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Abstract

This study aims to find out the perceptions of both university preparatory class students and
non-native English speaking instructors towards non-NESTs and NESTSs. It has been carried
out with 66 students studying in English preparatory classes at Siileyman Demirel University
and 63 non-native English speaking instructors employed in eight different universities in
Turkey. A five point Likert-type questionnaire has been employed as the data collection
instrument. The questionnaire items selected from Cakir and Demir (2013), Koksal (2006) and
Moussu (2006) have been adapted to the context of the study. Descriptive statistics, Kruskal-
Wallis and Post Hoc tests have been employed in the analysis of the data. Findings have
revealed NESTs are better at teaching pronunciation and speaking; however, grammar is
taught better by non-NESTs. Furthermore, students give importance to use mother tongue as
learning English becomes easier for them when non-NESTs make comparisons between English
and Turkish in teaching.

Keywords: Instructional characteristics, motivation, NESTs, non-NESTs

(")grencilerin ve Ogretim Gorevlilerinin Bakis Acisindan Ana Dili

Ingilizce Olan ve Ana Dili Ingilizce Olmayan Ogretim Gorevlileri
0z

Bu ¢calisma, hem tiniversite hazirlik simifi 6rencilerinin hem de ana dili Ingilizce olmayan
ogretim gorevlilerinin, ana dili Ingilizce olan ve olmayan égretim gérevlilerine yonelik
algilarin ortaya ¢ikarmayr amacglamaktadir. Calisma Siileyman Demirel Universitesi Ingilizce
hazirlik siniflarinda ogrenim géren 66 ogrenci Ve Tiirkiye'deki sekiz farkly iiniversitenin
Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulunda gérev yapan, anadili Ingilizce olmayan 63 6gretim gorevlisi ile
gergeklestirilmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak Likert tipi bir anket kullanilmistir. Cakir ve
Demir (2013), Koksal (2006) ve Moussu (2006) ¢alismalarindan segilen anket maddeleri bu
galismanin baglamina uyarlanmigtir. Verilerin analizinde betimsel istatistikler, Kruskal-Wallis
ve Post Hoc testleri kullanimigtir. Bulgular, ana dili Ingilizce olan égretim gérevlilerinin
telaffuz ve konusmay: 6gretmede daha ivi oldugunu; ancak dilbilgisinin ana dili Ingilizce
olmayan dgretim gorevlileri tarafindan daha iyi 6gretildigini géstermistir. Ayrica 6grencilerin
ara swra ana dillerini kullanmaya onem verdikleri ve ana dili Ingilizce olmayan ogretim
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goreviilerinin Ingilizce ile Tiirkce arasinda karsilastirma yaptiginda Ingilizce 6grenmenin
ogrenciler icin kolaylastig tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Anga dili Ingilizce olan égretim gorevlileri, ana dili Ingilizce olmayan
ogretim gorevlileri, egitici ozellikleri, motivasyon,

Introduction

In today’s globalized world, English language has become a contemporary lingua
franca as non-native speakers of English outnumber the native speakers of it. That is
to say, as Medgyes (2001) states, “English language is no longer the privilege of native
speakers” (p. 429). Nevertheless, native speakers of English have an unchanging,
explicit advantage over foreign and second speakers of it. Likewise, the concept of
‘the ideal teacher is a native speaker’ mentioned at the Commonwealth Conference
on the Teaching of English as a Second Language held in Makerere, Uganda (1961)
was common in the field of English Language Teaching (ELT) until 1990s. It was
first challenged by Phillipson (1992a), who introduced the notion of ‘native speaker
fallacy’ to emphasize the misconception of the native English speaking teachers
(NESTSs). Phillipson (1992a) claimed that all the tenets of the conference were wrong
and they had no “scientific validity” (p. 195). Phillipson (1992b) reveals the bright
sides of non-native English-speaking teachers (non-NESTSs) by referring to their
capabilities as follows:

It is arguable, as a general principle, that non-native teachers may, in fact, be
better qualified than native speakers, if they have gone through the complex
process of acquiring English as a second or foreign language, have insight into
the linguistic and cultural needs of their learners, a detailed awareness of how
mother tongue and target language differ and what is difficult for learners, and
first-hand experience of using a second and foreign language (p. 25).

A consensus has not been reached and many scholars and researchers accept that
the issue of non-NESTs vs. NESTs remains controversial (Braine, 1999a; Davies,
2003; Medgyes, 1992; Mufwene, 1998). Medgyes (1992) argues that the
differentiation should be preserved between non-NESTs and NESTS since these two
groups complete each other in their strengths and weaknesses. When the related
literature is reviewed, it has been observed that, after Medgyes’ (1992) and
Phillipson’s (1992a-b) studies, it took nearly a decade to see more research into the
way non-NESTSs are perceived and their self-conceptions. As Llurda (2005) states, the
interest for this issue has only recently appeared although the need, probably, has
always been there.

Characteristics of non-NESTs and NESTs

Although it is commonly conceived as a complex issue and a satisfactory definition
of it is missing in the literature (Kaplan, 1999), a native speaker traditionally refers to
someone who speaks that language as a mother tongue; in other words, L1.
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Nevertheless, the qualifications of the native speaker have been questioned by various
researchers. According to Medgyes (2001), the most straightforward criterion is the
place of birth. However, the place where people are born does not always guarantee
the ‘native speaker’ identity, because as Medgyes (2001) indicates, the native
language of an individual can be replaced by another language by reason of
immigration; or the individual might be adopted by parents from a different country,
culture and ethnic background in his/her early childhood. Besides, Cook (1999)
asserts that an individual cannot be regarded as a native speaker unless s/he has
acquired that language during early childhood. Similarly, Davies (2003) clearly
indicates that most of the native speakers’ significant features are more or less
attainable for non-native speakers. They can achieve those features with practice,
apart from the main characteristic of non-NESTs, which is ‘childhood acquisition’.

It can be deduced from the above-mentioned discussion that a satisfactory
definition for the terms ‘native speaker’ and ‘non-native speaker’ does not exist as
yet. As Kaplan asserts, these terms “obviously and pointlessly dichotomize the world
neatly into ‘us’ and ‘them’” (1999, p. 5). Nevertheless, the reality shows that teachers
who do not speak English as their mother tongue, however proficient they are in
English, are frequently labeled as non-NESTSs (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). Therefore,
a non-native speaker is typically defined as a person who learns the target language
as a foreign or second language. According to Ulate (2011), the term non-native is
generally regarded as negative by language professionals when compared to the term
native, which is regarded as positive. Alseweed (2012) also echoes this claim and
states that the term ‘non-native’ negatively affects the morale of the teachers by letting
them feel inadequate and inferior to NESTs. Therefore, the label ‘non-native’ has an
unfavorable impact on the teachers and non-NESTSs generally find it difficult to keep
up with native speakers in the same boat.

In a similar vein, this negative impact can even transform into some sort of
prejudice against non-NESTs on the grounds that they generally lack required
linguistic command to be competent in English; they seem inadequate and inferior to
NESTs only because English is their foreign or second language (Cakir & Demir,
2013). There is an unrefutable reality that NESTs have more advantages in
employment opportunities than non-NESTS, whether or not they have been trained in
the field of ELT. According to Cakir and Demir (2013), this prevalent belief arises
not only from the choices of language learners, but also mostly from college owners,
administrators of educational institutions and employers. In almost every region of
the world, it is an unquestionable fact that NESTs have more job opportunities than
non-NESTSs. As Braine (1999b) argues, even inadequate native speakers have been
preferred to adequate and proficient non-native colleagues in some countries. From
the point of Selvi (2010), most of the research findings show that the majority of job
advertisements favor NESTs and deny non-NESTSs by indicating only NESTs can
apply and other applications are not needed. That is to say, native speakerism leaves
behind the background of education, experience and abilities. As Bailey (2002)
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stresses, where the “the blue-eyed blond back packer” (p.1) is welcomed, competent
and well-educated non-NEST will be refused.

Kaplan (1999) questions such prejudice in hiring practices and maintains that it is
the qualifications of teachers that should be taken into account, not their English
language nativeness. According to Kaplan (1999), it is a must to be able to speak,
write and read a range of English, but the capacity to teach in a specific setting is also
essential. In a similar vein, Canagarajah (1999) believes that being a native speaker
of a language is not enough to become a teacher as it requires an extensive pedagogical
preparation and experience. Likewise, several studies suggest that instead of teachers’
mother tongue, their knowledge of various teaching methods and techniques and
engaging communication practices that strengthen the communication skills of
students are critical (Adigiizel & Oziidogru, 2017; Alghofaili & Elyas, 2017).
Phillipson (1992a) asserts that teachers are not born, they are self-made; and similarly,
in Ezberci’s (2005) opinion, ‘nativeness’ cannot ensure the requirements of
‘teacherness’. Not enough study has been performed over the past decade on non-
native speakers’ linguistic skills and strengths and what they can present, instead of
being compared to native speakers as a weak imitation of them (Liu, 1999). Tajeddin
and Adeh (2016) point out that it is significant to arrange courses and materials for
non-NESTs who have low self-esteem on the purpose of raising their awareness on
their own strengths, professional status and contribution to the language teaching.
Besides, Maum (2002) offers more democratic hiring practices by changing the
question from ‘who the candidates are (non-NESTs or NESTs)’ to ‘what they (their
qualifications) are’.

Previous Studies on non-NESTs vs. NESTs in Foreign Language Teaching

Review of relevant literature reveals that several studies have been conducted on the
issue of non-NESTs and NESTs both nationally and internationally. It has been
observed that these studies dealt with the issue under investigation from different
perspectives. To start with, some of the studies explore the similarities and differences
between non-NESTs and NESTs and have revealed certain features attached to both
groups. Medgyes (2001), for instance, examines the differences between non-NESTs
and NESTSs with regard to teaching behaviour. Table 1 below presents the results of a
survey carried out with 325 non-NESTs and NESTSs.

Table 1.
Perceived Differences in Teaching Behavior between NESTs and non-NESTs
(Medgyes, 2001, p. 435)

NESTs Non-NESTs

own use of English

speak better English speak poorer English
use real language use ‘‘bookish’’ language
use English more confidently use English less confidently
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general attitude

adopt a more flexible approach adopt a more guided approach
are more innovative are more cautious

are less empathetic are more empathetic

attend to perceived needs attend to real needs

have far-fetched expectations have realistic expectations

are more casual are stricter

are less committed are more committed

attitude to teaching
the language

are less insightful are more insightful

focus on: focus on:

-fluency -accuracy

- meaning -form

-language in use -grammar rules

-oral skills -printed word

-colloquial registers -formal registers

teach items in context teach items in isolation

prefer free activities prefer controlled activities

favor group work/pair work favor frontal work

use a variety of materials use single textbook

tolerate errors correct/punish for errors

set fewer tests set more tests

use no/less L1 use more L1

resort to no/less translation resort to more translation

assign less homework assign more homework
attitude to teaching culture

supply more cultural information supply less cultural information

Most of the non-NESTs participating in the Medgyes’ survey (2001) expressed
their inferiority complex against NESTs due to the defects in their idiomatic and
proper use of English. Many participants commented on non-NESTs’ limited insights
into the intricacies of meaning and their poor speaking and listening skills. Medgyes
(2001) argues that the reason why non-NESTSs favor secure and controlled ways of
class work such as lockstep activities is the unpredictable occasions with linguistic
traps that occur in pair or group works. As Giindiiz (2015) states, it is an undeniable
fact that NESTs are more advantageous since they have phonetic, lexical and cultural
knowledge of the language that they teach. The main strength of NESTSs is their
linguistic skills, fluency, authenticity and their perfect pronunciation (Barratt &
Kontra, 2000; Butler, 2007; Cheung, 2002). NESTSs are perceived as superior to non-
NESTSs since they have the intuition to use the language naturally and idiomatically
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which renders them more flexible while teaching. Medgyes (2001) maintains that
NESTs’ superiority basically stems from their ability to use the language
spontaneously in various communicative contexts.

On the other hand, there are some studies reporting several strengths that are
unigue to non-NESTS. To start with, Medgyes (2001) stresses that non-NESTS can be
perceived as more appropriate learner models for students than NESTS as they have
gone through the same process of foreign language learning after acquiring their
mother tongue. In a similar fashion, Widdowson (1994) argues that it is the non-NEST
who knows better what is needed to achieve learning objectives. Since they have
experienced the similar process while learning the target language themselves, non-
NESTS, as a source of motivation, are able to show empathy towards their students by
appreciating their needs and difficulties in specific learning contexts. Kurniawati and
Rizki (2018) state that English is considered as a difficult subject for some
countries where English is learned as a foreign language since the desire of students
to learn is weak as they are not confident that they will be able to be proficient in
English. In this case, getting non-NESTs is a good way to enhance the students’
motivation because they will see that their teacher was like them once, and now is a
good English speaker. In a similar vein, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) conducted
a study with TESOL graduate and experienced students and found out remarkable
differences in teaching styles of non-NESTs and NESTs. NESTs were much more
confident while using English; however, non-NESTs were more aware of their
students’ learning problems and needs. Likewise, Guerra (2017) conducted a study
with 32 Portuguese college students and the results indicated that NESTs were
preferred since their language proficiency was perceived as better, however, non-
NESTs were seemed to be more advantageous concerning their commitment to
teaching and awareness of student’s needs. Non-NESTS are, thus, equipped with
several advantages as a result of the same process they have gone through. On the
question of whether non-NESTs or NESTs were more influential in foreign language
teaching, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler’s participants (1999) were split and 58% chose
‘both’ option. Additionally, Park and Shin (2010) assert that non-NESTS are better at
explaining some challenging problems as well as providing thorough feedback by
sharing students’ mother language. Accordingly, students’ using their first language
freely when it is needed by comparing the similarities and differences between mother
language and target language helps students learn better (Alghofaili & Elyas, 2017;
Dendrinos, 2001). In the study of Savran Celik and Aydin (2018), even though the
idea that separating L1 from the learning process was the only way of successful
acquisition was mentioned, it was concluded that using L1 naturally helped
comprehending the further utterances and complex content, prevented
misunderstanding and saved time in EFL learning. Furthermore, in ESL settings, non-
NESTs can be more supportive for students who experience culture shock or
homesickness as they share a similar linguistic and cultural background (Arva &
Medgyes, 2000; Barratt & Kontra, 2000; Kelch & Santana-Williamson, 2002).
Similarly, Kato (2011) investigated the nature of classroom communication of non-
NESTs and NESTSs; and found out some striking differences in their communication
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styles. Findings revealed that non-NESTs played a significant role especially in
culturally diverse classrooms since they showed empathy towards students with
different ethnic and cultural backgrounds.

Lasagabaster and Sierra (2002) conducted a study with university students and the
results indicated that NESTs were preferred by students of all levels in the concepts
of vocabulary, speaking, pronunciation and culture. However, non-NESTs were
mainly preferred for learning strategies and grammar. Similarly, Moussu (2006)
conducted a survey on the self-perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTs questioning
their professional and linguistic skills. NESTs showed self-confidence in almost every
area such as writing, reading, listening, speaking and pronunciation skills; however,
grammar rules were the only area where non-NESTs had more self-confidence
compared to their native counterparts. Then, she asked non-NESTs and NESTSs the
most valuable qualities and serious weaknesses of non-NESTS to learn more about
some of the characteristics of non-NESTSs. The most frequent response given by non-
NESTs was their “understanding of students’ situation and needs”. NESTs, on the
other hand, mentioned non-NESTs’ ‘ability to comprehend and explain grammar
rules’, and their experience of learning a foreign language. As for the weaknesses of
non-NESTs, their ‘foreign accent’, ‘lack of American culture knowledge’ and ‘bad
pronunciation’ were referred to frequently. However, in her research, one of the
participating teachers stated that it was more difficult to understand British-accented
instructors in comparison to non-NESTS. In the meantime, the study of Lewis, Sonsaat
and Link (2017) showed that the ESL and EFL learners preferred NESTs to non-
NESTSs in pronunciation teaching; however, the findings revealed that they were
insufficient to distinguish native speech from non-native speech.

Tatar and Yildiz (2010) pointed out that private school administrators prefer
NESTs more often and willingly than non-NESTS in the hiring processes and even
applying for some schools as English teachers is not possible for non-NESTSs. In a
similar vein, Oztiirk and Atay (2010) concluded that some private schools employ
only NESTs with the aim of attracting more students, even if non-NESTs have higher
qualifications and more teaching experience. It can be easily seen that most of the
administrators, parents and students favor NESTSs rather than non-NESTs without
questioning NESTs’ experiences or teaching qualifications. Tatar (2019) conducted a
study with 23 pre-service teachers and investigated their opinions on native-
speakerism in English language teaching. The findings showed that the participants
were aware of the native speakerism in English as a foreign language (EFL) context
and its ideology had a negative impact on them which results in low self-confidence.
In the study, nevertheless, it is stressed that as participants observed successful non-
NESTS, their attitude towards them became more positive. Daftari and Tavil (2017)
carried out a study with 18 non-NESTs from different countries who work in a
language center in Ankara. They investigated non-NESTs’ linguistic insecurity and
its impact on the productive skills of learners. They came to the conclusion that their
linguistic insecurity did not indicate a significant effect on learners’ speaking and
writing scores. Besides, the findings showed that more experienced non-NESTS felt
less insecure. In another study, Cakir and Demir (2013) analyzed the university
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preparatory students’ attitudes toward non-NESTs and NESTS, and revealed that non-
NESTSs were superior to NESTs in explaining grammar, showing empathy towards
students and encouraging them. Likewise, Ustiinoglu (2007) examined attitudes of
private university students toward NESTs and non-NESTSs in terms of their teaching
roles, communication skills, management skills and individual qualities. As for
communication skills, NESTs were favored more than non-NESTSs since they were
better at using body language, making lessons fun and praising students. However,
non-NESTSs were found better at teaching roles as they also were taught about how to
teach effectively. They could use several educational tools, adjust the level of subject
content according to their students’ levels and check students’ progress better than
NESTS. Likewise, students also found non-NESTS better at managing the class; in
other words, they were able to create discipline, got prepared before the class and
encouraged more participation in their lessons. Furthermore, Adigiizel and Oziidogru
(2017) examined the non-NEST’s and NEST’s impact on students’ academic
achievement and speaking skills in English language. According to the results, a
statistically significant higher academic achievement was observed in the post-test of
non-NEST’s students compared to NEST’s students; while there was not a statistically
significant difference between the students’ speaking scores. This is also in line with
the findings of the research conducted by Al-Nawrasy (2013) who investigated the
effect of NESTs on high-school students’ speaking level and found no statistically
significant difference between test scores resulting from NEST teaching. Similarly,
Kosar (2019) undertook a study to explore if there was a statistically significant
difference between the speaking levels of 36 university preparatory class students who
were taught by non-NESTs and NESTSs. The participants took a speaking quiz, three
speaking portfolios and the end of course test. The results revealed that a statistically
significant difference was not observed resulting from being taught by these teachers.

The term ‘perception’ refers to “...the way in which something is regarded or
understood” (Simonson, Smaldino & Zvacek, 2015, p. 66) and several variables may
affect the perceptions of individuals positively or negatively. In line with this,
regarding the studies investigating the students’ perceptions of instructors, it would
be not wrong to say that there are some variables such as age, gender and proficiency
level that affect their opinions. Gender-related studies show that females perceived
their teachers as more optimistic and dominant at both primary and secondary levels
(Goh & Fraser, 1995; Levy, den Brok, Wubbels & Brekelmans, 2003; Levy, Wubbels
& Brekelmans, 1992; Rickards, 1998; Rickards & Fisher, 1997; Waldrip & Fisher,
1999; Wubbels & Levy, 1993). As for the students’ language level, it may influence
their perceptions towards teachers as resulted in many studies; students with a higher
proficiency prefer NESTs, while non-NESTSs have been regarded as better for students
with lower level. However, there are some other studies that show the university
students with high level of English have developed more positive attitudes toward
non-NESTS through time (Cheung & Braine, 2007; Moussu & Braine, 2006). In terms
of the instructors’ perceptions, it has been argued that their professional experience
plays a significant role in making them feel competent and confident in their field
(Levy etal., 1992).
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In conclusion, even though several studies have been conducted regarding the
effectiveness of non-NESTs and NESTSs in foreign language teaching, more studies
are needed to understand better the differences and strengths that these two groups
hold; and overcome the prejudice against non-NESTs. The common limitation of the
studies so far has been their tendency to deal with the issue from only the perspectives
of the students or the instructors. In other words, there is a scarcity of research
exploring both students’ and instructors’ perceptions towards non-NESTs and NESTs
as well as the comparison between the perceptions of the two groups in Turkish
context. Thus, this study aims to contribute to the literature by investigating the
phenomenon from both perspectives. All in all, it has been decided to undertake the
current study to reveal both preparatory class students’ and non-native English
speaking instructor’s perceptions of non-NESTs’ and NESTSs’ instructional
effectiveness.

Research Questions

In line with the aim of the study, the following research questions (RQ) are to be
addressed:

1. What are the preparatory class students’ perceptions of non-NESTs and
NESTSs regarding instructional characteristics, motivation, communication,
culture and testing/assessment?

2. What are the non-native English speaking instructors’ perceptions of non-
NESTs and NESTs regarding instructional characteristics, motivation,
communication, culture and testing/assessment?

3. Isthere a meaningful difference between the perceptions of preparatory class
students and instructors toward non-NESTs and NESTs regarding
instructional characteristics, motivation, communication, culture and
testing/assessment?

4. Do gender, department and proficiency level have an influence on
preparatory class students’ perceptions of their non-NESTSs and NESTs?

5. Do level of education and professional experience have an influence on non-
native English speaking instructors’ perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTs?

Method

This study employs a quantitative research design to shed light on both university
preparatory class students’ and non-native English speaking instructors’ perceptions
toward non-NESTs and NESTs under five headings as; instructional characteristics,
motivation, communication, culture and testing/assessment. Quantitative research
method was described by Aliaga and Gunderson (2002) as the explanation of an issue
or phenomenon through the collection of numerical data and analysis using
mathematical methods, especially statistics. Quantitative research is used to quantify
attitudes and it draws conclusions from a larger group of people. The use of statistical
and mathematical methods to obtain results is a part of this scientific, objective and
fast research method. In this study, descriptive, quantitative methodology has been
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required to compare the responses of two groups of participants. Relevant information
as to the participants, instruments, data collection procedures and data analysis
procedures has been provided below.

Participants

This study has been carried out with 129 participants in total. The first group of
participants includes 66 students who study in the preparatory classes in departments
of English Language Teaching (ELT), Education Faculty; English Language and
Literature (ELL), Arts & Sciences Faculty; ‘Others’ (Engineering and Economics),
Engineering Faculty, Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty, SDU. The
second group of participants consists of 63 non-native English speaking instructors
employed in the school of foreign languages of the following universities: Stileyman
Demirel University, Dokuz Eyliil University, Akdeniz University, Selguk University,
Karadeniz Technical University, Gazi University, Anadolu University and Izmir
Democracy University. Both groups of participants have been chosen through the
technique of convenience sampling (Dornyei, 2007) due to the easier accessibility of
the intended study group.

Table 2.

Demographic Information of Preparatory Class Students
Gender of preparatory Department of preparatory Proficiency level of
class students class students preparatory class students

N % N % N %
Female 41 62.1 ELT 12 18.2 A2 17 25.8
Male 25 37.9 ELL 19 28.8 Bl 15 22.7
Total 66 100 Others 35 53 B2 9 13.6
Total 66 100 C1 25 37.9

Total 66 100

As shown in Table 2. 62% (N=41) of the preparatory class students are female
whereas 38% (N=25) of them are male. As for the department of the preparatory class
students; 18% (N=12) of them are ELT students, 29% (N=19) of them are ELL
students and 53% (N=35) of the preparatory class students study in ‘Others’
(Engineering and Economics) department. In terms of the preparatory class students’
proficiency levels; 26% (N=17) of the participants perceive their proficiency in
English as A2, 23% (N=15) of them perceive as B1, 14% (N=9) of them perceive as
B2 and 38% (N=25) of them perceive themselves as C1 in English.

Table 3.
Demographic Information of Instructors
Gender of instructors Education level of Professional experience of
instructors instructors
N % N % N %
Female 46 73 BA 17 27 1-5 years 3 48
Male 17 27 MA 37 58.7 6-10 years 23 36.5
Total 63 100 PhD 9 14.3 11-15 years 16 25.4
Total 63 100 16-20 years 14 222
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21-25 years 7 11.1
Total 63 100

As for the instructors, Table 3. indicates that while 73% (N=46) of the participant
instructors are female, 27% (N=17) of them are male. In terms of their education level;
27% (N=17) of them have a BA degree, 59% (N=37) of them have their MA degree
and 14% (N=9) of the participants have their PhDs. As can be seen in Table 3., 5%
(N=3) of the participant instructors have 1-5 years of professional experience, 37%
(N=23) of them have 6-10 years of experience, 25% (N=16) of them have 11-15 years
of experience, 22% (N=14) of the participants have 16-20 years of experience and
11% (N=7) of them are the instructors with 21-25 years of experience.

Instruments

The researchers have reviewed the questionnaires employed by Cakir and Demir
(2013), Moussu (2006) and Kdoksal (2006) with the aim of gathering the data for the
context of this study. As a next step, 54 items have been selected and adapted by
benefiting from these studies as relevant to Turkish foreign language education
context. These items have been grouped under 5 sub-sections (instructional
characteristics, motivation, communication, culture and testing/assessment).
Following this, two experts who hold PhDs in ELT have been asked to review the
questionnaire in terms of its linguistic and contextual applicability and their
suggestions have been taken into consideration with the aim of achieving validity. As
to the reliability of the questionnaire, Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted and it was
found that the questionnaire items were reliable since the scores were .918 and .947
respectively, as presented in Table 4. and Table 5. below.

Table 4.
Reliability Statistics of Student Participants’ Questionnaire

Cronbach's Alpha Based on

Cronbach's Alpha Standardized Items N of Items

918 .920 54

Table 5.

Reliability Statistics of Instructor Participants’ Questionnaire

Cronbach's Alpha Based on

Cronbach's Alpha Standardized Items N of Items

.947 .946 54

In the process of construction of the questionnaire, Likert-scale items have been
utilized as they have been regarded as highly useful and effective in collecting data
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(Brown, 2001). Finally, this five point Likert-type questionnaire (5=strongly agree;
4=agree; 3=neutral; 2=disagree; 1=strongly disagree) has been conducted.

Two similar but different versions of questionnaires have been employed as two
groups of participants have been employed in this study. Both versions of the
questionnaires consist of two sections. The first section of the questionnaires focuses
on the demographic data of the participants; namely, age, gender, department, self-
perception of English level/level of education, institution, previous NEST experience
and professional experience.

The second section of the questionnaires contains 54 items; however, the wording
of the items has been arranged in line with the perspective of the target participant
group. To illustrate, the first item of the preparatory class students’ questionnaire is
‘Learning English with non-NESTS is easier for me than with NESTS.” whereas it is
‘Learning English with non-NESTSs is easier for students than with NESTS.” in the
questionnaire of the instructor participants.

Data Collection Procedures

As the first step of the data collection procedure, the final versions of the
questionnaires have been uploaded to Google Docs. The student participants who
study in the preparatory classes in departments of English Language Teaching (ELT),
English Language and Literature (ELL), and ‘Others’ (Engineering, Economics) at
Siileyman Demirel University have been reached via their institutional e-mail
addresses. The link of the questionnaire has been sent to their institutional e-mail
addresses and the participants have been asked to fill in both sections of the
questionnaire. As for the instructor participants employed by the Schools of Foreign
Languages in 8 different universities, the online questionnaire web link has been also
sent to their official e-mail addresses by requesting them to fill in the form. More
specifically, almost 400 instructors have been contacted by the researchers; however,
only 63 of them agreed to participate in the study.

Data Analysis Procedures

After the collection of data, responses provided by both groups of participants have
been uploaded onto a computer and have been analyzed by using SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences, 16.0). Firstly, Cronbach’s Alpha has been applied to see
the questionnaires’ reliability levels and it has been found that the questionnaire items
are reliable since the score yielded by Cronbach’s Alpha is .92 for preparatory class
students and .95 for instructors, respectively.

Following the reliability analysis, One-sample Statistics has been applied to supply
descriptive statistics about the variable being tested (DeCoster, 2006), comprising the
mean values and standard deviations of student and instructors’ responses. Since the
study aims to find out if there is a statistically meaningful difference between the
perceptions of preparatory class students and instructors toward non-NESTs and
NESTSs, Independent Sample T-test (Levene's Test for Equality of VVariances) has been

Journal of Bayburt Education Faculty, Year: 2021 Volume: 16 Number: 32



Non-NESTs and NESTSs from the Perspectives of Students 528

performed to present the outcomes of two t-tests comparing the mean values of these
two groups in this study.

According to Neideen and Brasel (2007), “to use a parametric test, 3 parameters of
the data must be true or are assumed” (p.93); normal distribution, equal variance and
continuous data. In this study, as the data do not meet the requirements for a
parametric test, a rank-based nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test has been utilized to
examine whether students’ departments and language levels; and instructors’ level of
education and professional experience affect their opinions toward non-NESTs and
NESTSs. Furthermore, Post Hoc test has been applied to uncover specific differences
among the departments (ELT, ELL, Others) of participant students.

Findings

In this part of the study, it has been aimed to examine the results in line with the
research questions. To start with, the first three research questions have been handled
regarding the five sub-sections of the questionnaire under separate headings; namely,
instructional  characteristics,  motivation, communication, culture and
testing/assessment. The fourth research question deals with whether genders,
departments and proficiency levels of the preparatory class students have an influence
on their perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTSs. In a similar vein, the fifth research
question, whether non-native English speaking instructors’ level of education and
professional experience have an influence on their perceptions of non-NESTs and
NESTS, has also been discussed. (It should be noted that, for the purposes of being as
reader-friendly and concise as possible, tables have been presented for only the results
that are statistically significant.)

RQI1. What are the preparatory class students’ perceptions of non-NESTs and
NESTs regarding instructional characteristics, motivation, communication,
culture and testing/assessment?

Preparatory class students’ overall means for each sub-section of the questionnaire
has been presented in Table 6. It can be argued that, in general, preparatory class
students neither agree nor disagree with the questionnaire items as their means range
between (x=2.52) and (x=3.03). While the sub-section of culture involves the least
agreed items, the sub-section of testing/assessment has the highest mean score
(x=3.03). Therefore, it can be inferred that preparatory class students have been found
more positive towards the items concerning testing/assessment.

Table 6.

Preparatory Class Students’ Overall Means of Sub-Sections
Overall means

Teaching/learning 3.01
Motivation 2.66
Communication 2.99
Culture 2.52
Testing/assessment 3.03
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Instructional characteristics

This sub-section of the questionnaire contains 36 items that focus on instructional
characteristics of non-NESTs and NESTs. The mean scores of the preparatory class
students’ responses regarding the instructional characteristics of NESTs and non-
NESTSs have been examined. Item 31 (Non-NESTs can be more helpful at beginner
level) has been the most highly agreed item by the preparatory class students (¥=4.13).
This implies that use of L1 is welcomed by the students at beginner level and it should
be decreased as the level of the students’ increase. The second highest mean score
(x=4.07) features Item 6 (There are many non-NESTs who teach just as effectively as
NESTSs), which indicates that the students care more about the instructional and
pedagogical skills of their instructors than their nativeness.

On the other hand, Item 7 (1 wish I had only non-NESTS) has been mostly disagreed
by the students (x=1.27). It can be clearly inferred that students do not disregard the
instructional strengths of NESTs. In plain words, while non-NESTs have been
considered better at teaching and explaining grammar, students have found NESTSs
better at teaching speaking and pronunciation.

Motivation

The motivation sub-section of the questionnaire involves 5 items. It can be stated that
preparatory class students are mostly neutral in terms of motivational characteristics
of NESTs and non-NESTs because the mean scores for the items range between 2.27
and 3.04. More specifically, preparatory class students give the highest rank (¥=3.04)
to Item 41 (Non-NESTSs encourage the students more effectively in learning English).
It is possible to argue that students receive more support by non-NESTs. On the other
hand, the item focusing on students’ attendance and participation bears the lowest
mean score (x=2.27). Therefore, it can be inferred that students, in general, are
motivated in NESTSs’ classes as much as those of non-NESTS.

Communication

The communication sub-section of the questionnaire includes 8 items. It is revealed
that Item 42 (There are a lot of non-NESTS that can effectively communicate in the
target language) has been the most agreed item in communication sub-section
(x=3.74). It can be inferred that non-NESTSs are competent and efficient enough to
communicate in the target language. Preparatory class students find non-NESTs more
empathetic and communicative, and they feel more comfortable while expressing their
thoughts and feelings to non-NESTS since they share the same linguistic and cultural
background. On the other hand, Item 46 (As NESTs have a different sense of humour,
I cannot understand and laugh at their jokes) has the lowest mean score in this sub-
section (x=1.93). It is possible to state that preparatory class students do not have any
problems in understanding their jokes and they find NESTs entertaining as well.
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Culture

In this sub-section of the questionnaire which contains 2 items, it is possible to argue
that preparatory class students tend to disagree with the Item 50 (Non-NESTSs present
the cultural elements of the target language better than NESTs) and Item 51 (Non-
NESTs supply learners with more information about English Language and its
culture) as their mean scores have been found low (¥=2.75 and x=2.28 respectively).
In other words, non-NESTs are not perceived to be better than their NEST
counterparts in supplying the cultural aspects of the target language. Since NESTSs
have been naturally acquainted with it, they have been regarded as more competent in
providing the learners with information about English language and its culture.

Testing/assessment

The testing/assessment sub-section of the questionnaire contains 3 items. With
reference to the first research question, it can be concluded that preparatory class
students regard non-NESTSs as more effective at preparing them for the exams since
the Item 52 (Non-NESTs can prepare learners for an exam more effectively than
NESTSs.) has the highest rank (x=3.34). This may stem from the idea that non-NESTs
are more familiar with the national exam procedures and they seem to be more
conscious of their students’ concerns, needs and problems. On the other hand, Item 54
(1 feel more anxious when a NEST is my examiner in my speaking exam) has the lowest
mean score (x=2.78) in this sub-section. It can be stated that preparatory class students
do not have problems with having NEST as an examiner in their exams.

RQ2. What are the non-native English speaking instructors’ perceptions of non-
NESTs and NESTs regarding instructional characteristics, motivation,
communication, culture and testing/assessment?

Instructors’ overall means for each sub-section of the questionnaire has been
presented in Table 7. It can be argued that, in general, instructors neither agree nor
disagree with the questionnaire items as their means range between (x¥=2.46) and
(¥=3.37). While the sub-section of culture involves the least agreed items, the sub-
section of communication has the highest mean score (x=3.37). From this result, it can
be remarked that participant instructors have more positive attitudes towards the items
in the sub-section of communication.

Table 7.
Instructors’ Total Means of Sub-Sections

Total of means

Teaching/learning 2.98
Motivation 2.77
Communication 3.37
Culture 2.46
Testing/assessment 3.22
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Instructional characteristics

In this sub-section of the questionnaire that contains 36 items, it has been found that
non-native English speaking instructors strongly agree (¥=4.44) with Item 6 (There
are many non-NESTs who can teach just as effectively as NESTs). Similar to
preparatory class students, instructors value instructional and pedagogical skills rather
than nativeness in the process of foreign language teaching. It may also be inferred
from the results that instructors highly agree (x=3.79) with the Item 5 (Non-NESTSs are
good models in learning English because they have gone through the same language
learning process). Therefore, non-NESTSs can be regarded as more empathetic than
NESTSs as they can understand the difficulties that students encounter during the
learning process. Contrarily, Item 13 (Non-NESTs are better at teaching
pronunciation than NESTSs.) has the lowest mean score in this sub-section (x=1.95).
So, just like preparatory class students, instructors agree that NESTs are better at
teaching pronunciation.

Motivation

The findings of the motivation sub-section of the questionnaire indicate that
instructors neither completely agree nor completely disagree with the items. In
particular, Item 38 (Students feel less anxious about making mistakes in non-NESTs’
classes than in NESTs’ classes.) has the highest mean score (x=3.17). From the
instructors’ perspective, it can be stressed that non-NESTS are more sympathetic and
tolerable to learners’ mistakes since they have experienced the similar learning
process as well. Besides, Item 41 (Non-NESTs can encourage the students more
effectively in learning English.) has been highly agreed (x=2.92) by participant
instructors. Similar to preparatory class students, instructors also regard the Item 39
(Students' attendance and participation in non-NESTs’ classes is more than that of
NESTs’ classes.) as the least agreeable (x=2.47), which implies that there is not a
positive or negative correlation between nativeness of the instructor and student
participation.

Communication

According to statistical results of answers given by instructors regarding the sub-
section of communication, as has been observed in the results of preparatory class
students, instructors have given the highest rank (x=4.47) to Item 42 (There are a lot
of non-NESTs who can effectively communicate in the target language). Therefore, as
an answer to the second research question, it can be inferred that non-native English
speaking instructors believe that non-NESTSs are competent enough in communication
in the target language. Conversely, Item 45 (Non-NESTs give more importance to
friendly conversations outside the class than NESTSs) has the lowest mean score
(x=2.77) in this sub-section. Regarding this result, it may be argued that participant
instructors do not perceive non-NESTSs as better at having friendly conversations
outside the classes.
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Culture

In this sub-section of the questionnaire, which contains 2 items, instructors tend to
disagree with the Item 50 (Non-NESTSs can present the cultural elements of the target
language better than NESTS) and Item 51 (Non-NESTSs can supply learners with more
information about English Language and its culture) as they have low mean scores
(x=2.49 and x=2.44 respectively). That is to say, non-NESTS are not seen as better at
providing the cultural elements of the target language compared to NESTS.

Testing/assessment

Looking at the mean scores of instructors’ responses to the testing/assessment sub-
section of the questionnaire, Item 54 (Students feel more anxious when a NEST is the
examiner in their speaking exam) has the highest mean score in this sub-section
(x=3.61). Therefore, it might be argued that non-NESTSs can create a more comfortable
and friendly atmosphere during speaking exam as they seem more empathetic to
students’ feelings and concerns. In other respect, Iltem 53 (Non-NESTs can assess
students' linguistic competence more reliably and realistically) has been found as the
lowest mean sore (x=2.79), which indicates that participant instructors regard both
groups of instructors as sufficient to assess students’ linguistic competence reliably
and realistically.

RQ3. Is there a meaningful difference between the perceptions of preparatory
class students and instructors toward non-NESTs and NESTs regarding
instructional  characteristics, motivation, communication, culture and
testing/assessment?

Instructional characteristics

Concerning the sub-section of instructional characteristics of the questionnaire,
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances has been conducted and a statistically
significant difference has not been observed between the preparatory class students’
and instructors’ perceptions toward non-NESTs and NESTs [t=-.29, p=.78).
Therefore, the findings clearly show that both groups of participants share similar
perceptions toward non-NESTs and NESTs in terms of their instructional
characteristics.

Motivation

The comparison of the mean scores of the two groups for motivation sub-section does
not reveal a statistically significant difference between the preparatory class students’
and instructors’ perceptions based on Levene's Test for Equality of Variances [t=.78,
p=.44). Therefore, the findings clearly demonstrate that both groups of participants
have similar perceptions toward non-NESTs and NESTSs in terms of their motivational
characteristics.
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Communication

The answers of the preparatory class students and instructors to the items concerning
communication sub-section have been compared and presented in Table 8.

Table 8.
Comparison of Preparatory Class Students’ and Instructors’ Means of
Communication Sub-Section

Items Means of Means of Total
Students Instructors  of Means

42. There are a lot of non-NESTSs that can effectively communicate

in the target language. 3.74 a4t 41
43. Non-_NE_STs are more sincere and empathetic than NESTs while 3.03 28 291
communicating.

44. | can comr_nunlcate better with my non-NESTS as | share the 397 326 3.26
same culture with them.

45. Non-NESTSs give more importance to friendly conversations

outside the class than NESTSs. 3.07 2.1 2.92
46. As NESTs hgv_e a different sense of humour, | cannot understand 1903 3.07 25
and laugh at their jokes.

47. Non-NESTs can simplify and adjust their language to the 3.07 352 3.39
level of the students in a more effective way. ' ' ’
48. NE_STs sometimes have difficulties understanding and 233 3.47 29
responding to my questions.

49. | can express my thoughts to non-NESTS better. 3.33 3.57 3.45

Looking at the information emerging from responses to the questionnaires for the
sub-section of communication, a significant difference between the mean scores of
participants can be observed in the Item 46. While the preparatory class students do
not agree with the Item 46 (As NESTs have a different sense of humour, | cannot
understand and laugh at their jokes) (x=1.93), instructors mostly agree with this
statement (x=3.07); as they might think that NESTs do not share the same culture and
sense of humour with students. In a similar vein, instructors agree with the Item 48
(NESTs sometimes have difficulties understanding and responding to my questions)
with a mean score of 3.47 while preparatory class students do not agree with this
statement as strongly as instructors do. When compared with instructors, preparatory
class students exhibit a higher mean score (¥=3.07) in Item 45 (Non-NESTSs give more
importance to friendly conversations outside the class than NESTS). In view of these
results, it is possible to argue that non-NESTSs are regarded as more sincere and
intimate during the conversation even outside the class. Consequently, a statistically
significant difference exists between the perceptions of preparatory class students and
instructors toward non-NESTs and NESTS in terms of communication issues.

Culture

Considering the sub-section of culture, Levene's Test for Equality of Variances has
been conducted and the answers of both preparatory class students and instructors
have been found as similar. Therefore, there is not a statistically significant difference
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between the answers of both groups of participants for the sub-section of culture [t=-
.32, p=.75).

Testing/assessment

The comparison between the mean scores of preparatory class students (¥=3.03) and
instructors (x=3.22) has been conducted and the mean scores of both groups of
participants to the items for the sub-section of testing/assessment have been found as
similar. However, when compared with the preparatory class students, instructors
agree with Item 54 (Students feel more anxious when a NEST is the examiner in their
speaking exam) with a higher mean score (x=3.61). Nevertheless, it can be inferred
that there is not a statistically significant difference between the perceptions of
participants concerning testing/assessment sub-section of the questionnaire.

RQ4. Do gender, department and proficiency level have an influence on
preparatory class students’ perceptions of their non-NESTs and NESTs?

According to the mean scores of preparatory class students’ responses to the
questionnaire comparing females’ responses to males’, there is not a statistically
significant difference between females and males (p=.47). Therefore, it is possible to
argue that gender does not affect preparatory class students’ perceptions toward non-
NESTs and NESTSs.

Looking at the statistical results of the answers, it can be concluded that department
has an influence on preparatory class students’ opinions toward non-NESTs and
NESTSs since Table 9. indicates a statistically significant difference with a score of
.025.

Table 9.
Kruskal Wallis Test Results for Departments of Preparatory Class Students

total

Chi-Square 7.37
Df 2
Asymp. Sig. .025

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Department

It is possible to state that preparatory class students attending ‘Others’
(Engineering and Economics) department have more positive attitudes toward non-
NESTS since their mean score (x=3.11) is higher. The reason behind such a tendency
is possibly due to the fact that students from ELT and ELL departments are more
familiar with English as their department itself majors in English language. For this
reason, these students may prefer learning English language and its culture from the
instructors who speak that language as their mother tongue. However, students from
‘Others’ (Engineering and Economics) department may not especially seem to be
willing to have NESTSs. In fact, it is possible to state that they prefer non-NESTSs
because it may be significant for them to use their first language during the learning
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process. With the intent of examining the difference in detail, Post Hoc Test has been
applied as presented in Table 10.

Table 10.
Multiple Comparisons Post Hoc Test Results
95% Confidence
Interval
Mean Std. Lower Upper
Department Department Difference Error  Sig. Bound Bound
English Language English Language
Teaching and Literature .03 18 99 -45 51
Other -31 177 25 -77 15
Englls_h Language Englls.h Language .03 185 99 -51 45
and Literature Teaching
Other -.34* 13 .03 -.67 -.01
Others Englls_h Language 31 177 25 _15 77
Teaching

English Language

*
and Literature .34 13 .03 .01 .67

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

It can be clearly inferred from Table 10. that a statistically significant difference
has been observed between the perceptions of preparatory class students from ELL
department and ‘Others’ (Engineering and Economics) department (p=.03). It can be
argued that ELL students may attach more importance to learning about English, its
literature, history and culture in detail. Therefore, learning English from the
instructors who speak that language as their mother tongue and have broader
information about its culture may seem more attractive for those students. On the
contrary, preparatory class students from ‘Others’ (Engineering and Economics)
department may need to use their first language more frequently during the learning
process. They may also want to be understood by their instructors to feel more
comfortable and motivated. Consequently, department seems to be a determinant
variable in the preparatory class students’ perceptions toward non-NESTs and NESTS.

Considering the mean scores of the preparatory class students’ responses to the
questionnaire comparing their perceived language levels, there is not a statistically
significant difference between the perceptions of preparatory class students with
regard to their language levels (p=,08). In reference to these results, perceived
language level does not have any influence on preparatory class students’ opinions.

RQ5. Do level of education and professional experience have an influence on non-
native English speaking instructors’ perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTs?

Looking at the mean scores of instructors’ responses to the questionnaire, it can be
stated that there is not a statistically significant difference among the instructors’ mean
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scores regarding their level of education (p=.63). Consequently, level of education
does not influence the instructors’ perceptions.

Besides, it would be justified to claim that the attitudes of instructors with the
longest experience toward non-NESTSs have been found to be more positive since their
mean score is higher than others (x¥=3.14). However, a statistically significant
difference among the mean scores of instructors with regard to their professional
experience has not been observed (p=.44). To sum up, professional experience of
instructors does not have an influence on their perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTS.

Discussion and Conclusion

There is no doubt that the number of non-NESTSs is growing day by day. However,
there is still a prevalent prejudice against non-NESTs on the belief that they are
inferior to NESTs and they lack linguistic command to be considered as competent
English teachers just because their first language is not English. However, as a
consequence of their language learning experience and training as teachers, the
qualified non-NESTs can make a major contribution to the field of foreign language
teaching (Daftari & Tavil, 2017). Accordingly, the present study has intended to shed
light on being a non-NEST and create a clearer picture of non-NESTs’ and NESTSs’
effectiveness on university students studying at preparatory classes.

Both preparatory class students’ and instructors’ perceptions toward non-NEST
and NESTSs have been aimed to be revealed in terms of the five sub-sections of the
questionnaire under separate headings as; instructional characteristics, motivation,
communication, culture and testing/assessment. In general terms, preparatory class
students and instructors have both positive and negative attitudes toward non-NESTs
and NESTs with regard to different aspects. The participants have agreed with the
idea that many non-NESTS are as effective in teaching English as NESTS. It has been
made clear from the findings that NESTs are better at teaching pronunciation and
speaking as they have acquired English; while grammar is better explained and taught
by non-NESTSs since students are more satisfied with the answers and explanations of
non-NESTS. These results are consistent with previous research findings (Cakir &
Demir, 2013; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Medgyes, 2001; Moussu, 2006).
Similarly, in her study, Diaz (2015) investigated the preferences of the French
university students in the Applied Foreign Languages Program towards being taught
by non-NEST, NEST or both of them and concluded that non-NESTSs stand out in
grammar subject. They were preferred for grammar teaching, especially by students
at Al level. Furthermore, Mesincigiller and Akcan (2015) achieved the same results
in their study which focused on the secondary school students’ preferences of their
NESTs and non-NESTSs. Consequently, it was stressed that students mostly preferred
to be taught by NESTS for the teaching of speaking and vocabulary, while non-NESTs
were mostly favoured for the teaching of grammar probably due to the fact that they
could use their native languages during the course. Furthermore, the findings of the
current study concerning the L1 use in language learning have been found consistent
with the opinions of Dendrinos (2001) and the results of Savran Celik and Aydin’s
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(2018) study. In their study, it was concluded that using L1 naturally helped
comprehending the content and saved time in language learning. Similarly, non-
NESTs have been found better at explaining grammar since they can supply feedback
by sharing students’ L1 (Park & Shin, 2010). In the current study, both preparatory
class students and instructors highly agreed with the notion that making comparisons
between English and Turkish while teaching facilitated learning.

This finding is in line with the results of studies (Alghofaili & Elyas, 2017,
Dendrinos, 2001) which defend the notion that comparing the similarities and
differences between mother language and target language when it is needed helps
students learn better. At this point, it should be noted that the use of native language
in foreign language classrooms is a controversial issue. While some foreign language
teaching methods (such as Task-Based Language Teaching) and methodologists
encourage no use of native language, some others (such as Communicative Language
Teaching) argue that a reasonable amount of native language may yield better results
(Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011). From the point of instructors, it has been found
that participant instructors perceive themselves better at teaching grammar while they
do not think the same way for pronunciation teaching. This result is consistent with
the findings of the study of Moussu (2006) which investigate the self-perceptions of
non-NESTs and NESTs questioning their professional and linguistic skills. The
findings showed that non-NESTs had more self confidence in grammar teaching,
however, in the area of pronunciation skills, NESTs came into prominence.

This study also aims to reveal if there is a statistically significant difference
between the attitudes of preparatory class students and instructors toward non-NESTs
and NESTs. Among the five sub-sections of the questionnaire, a statistically
significant difference between the answers of the participants has been observed only
in the communication sub-section. It should not go without saying that
communication is of utmost importance in foreign language classrooms in that there
should be a two-way interaction between the instructor and the students as well as
among the students. However, as has been mentioned above, there exist two thorny
questions: whether the use of native language should be permitted and, if yes, how
much native language use is to be condoned. The answers for these questions can only
be provided by considering the contextual peculiarities such as the aims and
proficiency levels of the students, the level of the educational institution and the
instructor’s competence in the target language among countless others.

In terms of communication, unlike the findings of the research conducted by
Ustiinoglu (2007), preparatory class students have found non-NESTs more effective
since they are regarded as more empathetic and sincere during the conversations both
inside and outside the class. Students feel more motivated and comfortable to share
their needs and concerns with non-NESTS since they have gone through the similar
process of foreign language learning. Therefore, non-NESTs have the chance to
predict areas of difficulty for their learners and may even provide the learners with
strategy training to overcome the problems they have encountered. Accordingly, these
findings are consistent with Samimy and Brutt-Griffler’s (1999) study conducted with
TESOL graduate and experienced students. The results regarding the motivation of
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the students are also parallel to the findings of the study carried out by Guerra (2017)
and Kato (2011) in that non-NESTs stand out in understanding and motivating
learners.

As for the teaching of culture, NESTs are regarded as more effective in supplying
broader information about the culture of English language. This result contrasts with
the study of Diaz (2015) where both non-NEST and NEST are equally preferred by
university students in the teaching of culture. In a recent study, it has been concluded
that instead of choosing one instructor and making a distinction, students seem to
prefer the collaboration of non-NESTs and NESTSs in the field of ELT. It is consistent
with the findings of the study carried out by Mesincigiller and Akcan (2015), which
claims that students had positive attitudes towards both groups of teachers and
preferred their cooperation. Likewise, Kurniwaiti and Rizki (2018) remark that it can
be very useful to work with these counterparts since both non-NESTs and NESTs
transfer their own strengths into the classroom. Nevertheless, it was revealed that both
preparatory class students and instructors agreed non-NESTs were more helpful for
beginner level students, while Lasagabaster and Sierra’s (2002) study results indicated
that NESTs were preferred by all levels in the areas of vocabulary, speaking,
pronunciation and culture.

Then, it has been aimed to find out whether gender, department and proficiency
levels of the preparatory class students affect their perceptions of non-NESTs and
NESTSs. Statistical analyses have indicated that gender has no significant impact on
preparatory class students’ attitudes in accordance with the findings of Cakir and
Demir’s (2013) research. In terms of proficiency level, it is possible to state that as
the perceived language level increases, students tend to benefit more from NESTs. As
to the perceptions of preparatory class students toward NESTs and non-NESTs with
respect to their departments, it is possible to argue that students in Other (Engineering
and Economics) departments have more positive attitudes toward non-NESTSs in
comparison with ELT and ELL departments. The findings have revealed a statistically
significant difference between the attitudes of preparatory class students from ELL
department and ‘Others’ (Engineering and Economics) department. It can be stated
that ELL students prefer learning the target language, its history, literature and culture
by NESTs who can supply broader information about English language. Lastly,
whether non-native English speaking instructors’ professional experience and level of
education have an influence on their perceptions of non-NESTs and NESTs has been
examined. A statistically significant difference between the answers of instructors
regarding their professional experience and level of education has not been observed.
However, since their mean scores are higher than the others, the instructors with the
longest experience have been found more positive towards being non-NEST. This
finding is consistent with the study carried out by Daftari and Tavil (2017), which
remarks that more experienced non-NESTS feel less insecure.

To summarize, the current study has revealed that grammar is thought to be taught
better by non-NESTs while NESTs are perceived to be better at teaching
pronunciation and speaking. As a notable finding, students give importance to using
their mother tongue every now and then as learning English becomes easier for them
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when non-NESTs make comparisons between English and Turkish in teaching. It has
been also found that preparatory class students who study at ‘Others’ (Engineering
and Economics) department have more positive attitudes toward non-NESTSs. Finally,
both groups of participants have underscored the necessity of the cooperation between
NESTs and non-NESTS.

This study is limited to 66 preparatory class students and 63 instructors and
qualitative data have not been collected within the study. Further studies may be
conducted employing more participants from diverse educational levels and a mixed
research design may be utilized as well. The current research would be beneficial to
non-NESTS in particular, prospective teachers and employers who have uninformed
perceptions that underestimate non-NESTs’ professional capacity. The findings
presented in this study disclaim the “native speakerism” policy leading to some kind
of prejudice against non-NESTSs. The results of this study can shed light on both
NESTs’ and non-NESTs’ strengths and weaknesses without considering their
nationality.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Giiniimiiziin kiiresellesen diinyasinda, ana dili ingilizce olmayan insanlarin sayisinin
ana dili Ingilizce olanlardan fazla olmasi nedeniyle, ingilizce ¢agdas bir ortak dil
haline gelmistir. Bu sebeple Ingilizce artik anadili olanlarm ayricaligi olarak
goriilmemektedir. Fakat, ana dili ingilizce olanlarin degismeyen bir avantaji oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir. “Ana dili Ingilizce olan dgretmen ideal &gretmendir” kavrami
1990'lara kadar Ingilizce Ogretimi (ELT) alaninda yaygin idi. Bu kavram ilk olarak,
Phillipson (1992) tarafindan sorgulanmustir. Phillipson yaygin sekilde benimsenen bu
kavramin bilimsel gecerliligi olmadigin iddia etmistir ve ana dili ingilizce olmayan
O0gretmenlerin yeteneklerine atifta bulunarak parlak yonlerini ortaya koymustur. Ana
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dili Ingilizce olmayan ogretmenlerin, Ingilizceyi ikinci veya yabanci dil olarak
edinme gibi karmasik bir siiregten gectiklerini vurgulamis, dilbilim ve 6grencilerin
kiiltiirel ihtiyaglari, ana dilin ve hedef dilin nasil farklilastig1 ve 6grenciler i¢in neyin
zor oldugu konularinda bilingli olduklarini savunmustur. Bu dénemde bir fikir
birligine varilamamistir ve pek ¢ok bilim adamu ve arastirmaci, bu iki grubun giiclii
ve zayif yonlerinde birbirlerini tamamladiklar1 i¢in aralarindaki farkliligin korunmast
gerektigini savunmaktadir. lgili literatiir incelendiginde, Medgyes (1992) ve
Phillipson's (1992) calismalarindan sonra, Ana dili ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlerin
algilanma sekli hakkinda daha fazla arastirma yapilmasinin yaklasik on yil siirdiigii
gorillmistiir.

Anadili Ingilizce olan kisinin nitelikleri ¢esitli arastirmacilar tarafindan
sorgulanmigtir. Medgyes'e (2001) gore, en basit kriter dogum yeridir. Bununla
birlikte, insanlarin dogdugu yer her zaman "anadili" kimligini garanti etmez, ¢iinki
Medgyes'in (2001) belirttigi gibi, bir bireyin anadili gé¢ nedeniyle baska bir dil ile
degistirilebilir; veya birey, erken ¢ocukluk doneminde farkli bir iilke, kiiltiir ve etnik
kokene sahip ebeveynler tarafindan evlat edinilmis olabilir. Ayrica Cook (1999), bir
bireyin o dili erken cocukluk doneminde edinmedigi silirece anadili olarak kabul
edilemeyecegini ileri siirmektedir. Benzer sekilde, Davies (2003), ana dili Ingilizce
olan kisilerin 6nemli &zelliklerinin cogunun, ana dili ingilizce olmayanlar icin asag
yukart ulasilabilir oldugunu agikc¢a belirtmektedir. Ulate'e (2011) gore, yerli olmayan
terimi, olumlu olarak kabul edilen yerli terimi ile karsilastirildiginda, dil uzmanlar
tarafindan genellikle olumsuz olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Alseweed (2012) de bu
iddiay1 yinelemekte ve 'yerli olmayan' teriminin, 6gretmenlerin kendilerini ana dili
Ingilizce olan Ogretmenlere gore yetersiz hissetmelerine izin vererek morallerini
olumsuz etkiledigini belirtmektedir. Bu nedenle, 'yerli olmayan', ‘ana dili olmayan’
etiketinin 6gretmenler iizerinde olumsuz bir etkisi vardir. Benzer bir sekilde, bu
olumsuz etki, genellikle ‘Ingilizce yeterliligi icin gerekli dilsel komuttan yoksun
olduklar1’ gerekgesiyle ana dili Ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlere kars1 bir tiir Snyargiya
doniisebilir. Ingilizce egitimi alaninda egitilmis olsun ya da olmasn, diinyanin hemen
hemen her bélgesinde, ana dili Ingilizce olan gretmenlerin istihdam olanaklari
acisindan daha fazla avantaja sahip oldugu tartisilmaz bir gergektir. Baz iilkelerde,
dil egitimi konusunda yetersiz fakat ana dili Ingilizce olan dgretmenlerin, yetkin ve
ana dili Ingilizce olmayan meslektaslara tercih edildigi goriilmiistiir. Arastirma
bulgular1, ¢ogu is ilammin sadece ana dili Ingilizce olanlarin basvurabilecegini
belirterek verildigini ve bu durumun yerli olmayan Ogretmenleri reddettigini
gostermektedir. Anadilin; egitim, deneyim ve yetenekleri geride biraktigi
goriilmektedir. Ana dili Ingilizce olan ve olmayan ogretmenlerin, 6grencilerin
goziinden degerlendirildigi ¢aligmalara bakilacak olursa, Samimy ve Brutt-Griffler
(1999) TESOL mezunu ve deneyimli 6grencilerle bir ¢alisma yiiriitmiis ve bu iki
Ogretmen grubunun &gretim tarzlarinda dikkate deger farkliliklar bulmuslardir. Ana
dili ingilizce olan 6gretmenler Ingilizce kullanirken ¢ok daha dzgiivenli; ancak, Ana
dili Ingilizce olmayan &gretmenlerin ise, &grencilerinin &grenme sorunlar1 ve
ihtiyaglar1 konusunda daha bilingli oldugu sonucuna varmuslardir. Baska bir
caligmada Cakir ve Demir (2013), universite hazirlik 6grencilerinin tutumlarini
incelemis ve dilbilgisini agiklamada, Ogrencilere empati gostermede ve onlari
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cesaretlendirmede ana dili ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlerin iistiin goriildiigiinii ortaya
koymustur.

Ana dili Ingilizce olan ve olmayan Ogretmenlerin yabanci dil 6gretimindeki
etkililigi ile ilgili ¢aligmalar yapilmis olsa da, bu iki grubun sahip oldugu farkliliklar1
ve giiclii yonleri daha iyi anlamak ve ana dili Ingilizce olmayan gretmenlere karsi
gosterilen Onyargimmin istesinden gelmek i¢in daha fazla calismaya ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Simdiye kadar yapilan ¢alismalarin ortak smurliligi, konuyu sadece
Ogrencilerin veya dgretim elemanlarinin bakis agistyla ele alma egilimleri olmustur.
Diger bir deyisle, hem 6grencilerin hem de egitmenlerin bu iki gruba yonelik algilarini
Tirkiye baglaminda karsilastirilmasint inceleyen bir arastirma bulunamamustir.
Dolayistyla bu ¢alisma, olguyu her iki agidan da inceleyerek literatiirdeki bu boslugu
doldurmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu ¢alisma toplam 129 katilimet ile gergeklestirilmistir. Birinci grup, Siileyman
Demirel Universitesi hazirlik siniflarinda okuyan 66 dgrenciden olusmaktadir. ikinci
katilimci grubu, 8 farkli iiniversitenin yabanci diller yiiksek okullarinda gérev yapan,
ana dili Ingilizce olmayan 63 Ogretim gorevlisinden olusmaktadir. Bu calisma
baglaminda veri toplamak amactyla Cakir ve Demir (2013), Moussu (2006) ve Koksal
(2006) calismalarinda kullanilan anket maddeleri secilerek yeniden diizenlenmistir. 5
alt bolim altinda (8gretim oOzellikleri, motivasyon, iletisim, kiiltiir ve test
etme/degerlendirme) gruplanan 54 maddeli likert tipi anket, Ingilizce Ogretimi
alaninda doktora yapmis iki uzman tarafindan dilsel ve baglamsal uygulanabilirligi
acisindan incelenmis ve onaylanmustir. Veri toplama prosediirii olarak anket linkleri
katilimeilara kurumsal e-posta yolu ile ulagtirllmigtir. Verilerin analizinde betimsel
istatistikler, Kruskal-Wallis ve Post Hoc testleri kullanilmisgtir.

Aragtirma sonuglari, ana dili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerin telaffuz ve konusmay1
ogretmede daha iyi oldugunu; ancak gramerin ana dili ingilizce olmayan gretmenler
tarafindan daha iyi Ogretildigini ortaya g¢ikarmustir. Yeterlilik diizeyi agisindan,
algilanan dil diizeyi arttik¢a dgrencilerin ana dili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerden daha
fazla yararlanma egiliminde oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Fakat, 6grencilerin ara
sira ana dillerini kullanmaya 6nem verdikleri ve ana dili Ingilizce olmayan
ogretmenlerin Ingilizce ile Tiirkge arasinda karsilastirma yaptiginda Ingilizce
O0grenmenin dgrenciler i¢in kolaylastigi tespit edilmistir. Miithendislik ve Ekonomi
bolimiinde okuyan hazirlik sinifi dgrencilerinin, diger béliimlere kiyasla, ana dili
Ingilizce olmayanlar &gretmenlere karst daha olumlu tutuma sahip oldugu
bulunmustur. Ogretim elemanlariin mesleki deneyimleri ve egitim diizeylerinin
verdikleri yanitlara belirgin bir etkisi gozlenmemekle birlikte, en uzun deneyime sahip
egitmenlerin ‘yerli olmama’ konusunda daha olumlu/6zgiivenli oldugu goériilmiistiir.
Son olarak, her iki katilimer grubu da bu iki 6gretmen grubu arasindaki ig birliginin
gerekli oldugunu savunmaktadir.
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Appendix A. The questionnaire items

Table 1.
Items Concerning Teaching/Learning

Items
1. Learning English with non-NESTSs is easier for me than with NESTSs.

2. While learning English. non-NESTs provide me with more useful
strategies and ideas than NESTSs.

3. There is no harm in the teacher's using Turkish every now and then.

4. As non-NESTs make comparisons between English and Turkish while
teaching. it becomes easier for me to understand the topic.

5. Non-NESTs are good models in learning English because they have gone
through the same language learning process.

6. There are many non-NESTs who teach just as effectively as NESTSs.
7. 1 wish I had only non-NESTSs.

8. It is important that | should be able to translate into Turkish while learning
English.

9. Non-NESTSs provide more corrective and instructive feedback than NESTSs.
10. Non-NESTSs can use grammar correctly while speaking.

11. Non-NESTs are better at explaining and teaching grammar than NESTSs.
12. Non-NESTs are better at teaching vocabulary than NESTSs.

13. Non-NESTs are better at teaching pronunciation than NESTSs.

14. Non-NESTs are better at teaching reading than NESTSs.

15. Non-NESTs are better at teaching listening than NESTSs.

16. Non-NESTS are better at teaching writing than NESTSs.

17. Non-NESTSs are better at teaching speaking than NESTSs.

18. Non-NESTs are better at improving Intercultural Communicative
Competence than NESTSs.

19. Non-NESTSs organize and implement pair work effectively in class.
20. Non-NESTSs organize and implement group work effectively in class.

21. Non-NESTSs can provide smoother transitions between different activities
in comparison to NESTS.

22. Non-NESTSs can structure and organize the content of the class in a more
coherent manner than NESTSs.

23. Non-NESTs can relate the content of the lesson to our daily lives more
effectively than NESTS.

24. Non-NESTs direct me towards autonomous learning more often and
effectively than NESTS.

25. Non-NESTSs can employ a variety of techniques and methods during the
class.

26. NESTSs prefer traditional forms of teaching.
27. NESTSs rely more heavily on the coursebook than non-NESTSs.

Students

Mean
2.54

3.09
3.53
3.69

3.59

4.07
1.27

3.72

3.01
3.36
3.04
2.78
1.66
2.43
2.46
2.78
1.72

2.65
3.25

SD
1.09

1.03
1.50
1.02

1.24

1.15
a7

1.20

1.18
1.27
1.02
1.22
.88
.99
.96
111
.86

1.03

1.06
1.09

1.014

.90

1.17

.87

.94

1.15
151

Instructors
Mean SD

2.96
3.09
2.95
3.71

3.79

4.44
2.09

2.63

2.98
3.60
3.53
2.69
1.95
2.80
2.52
2.79
2.23

2.58

371
3.68

2.88

2.84

3.14

271

3.66

2.23
2.14

1.01
1.18

131
.99

1.08

.69
1.01

1.16

1.15
1.04
1.08
.99
1.02
1.06
.98
1.04
1.05

1.05

1.02
1.01

91

.95

1.04

.94

.87

.87
.93
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28. NESTSs tend to speak more than non-NESTSs during the class. 4 130 331 104
_29. Non-NESTs provide us with more thinking time when they ask a question 277 110 292 1.02
in comparison to NESTS.

30. Non-NESTSs are better examples for me than NESTSs in learning English. 2.69 114 296 1.13
31. Non-NESTSs can be more helpful at beginner level. 413 116 3.63 1.20
32. Non-NESTSs can be more helpful at intermediate level. 319 119 301 1.03
33. Non-NESTSs can be more helpful at advanced level. 237 141 244 121
34. Nor_1-NESTs usually behave more neutrally and equally to students in 233 108 249 101
comparison to NESTSs.

35. Non-NESTSs are better in terms of classroom management skills. 319 121 280 121
_36. No_n-l\_lESTs provide clear and understandable explanations and 345 119 349 104
instruction in the class.

Table 2.

Items Concerning Motivation

Students Instructors

Items Mean SD Mean SD
37. | feel more motivated while learning with non-NESTs than with 233 116 261 1.03
NESTSs.

38. | feel less anxious about making mistakes in non-NESTS' classes than

in NESTs' classes. 274 154 317 118
39. My attendance and participation in non-NESTs’ classes is more than

that of NESTs’ classes. 227 114 247 102
40. Non-NESTS are more capable of motivating learners than NESTSs. 290 124 269 1.02
41. [\Ion-NESTs encourage the students more effectively in learning 304 129 292 97
English.
Table 3.

Items Concerning Communication

Students  Instructors

Items Mean SD Mean SD
42. There are a lot of non-NESTS that can effectively communicate in the target 3.74 111 4.4 .64
language.

43. Non_—NI_ESTs are more sincere and empathetic than NESTs while 303 120 28 1.02
communicating.

44!. | can communicate better with my non-NESTSs as | share the same culture 397 131 326 1
with them.

45. Non-NESTSs give more importance to friendly conversations outside the class

than NESTs. 3.07 140 277 115
46. A§ l_\JESTs have a different sense of humour. I cannot understand and laugh 193 116 3.07 1.05
at their jokes.

47. Non-NESTSs can simplify and adjust their language to the level of the students 327 119 352 96

in a more effective way.
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48. NESTs sometimes have difficulties understanding and responding to my 233 1.23

- 347 99
questions.
49. | can express my thoughts to non-NESTS better. 3.33 1.23 357 .96
Table 4.
Items Concerning Culture
Students  Instructors
Items Mean SD Mean SD
50. Non-NESTS present the cultural elements of the target language better than 275 124 249 1.20
NESTSs.
51. Non-NEST_s supply learners with more information about English 298 113 244 99
Language and its culture.
Table 5.
Items Concerning Testing/Assessment
Students  Instructors
Items Mean SD Mean SD
52. Non-NESTSs can prepare learners for an exam more effectively than NESTs. 3.34 1.15 3.26 1.06
53. _Nqn-NESTs can assess my linguistic competence more reliably and 206 1.23 279 1
realistically.
54. | feel more anxious when a NEST is my examiner in my speaking exam. 2.78 1.67 3.61 1.08

Journal of Bayburt Education Faculty, Year: 2021 Volume: 16 Number: 32



