language
proficiency, and (2) teaching practice (behavitingt (3) most of the differences in teaching
practice can be attributed to the discrepancynguage proficiency, and that (4) both types of

teachers can be equally good teachers on theitenns.

According to an international survey of 216 NESW &NEST from 10 countries was
conducted and 68% of the subjects perceived differe in the teaching practices of NEST and
NNEST. 84 % of NNEST admitted having various larggudifficulties. Vocabulary and fluency
were the most common areas which were followed gmaking, pronunciation, and listening
comprehension. Only 25% of the subjects statedth®it language difficulties had no adverse

effect on their teaching. (Reves&Medgyes, 1994)

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) also surveyed antkrviewed non-native speaking
TESOL graduate assistants. Similar to Reves andgigexd(1994), more than 2/3 thought that
their own language difficulties affected their thimg) and 90% perceived a difference between

NEST and NNEST.
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Similar to the results of two mentioned studidgré is a positive high correlation
between language competence and teaching abilityrdiog to the teacher respondents in this
study. 75 % of respondents in their study stated ttey have difficulties because of language
competence. Respondents in this study also revea¢aningful relevance between language
competence and their teaching ability which meaashing ability will be better as language

competence increases.

According to students, there is a lonedationship between language competence and
teaching ability. The difference of correlation walbetween students’ and teachers’ responses
reveal that teachers perceive more relationshigdsi the language competence and teaching
ability although students do not express such gmoitance between the two variables. The
reason of students’ perceptions is the reality they are not aware of the competency level of

the teachers.

4.1.3. What Are the Effects of Being Taught by NNEB?

According to Ahmar Mahboob’s study (2003) NNESToyde students with their
achievement in grammar, affect, oral skills, metilody, hard work, vocabulary, culture, ability
to answer questions, and literacy skills. The diaathges students experience during NNEST

classes are related to oral skills and culture.

According to Torres (2004) results indicated thdtlt ESL students have a general

preference for NEST over NNEST, but have strongefepences for NEST in teaching specific
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skill areas such as pronunciation and writing. Hesverespondents of this study do not show

any preference for NEST for writing skill.

However, similar to the findings of the study coottd by Cheung (2007) that students
enjoy NNEST ability to empathize with students aofv second language learners, shared
cultural background and ability to teach grammar,térms of being provided with more
information, the results of this study show thatdsints think that they learn better with a
NNEST as NNEST can make comparison between thdamguages. And they strongly agree
with the term that NNEST can use students’ own ucalt background to facilitate their
understanding of culture, people and society oftéinget language. However, they agree with

the term that NNEST have some difficulties in ekgileg the use of some certain expressions.

Lasagabaster and Sierra’s (2005) study exploretkats’ views on the pros and cons of
having NEST and NNEST as their English teacherg rEsults suggest that more than half of
the respondents (60.6%) show a preference for N8iT35.5% do not have a clear preference.
However, when they were given the possibility ofvihg both NEST and NNEST, the

percentage increased to 71.6%.

In contrast to Lasagabaster and Sierra's (20Q&)ystthe results show that students do

not show a special preference on NEST teacherdr pheceptions reveal that both teachers

have different contributions to their language hérag.
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Lasagabaster and Sierra also found that NESTiggowore the university students in
the areas of pronunciation, culture and civilizatitistening, vocabulary and speaking, while
NNEST are more efficient in the areas of grammal strategies. However, the students do not
show any preference for NEST or NNEST in the otireas, namely reading, assessment as they
can learn these areas both with NEST and NNESTe8ts valued the NNEST as a resource of

learning strategies, and as imitable models.

Similar to these results, students and teacherseipe NNEST as imitable models,

guides and a good example of how language leaodualyl be achieved.

As for being more motivated, students’ responegsal that nearly 70 % of the students
enjoy NEST lessons which means most of them findENIN classes more boring than NEST's.
Moreover, they openly state that they find NEST enanotivating to learn English. Most
students stated that they just study to learn Ehglather than taking high marks in NEST

classes which means NEST provide students amsitdrinotivation to learn the language.

Students think that NEST do not have the chancma&e comparison between two
languages and they can’t understand students’ gmublabout language. They also state that
NNEST are more likely to be understanding when timeke mistakes. With a high proportion

they state that NNEST can be more understanditigeafieeds of their learners than NEST.
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As stated in the study, maybe the most importfatieof being taught by NNEST and
NEST is that students overcome their prejudices MHEST are inferior to NEST. More

positive perceptions of students about NNEST is ¢hiidy refer this reality.

4.1.4.1s There a Correlation between Teachers' and Studésl Perceptions on

NNEST?

The correlation statistics have been presentechapter 3. However, no meaningful

correlation between the students’ and teacherporeses could be identified.

There is not a meaningful correlation between tilte groups’ responses because
students and teachers belong to different age grang their perceptions of education differ in
many aspects. Teachers have a professional awarat&ge of language education which
provides them a professional viewpoint about hogoad teacher should be. However, students
do not have a qualified perspective and the diffen@n-native teachers they come across effect

their perceptions in different ways.

Moreover, there are differences between studeatsl teachers’ perspectives on

language and learning a foreign language.
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4.1.5. From Students’ and Teachers' Perspectives, Wi Is Better Overall in Teaching

English and Why?

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) surveyed and imtewed non-native speaking
TESOL graduate assistants. According to study, pé%eived a difference between NEST and
NNEST. However, while they perceived that both NE&Td NNEST have strengths and

weaknesses, they did not consider the NEST to pergw teachers.

Moussu and Braine (2006) examined ESL studentisl@e change after being taught
by NNEST. Two questionnaires were administeredrteat 100 students in a university in the
US. Moussu and Braine found that students heldtigesattitudes towards NNEST at the
beginning of the semester. Most students indicdtatithey could learn English just as well as
from NNEST and they respected and admired their SINEOn the whole, the students’
responses showed a high degree of support forkiEST. In Moussu and Braine’s study, the
most important finding is that the students’ attéa towards their NNEST increased positively
over time, despite a lack of significant changerdirae. A possible reason is that the students
already had positive opinions of their NNEST at Heginning of the semester. In particular,
76% of respondents recommended their NNEST to endriby the end of the semester,

compared to only 57% at the beginning of the sesnest
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Despite the stated vast number of surveys rex@®iBEST preference throughout the
world, neither students nor teachers stated th&SINor NEST is better overall. They state that
both teachers have different pros and cons. Thexsnefthe attendants’ responses to those pros
and cons of the teachers were moderate. Even thasma# responses to the superior aspects of
NNEST were slightly higher. However, this slighffeience cannot be interpreted as a general

preference.

4.2. Conclusion

This study aimed to examine the perceptions ofhexs and students on non-native
teachers of English in Turkey. The results of thedg have been presented in the previous
chapters. In this chapter the implication of thesent study will be addressed. In addition,

recommendations for future research on non-nagiaehters of English will be mentioned.

As it has been presented in the results chapteras found that students and teachers
state that both native and non-native teachers $si@org and weak points. The aspects NNEST
were found to be strong are: presenting the lebstier, classroom management, using students’
cultural background to facilitate their learningaderstanding students’ language problems,
communication with students, and being a guiderandel to show the way to learn the target

language.
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The statements of the students and teachers aldiE&N's positive sides are:

NNEST present the lesson better as they make cisopabetween English

and Turkish which has a positive effect.

* NNEST have the chance to make comparison betwegtatvguages and they
can understand students’ problems about language.

* The teaching of NNEST ensures students understeniésson more.

« NNEST are more likely to be understanding whenesttglmake mistake.

« A NNEST is a good example of how to learn English.

« Students do not have any anxiety of making mistak®NESTSs classes.

« Students can express their thoughts to NNEST better

» Students often fall in desperate situation bec#usg do not understand what
their NEST say as he/she speaks English.

« Students cannot establish a good communication MEBT as their English
is limited.

« NNEST can be a good guide for students as a leafrignglish as a foreign
language.

« NNEST manage the class better.

* NNEST can be more understanding of the needs ofldaners than NEST.

« NNEST can use students’ own cultural background fdoilitate their

understanding of culture, people and society otdihget language.
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The perceived weak points of non-native teachemspemed to NEST are: being
able to supply learners with more information abitt target language, motivating students,
using body language effectively and a relaxed obass atmosphere. Unlike students, teachers

believe that non-native teachers go into unneceskails throughout the lesson.

The statements of the students and teachers BINEEBT's negative sides are:

* NEST supply learners with more information abouaglaage and culture.

* The teaching of NEST ensures students enjoy tseesore.

* NEST motivate the students to learn English moaa tHNEST.

e Students have anxiety of mark in NNEST classes.

 NEST tend to use their body language more so tlatests can understand
better what they say.

«  NNEST tend to use body language more sparingly epetpto NEST.

* NEST are better role models for their students thSIEST.

* NEST present a cheerful and relaxed atmospheredeia NNEST.

« ltis difficult for NNEST to explain to students\Wwand why certain expressions
are used in certain contexts.

* NNEST teach productive skills (speaking, writing}ter.

In language teaching, there is a widely accepssdraption that, students prefer native
instructors, and most administrators' hiring pgihave been influenced by this assumption to

some degree. Relevant to this assumption, privditeats in Turkey welcome average people to
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teach English ‘just because they are native speaieEnglish’. Most of the practicing native

speaker teachers of English in Turkey do not hawadil training in teaching, nor do they have a
degree in ELT/TESOL or in a related field. Howewbey are allowed for the construction of an
environment where its own people with degrees &ilis Sn English language teaching are
doomed and discriminated against, although not peinby the law and is not performed
overtly. The reason may be either language compgtivel of NNEST or the significant

contribution they make to the prestige of the stloodnstitution. The number of native teachers

assigned at a school is a great point to be adeerth Turkey.

Nevertheless, the results of this study also rethedineither students nor teachers show
a meaningful preference for NEST. Students find little advantageous to have non-native
teachers. Especially younger students feel the teedmmunicate easier with their teachers
and to be understood by their teachers. BecauseSWNEderstand them more they show a
little more preference for NNEST. Yet, this is nioé case for older students. The reason may
be their language competency since their level rafliEh improves enough to have a good

communication with NEST day by day.

Students do not find language competence and tEadbility as relevant as
teachers think of. This may be because they areramgaof their teachers’ general competency
level. However, teachers are aware of their conmogtéevel and they can make comparison

between the level of a NEST and their own one.
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In the NEST vs. NNEST debate, students overall lzaletter perception about
NNEST in mind than teachers have. The teachersaappebe more influenced by ‘native
speaker fallacy’ than the students. They are moeeciless than the students in criticizing
themselves in some aspects. The higgest differdne®eeen teacher and student perceptions
are about these issues: More students think th&3NNensure the students to understand the
lesson better. More of them think that NNEST arecdgexamples of how to learn English and

they can be good guides for students as foreigyuiage learners.

There are some other aspects that both studenteadiders agree, but teachers
find themselves more inferior to NEST than studethisk of. These aspects are: NEST
motivates the students to learn English more theESIT. NEST ensures students to enjoy the
lesson more. NEST tend to use body language satildénts can understand the lesson more.
It is difficult for NNEST to explain how and why s®@ certain expressions are used in certain
contexts.

The reason why NNEST underestimate their teachimy ive the foretold
general assumption about the NEST’s being bettahirs. Moreover, the lack of confidence
about their own level of English leads NNEST tasthéerception. In addition, they forget about
the importance of their pedagogical knowledge whifables them to present better
constructed lessons making learning easier thamatstd. Having competence on an issue does
not always guarantee the ability to teach it beffee reason overall may be due to a feeling of

inferiority that has been imposed by native speakéthe language for decades.
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If the survey was conducted in state schools wiswdents do not have the
chance to attend native teachers’ classes and amemparison between the two groups, most
probably the results would be different. They cosltbw a preference because of ‘native
speaker fallacy'. Being taught by NNEST has seveffacts on students of course. However,
one of the most important effects of being taughbbth NEST and NNEST is that students
overcome their prejudices that NNEST are infer@mNEST. This study shows that students
have more positive perceptions about NNEST andht¥achave a little more negative

perceptions about themselves.

The aspects NNEST are mistaken about the NESToeng $he communication
between the students and NEST. Both students aulhdes agree the idea; however, more
teachers think that NEST do not have the chanaaake a comparison between the mother
tongue of the students and English which enableSTN® understand language problems of
students. Moreover, more teachers believe thakests fall in desperate situations because
they have difficulty in understanding NEST. Thissoonception may be caused by the idea that
NEST don’t know the mother tongue of the studeBist during their professional life as a
teacher in Turkey, NEST are exposed to mother termfuhe students intensely and they have

the chance to learn Turkish quickly.

Most of these negative perceptions by teacherscaumsed by the language
deficiencies that NNEST suffer all over the wollidthe language deficiencies of NNEST are
remedied, NEST and NNEST, at least, have equalceh&m achieve professional success.

According to the results of the study, if NNEST caach a desired, maybe native-like, level of
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English, they will even be more advantageous thBSNbecause of the reasons stated above.
They will still share the same cultural backgrounith students and understand students’
language problems better than NEST. Therefore, NNE&e the chance to be better teachers

than NEST as long as they can achieve a high lahguage competence.

The plans of Turkish government to hire 40.000 veatEnglish-speaking
teachers to collaborate with the local non-nativeglEEh teachers in English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) classes can be revised within tbpesof this study. Instead of hiring native
teachers at high prices, the government can pratsdavn people with opportunities to study
abroad for a specific time or times before or dyitime teaching process. So that the non-native

teachers can acquire the desired level of compgimmt overcome their lack of confidence.

Moreover, during the university education, candidatichers can be exposed to
native speakers to make them gain native-like coemoy. International ex-change education
programs can be arranged for every student, notafdimited group. In addition, some
precautions can be applied for a more efficientramjiceship process such as spending more

time in-class with efficient teachers.

The results show that students do not show a dppoéference on NEST
teachers. Their perceptions reveal that both teachave different contributions to their
language learning. However, if NNEST teachers a@viged with more opportunities to

increase their language proficiency level and jcang it more in a natural target language
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environment with native speakers, these opporesitiill contribute to the NNEST in reaching
the desired level of competency and teaching gbilit-service training courses, especially

abroad, will contribute to the aim in the best way.

4.3 Limitations of the Study

There were several limitations in this study. S&dimitations are presented in

the following.

The most important and restrained factor was &zhrestudents who have been
exposed and observed both NEST and NNEST in thegses, and the number of those
students who attend to both NEST's and NNEST’sselgasand who can make some
observations to make comparison between two grofipgachers was very limited. In
fact, the study had only such a chance to be imgiéed in the Private High Schools as

there are no Native English Speaking Teachers graglm State Schools.

While conducting the survey in the field, somahef NEST and the NNEST did
not want to apply the questionnaires to the studentheir classes, feeling anxiety of the
result of the study might affect their employmetaitiss in case of the students’ negative

evaluations.
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4.4 Suggestions for Further Study

This study identifies the perceptions of students ®acher on NNEST.

Some research questions for further studies amdresers are as follows;

The ways how NNEST can achieve better language etmmpe and
what can be done to compensate the language campegep of NNEST can be a

beneficial topic to study on.

Whether English teachers are satisfied with thearsity education as
they still feel a language competence problem eafter the graduation can be the
other topic. This study may be beneficial to regieghe education programs of ELT
departments of universities so that students maye hea more dynamic schedule

between the target language countries and Turkey.

The needs of English language teachers to improsi pedagogical
skills and the reasons why teachers have negatéreeptions about themselves

compared to NEST can also be a matter of survey.
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APPENDIX A
Teachers’ and Students’ Perspectives on Non-natioreign Language Teachers

The data collected from the following questionnaiik be used as a basis for a thesis
entitled “Teachers’ and Students’ Perspectives on-hative Foreign Language Teachers”.
Please mark one of the appropriate choice whiéderibes you best. For each item please mark
only one choice. Thanks indeed for your invaluataetribution.

Please start from here to mark the gquestionnaire.
1- Male () Female ( )

2- Class you are teaching ..........

3- How long have you been teaching English?
()1-5Years () 6-10 Years () 11-1%a¥&e ( ) 16-20 Years ( ) 21 Years-over
4- Your highest academic degree ( ) Universiiy(A () PhD

5- Which university did you graduate from?

6- What do you think of your university educatiohr2 you satisfied with the education
you have had?

7- In terms of teaching English, what do you thivduld be more helpful? (Going abroad, in-
service teacher training courses?)

8- Do you participate in any form of in-serviceitiag? If yes, can you please state name?

9- Where do you speak English?(Only in-class, etc.)

10- Have you ever visited country/ countries oftdnget language? Did it make a contribution

to your foreign language?

11- | can easily teach ()beginner courses () etgary courses () intermediate courses ()

advanced courses. (You can choose more than one)
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Teachers’ and Students’ Perspectives on Non-natioreign Language Teachers

The data collected from the following questionnaii# be used as a basis for a thesis
entitled “Teachers’ and Students’ Perspectives am-hative Foreign Language Teachers”.
Please mark one of the appropriate choice whédtribes you best For each item mark only
one choice.

Thanks indeed for your invaluable contribution.

Esra BARLAK

English Teacher

Please start from here to mark the questionnaire.

1- Male () Female ()

3- How long have you been learning English?
5-10 years ( ) 11-15years ()

4- Duration of native English teacher(s)’ attendyogir class?
1-2 years ( ) 3-4 years () 5yearsavef ()

5- I 'am a/an () beginner () elementary ()rmtediate ()advanced student.
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Teachers’ and Students’ Perspectives on Non-natioreign Language Teachers

Strongly Agree Disagree S‘_[rongly
agree Disagree

1 | NEST supply learners with more informati
about language and culture.

2 | NNEST go into unnecessary details wt
teaching.

3 | NNEST present the lesson better as they r
comparison between English and Turkish which
has a positive effect.

4 | NEST don't have the chance to m:
comparison between two languages and they
can't understand students’ problems about
language.

5 | The teaching of NEST ensures students e
the lesson more.

6 | The teaching of NNES ensures studen
understand the lesson more.

7 | NEST lessons and examinations are mc
based on reading ability.

8 | NNEST mostly teach grammar based les:
and prepare grammar based examinations.

9 | NNEST generally teach formal Engliwhile
NEST teach daily English.

10 | NNEST are more likely to be understand
when students make mistake.

11 | ANNEST is a good example of how to lei
English.

12 | NEST motivate the students to learn Eng
more than NNEST.

13 | Studentsstudy to learn rather than take h
mark in NEST’s classes.

14 | Students have anxiety of mark in NNES
class.

15 | Students do not have any anxiety of mal
mistakes in NNESTSs classes.

16 | Students can express their thoughts to NN
better.

17 | Students often fall in desperate situal

because they do not understand what their

NEST say as he/she speaks English.
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18

Students cannot establish a gt
communication with NEST as their English is
limited.

19 | NNEST can be a good guifor students as
learner of English as a foreign language.

20 | NNEST manage the class bel

21 | NNEST follow textbooks more than NEST

22 | NEST tend to use their body language mor

that students can understand better what they
say.

23

NNEST tend to use body language m
sparingly compared to NEST.

24

NNEST can be more understanding of the n
of their learners than NEST.

25

NEST are better role models for their studt
than NNEST.

26

NEST present a cheerful and rela:
atmosphere related to NNEST.

27

It is difficult for NNEST to explain to studen
how and why certain expressions are used in
certain contexts.

28

NNEST can use students’ own cultu
background to facilitate their understanding o
culture, people and society of the target
language.

=0

29

NNEST teach productive skills (speakil
writing) better.

3C

Students’ achievement in language learnir
directly related to their teacher’s effectivenes
in language teaching.

UJ
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