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ABSTRACT

STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS NESTs AND NNESTSs
TEACHERS IN ONLINE EDUCATION

Ahmet TURANOGLU

Master Thesis, Department of English Language Education
Supervisor: Dr. Senem ZAIMOGLU
December 2021, 94 pages

There are many reasons why the English language is taught as a foreign language in
many countries around the world. The most important reason is that English is
considered an essential language for access to scientific, economic, political, and
military developments. For this reason, English education is included in the curriculum
from primary school to university level in many countries around the world. There are
many approaches and techniques to language learning; these approaches are not limited
to face-to-face education but also online education provides opportunities for language
learners. Thus, English education is not restricted to classroom instruction; it can be
taught using a variety of ways and methodologies in an online context, owing to
technological advancement. It is vital to note that the role of teachers is not limited to
in-class education, but is also significant in online education. For this reason, teachers
have a tremendous effect on their students' capacity for learning English in an online
setting as well. In the majority of the globe, non-native English speaker teachers
(NNESTS) teach English, whilst native English speaker teachers (NESTS) teach English
in other areas of the world. The goal of this study is to gain a better understanding of
students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTS in online education. A survey and content
analysis were carried out in order to achieve this goal. The survey data was analyzed
using the SPSS software program, and the content analysis results were further
classified into categories, codes, and themes. At the end of the research, it was
determined that students favored both NESTs and NNESTS for their different language

learning needs and backgrounds.
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0z

OGRENCILERIN CEVRIMIiCi EGITIMDE NEST VE NNEST
OGRETMENLERE YONELIK ALGILARI

Ahmet TURANOGLU

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah
Tez Damsmani: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Senem ZAIMOGLU
Aralk 2021, 94 Sayfa

Ingilizcenin diinyanin birgok iilkesinde yabanci dil olarak dgretilmesinin bircok nedeni
vardir. Bunun en &nemli nedeni, Ingilizcenin bilimsel, ekonomik, siyasi ve askeri
gelismelere erisim igin vazgecilmez bir dil olarak goriilmesidir. Bu nedenle ingilizce
egitimi diinyanin bir¢ok iilkesinde ilkokuldan iiniversite diizeyine kadar miifredatta yer
almaktadir. Dil 6grenimine yonelik birgok yaklasim ve teknik vardir; bu yaklagimlar
yiiz yiize egitimle smirli kalmayip, c¢evrimi¢i egitim de dil Ogrenenlere firsatlar
sunmaktadir. Bu nedenle, Ingilizce egitimi smif dgretimi ile smirl degildir; teknolojik
ilerleme sayesinde ¢evrimici baglamda ¢esitli yollar ve metodolojiler kullanilarak
ogretilebilir. Unutulmamalidir ki 6gretmenlerin rolii smif i¢i egitimle smirh degildir,
cevrimigi egitimde de Oonemlidir. Bu nedenle, 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerinin ¢evrimigi
ortamda da Ingilizce Ogrenme kapasiteleri iizerinde muazzam bir etkisi vardir.
Diinyanmn ¢ogunlugunda, anadili Ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenler (NNEST'ler) Ingilizce
ogretirken, anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenler (NEST'ler) diinyanin diger bdlgelerinde
Ingilizce dgretir. Bu ¢aligmanm amaci, dgrencilerin ¢evrimici egitimde NEST'lere ve
NNEST'lere iliskin algilarin1 daha iyi anlamaktir. Bu amaca ulasmak i¢in anket ve icerik
analizi yapilmistir. Anket verileri SPSS yazilim programi kullanilarak analiz edildi ve
icerik analizi sonuglar1 ayrica kategoriler, kodlar ve temalar halinde smiflandirildi.
Aragtirma sonunda Ogrencilerin farkli dil 6grenme ihtiyaclar1 ve gegmisleri nedeniyle

hem NEST'leri hem de NNEST'leri tercih ettikleri belirlendi.



Anahtar kelimeler: anadili ingilizce konusan 6gretmenler (nests), anadili ingilizce

olmayan 6gretmenler (nnests), online egitim.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The English language's prominence has risen dramatically as a result of
globalization. Globalization, as Brutt-Griffler (2002) notes, expedited the development
of English as a global language and aided its spread around the world. People have had
the chance to live and work in a variety of regions and geographies as a result of the
global economy. As employment opportunities expanded across areas and geographies,
migration occurred not just in the trade sector, but also in the education sector. English,
which occupies a unique position in the education sector, has also benefited from this
transformation. As a result of this development, a significant number of English
instructors have been working in different parts of the world.

The number of English speakers in the globe is today far more than the number of
native English speakers. As a result, the number of English teachers outnumbers native
English speakers. According to Kachru (1986), for every native English speaker, there
are at least four non-native English speakers in the world. Canagarajah (1999) estimates
that up to 80% of English instructors globally are non-native English speakers. Jenkins
(2009), on the other hand, has voiced a different viewpoint on the topic, claiming that
the “expanding circle” (Kachru, 1985) gives the majority of the information required to
assess completed studies on the English language. As a result of all of these
circumstances, the number of NNESTSs is larger than NESTS, so the subject of the study
is a recent topic of debate within the English language community. A native English-
speaking teacher (NEST) is a teacher whose first language is English, whereas non-
native English-speaking teachers (NEST) are those whose first language is not English
(NNESTS). These acronyms will be used in the next phrases.

Many studies have recently been undertaken throughout the world to investigate
students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTSs (Hertel & Sunderman, 2009; Lipovsky &
Mahboob,2010; Ma, 2012; Reves & Medgyes, 1994). These studies have shown the
characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses of NESTs and NESTs. According to Braine
(2005), investigating students' perceptions of NNEST teachers is a relatively recent
topic. The issue was probably avoided because of the sensitive nature of the subject
matter, because NNEST teachers were generally regarded as being unequal in

knowledge and performance in comparison to NEST teachers, and because issues



relating to NNESTs may have been considered politically inappropriate to be studied
and discussed openly in the public (Llurda, 2005).

The objective of this study is to learn about students' perceptions towards NESTs and
NNESTs in online education. Because online platforms have a well-developed
infrastructure, many countries throughout the world have started to employ the online
education system in the teaching environment. The study aimed to provide a distinctive
contribution to the literature by revealing the perceptions of students who received
English lessons from NESTs and NNESTSs online. In this sense, the study is intended to
bring value to the academic literature by utilizing a Turkish sample as well.
Furthermore, this study will improve our understanding of how students evaluate NEST
and NNEST teachers, as well as their strengths and weaknesses since there have been
minimal studies on this subject in Turkey (Cakir & Demir, 2013; Duru, 2020, Kosar,
2018). The components of the literature review serve as the theoretical underpinning for
our investigation. This study's common literature review is organized into five sections:
Definition of NEST and NNEST, Inequity and NNEST, English as a Global Language,

Online Language Education, and Characteristics of a Good English Teacher.

Research Problem and Justification

Teaching English has become a global phenomenon that can be witnessed in a
variety of businesses. It has become a career for people of many ethnicities,
socioeconomic origins, and educational backgrounds. It is a profession not just of
NESTSs, but also of NNESTs. As Llurda (2004) articulates, the English language's
prominence as the world's Lingua Franca is rising, and non-native speakers will be in a
great position to bring their students into the domain of the English language. However,
the education process for NESTs differs from that of NNESTs. Given that they both
have diverse educational, professional experience, and cultural backgrounds so their
teaching performance and student perspective may differ. According to Widdowson
(1992), a native English teacher can be a credible source of linguistic knowledge owing
to their intrinsic experience in speaking English, but a non-native English speaker can
assume the position of an instructor due to their L2 learning techniques, experience, and
knowledge. Similarly, Widdowson (1992) claims that a teacher serves as both an
informant and an instructor and that while native speakers may be better informants,
they are not always better teachers. According to Kramsch (1997), NNESTSs have the

benefit of multilingual knowledge since their experience and understanding of the target



language can fulfill students' requests and contribute more to their growth. It is also
ethically controversial if English teachers have any advantages based just on their
country of origin, rather than on their professional experience. According to Reves and
Medgyes (1994), NESTs and NNESTs are separate groups in terms of linguistic
background, language competency, teaching conduct, race, and social and political
standing. One side should be favoured over the other based on teaching effectiveness,
education, and teaching techniques rather than ethnic differences.

Educational institutions provide many opportunities for students to teach the
language at the necessary level, thus they hire both NESTs and NNESTS to provide a
higher quality of education. However, discrimination within NESTs and NNESTs by
offering different wages and privileges at the institutions where these two types of
teachers work will not be a fair approach. According to Medgyes (1994), regardless of
their inherent linguistic background, NESTs or NNESTSs should be hired only on the
basis of their professional merit, as there may be certain skills that two groups are
superior or equal in their respective situations. Furthermore, both NESTs and NNESTs
are entitled to respect because they are doing the noblest duty in life and should be
appraised by their professional competence. Discrimination by education stakeholders
has a detrimental effect on teachers' self-concept and professional sense of belonging.
The belief that language education quality can be improved by reducing it to an innate
ability is a utopian dream. Education, on the other hand, is a comprehensive paradigm,
and the education community, which is an environment in which new generations are
formed, develops with the cooperation of stakeholders. Participation of education
stakeholders in the race to "have the best teachers,"” which is a modern-day disease with
instances in many industries, is a major concern. Seeing this prejudice at a time when
students are experiencing myriad innocent thoughts about life would set a negative
example for their future vision. The simple classification of English instructors as
'native’ or ‘'non-native' implies exclusion and prejudice (Hall, 2012). Quality
classification in education may only be considered within the context of the teacher's
professional competence. Only such an approach by stakeholders will help to the
teacher's sense of professional belonging and produce an institutionally more peaceful
and cherished atmosphere. As a result, the subject of NESTs and NNESTSs has lately
become a significant study topic in the ELT community, with opposing and supportive

sides. The major basis of this study might be students' perceptions of NESTs and



NNESTSs, which are the most essential factors in terms of guiding decision-makers in
the field of education.

Purpose Statement and Research Questions

Students' opinions regarding NESTs and NNESTs were studied in this study within
the context of the research problem. Students' attitudes toward NESTs and NNESTs
teachers, as well as how efficient their mother tongue was in their teaching
performance, were researched for this aim. The goal of this study was not to evaluate
which teacher was more competent and better, but rather to highlight what sort of
student perspective these teachers confront when teaching English. The study's goal was
to find answers to the following research questions.

1. What are students' perceptions about NEST and NNEST teachers?

2. Do students' perceptions toward NESTs and NNESTs teachers differ based on
gender, department, education level, and English language background?

3. What are students' experiences and perspectives on NESTs and NNESTs for

English learning?

Significance of the Study

Many scientific publications demonstrate that English is a lingua franca, and it is
typical to presume that NEST teachers are the finest instructors of that language and
have a favorable impact on language learners; yet, NNESTs account for 80 percent of
all English language teaching professionals (Braine, 2010). As a result, the purpose of
this study was to discuss students' perceptions of whether taking courses from NESTSs
and NNESTSs teachers differs in terms of language competency, as well as to assure the
current data flow in the area. Another aspect of this study was that it would contribute to
the literature in terms of researching the perceptions of online education students toward
NESTs and NNESTSs. In Turkey, just a few research have been undertaken on this issue.
This study would give the results of a distinct sample study and throw light on new
researches. As a consequence of this study, knowing student perceptions of native and
non-native teachers in language teaching would contribute to the creation of a peaceful
teaching environment and innovative language teaching methodologies for higher

education institutions and other education stakeholders.



LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The common research themes for this study have been grouped into five sections:
Definition of NEST and NNEST, Inequity and NNEST, English as a Global Language,
Online Language Education, and Characteristics of a Good English Teacher.

Definition of NEST and NNEST

To acquire a better grasp of the topic, we must first look at the definitions and
explanations provided in the included literature on the concepts of Native speakers and
Non-native speakers. In the literature, the words are defined in a variety of ways.
Individuals who were born and raised in countries where English is the native language
are considered native English speakers, whereas those who were born and raised in
countries where English is not the native language are considered non-native English
speakers (Medgyes, 1994). Similar to Medgyes's definition Davies (1991) describes a
native as an individual who learns the language in infancy and continues to use it
throughout life. Gupta (2001) defines a native speaker of a language as one who learned
the language in puberty before learning any other language whereas Stevens (1982)
designates a native English speaker as someone who learned the language throughout
birth and childhood. Medgyes (1992) approached the subject from a different viewpoint
and said that the native person is capable of producing fluent and spontaneous dialogue.
Despite that, the opposing term, NNEST, has not been defined clearly. Aside from
Medgyes (2001), however, there isn't much definition of NNEST in the literature. Al
Omrani (2008) asserts that NNEST is a difficult phrase to describe since scholars have
been unable to agree on a clear definition. Medgyes (2001) defines NNEST as someone
who learns English as a second language, works in an EFL context, has monolingual
language learners, and speaks the same native language as his/her students. As can be
seen from all these various definitions, even the most fundamental concepts of the topic
have been defined in many diverse ways. As Gill and Rebrova (2019) put although the
literature has a variety of definitions for native and non-native English speakers, no
consensus has been reached on these words, and the subject continues to generate much
controversy.

Besides, Rampton (1990) asserts that idealizing native English speakers as skilled
users of the language is problematic since being born into a culture does not imply that

you speak that society's language effectively. Similarly, Reyes and Medgyes (1994)



argued against this idea, stating that NESTSs' proficiency in English does not inherently
imply that they are capable of teaching well. Davies (2003) asserts that native speakers
of a language may not have all of the information, experience, and philosophy about the
language they speak. Because the mother tongue's structure is complicated and cannot
be fully characterized. Language is a structurally complicated phenomenon, and the
English language is not independent of this complex structure, as Widdowson (1994)
explains English is owned by all of its speakers, regardless of their nativeness.
According to Medyges (2001), defining such a distinction between native and non-
native leads to "favoritism in institutions, publishing houses, and government
mechanisms" (433), and therefore unfair job discrimination happens regularly as a result
of this unfairness and inequality approach (Selvi, 2010). Many non-English speaking
nations have practices such as NESTSs teachers receiving preferential treatment such as
more pay and better benefits, despite their lack of teaching degrees (Mahboob, 2011).
Furthermore, as Kramsch (1997) points out, native speakership was once considered an
unguestionable birthright. Native speakers were characterized as people who were born
into a language and had grammatical intuition that non-native speakers lacked.
According to Stern (1983), native speakers possess an intuitive mastery of language
usage and interpretation in the course of interaction and connection to social context.
However, such an approach introduces complications: for example, what do we name
someone who was born in a foreign nation, raised in a language different than their
original tongue, and then left home? We might reassess our long-held concept of a
native speaker by asking questions like these (Lee, 2018). Similarly, Medgyes (1994)
inquires about children who migrated to a non-English speaking nation with their
English-speaking families at an early age or those who, after gaining English as infants,
lose it once they move to a non-English speaking country.

Internationalization of the English language, on the other hand, demands
acknowledging that English language standards are varied, not consistent. More than 75
countries and territories throughout the world use English as their primary language
(Crystal, 2003) and a specific definition of how many of these nations can be included
in the native group has not been determined. According to Kachru and Nelson (1996),
defining who is a native English speaker is not as straightforward as one might believe,
and TESOL professionals would fail if they were too preoccupied with the native vs.
nonnative dichotomy, i.e., us versus them. This type of labeling has the potential to do

more harm than good to the language community. According to Medyges (1992), the



issue of NEST and NNEST is very contentious from a sociolinguistic point of view but
also controversial from a linguistic point of view. "The "native English-speaking
teacher” (NEST) and its opposite, the "non-native English-speaking teacher” (non-
NEST), have been deemed politically incorrect phrases, and those who still use them
can expect to be accused of employing discriminatory language (1994 p.,429)" says
Medyges in another scholarly article.

Scholars and academicians have recently addressed their attention to NEST and
NNEST issues from a variety of perspectives. (Arva & Medgyes 2000; Braine 1999a;
Llurda 2004; Mahboob 2004). With the growing need for English language instructors
throughout the world, the topic of NESTs and NNESTSs has begun to be discussed in the
ELT community with a wide variety of dimensions after these eager discussions.
Medgyes (1992) was the first to use the terms, NESTs, and NNESTS in the literature.
The roles and identities of NESTs and NNESTS are valued not only by researchers but
also by administrators, teachers, students, parents, and the general public (Uzum, 2018).
This notion implies that the dispute is multidimensional rather than one-dimensional.
The linguistic community is not just of interest to a certain group of people but it also
contains an aspect that appeals to a wide range of people. Because there are numerous
sides of the topic that might be addressed, scholars need to debate this subject as a
meeting agenda rather than a separation agenda. Tesol's (2006) final statement, for
example, notes that, in addition to language competence, other factors such as abilities,
teaching experience, and professional preparedness should be considered. The majority
of the observed discrepancies between the two groups of teachers are ultimately related
to their different language backgrounds (Medgyes, 2001).

The English language has become a shared treasure across various cultures and
communities. Kachru (1985) classified English-speaking countries into three categories.
The Inner Circle is made up of countries that speak English as their first language.
These countries include the United States of America, the United Kingdom, Australia,
and others. Outer Circle nations are made up of what we commonly refer to as colonies.
India and Pakistan are two examples of countries that utilize English as a second
language. Countries in the Expanding Circle acknowledge English as the major
international language and teach English as a foreign language. There is no other case of
a language being utilized in this manner by three separate countries in three unique
dimensions. Jenkins (2009) claims that in practice, English is more often used among

non-native speakers in the “expanding circle” ( Kachru 1985) because the number of



English speakers in the third circle exceeds the number of English speakers in the other
two circles. Because the English language has so many facets, it has transcended its
medium and become the language of countries, not just the language of the inner or

outer circles.

Kachru's Concentric Circles of English

The Expanding Circle

= China, Egypt, Indonesia,
Israel, Korea, Nepal, Japan,
Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, Russia,
Zimba

The Outer Circle
i

The Inner Circle

= USA, UK, Canada,
Australia, New
Zealand

Figure 1. Kachru's (1985) Concentric Circles

It is an evident reality that in this digital era, the use of a common language enhances
human communication, and that language is English. The globalization process opened
the path for English to become the most commonly taught and spoken language in the
world. Neoliberalism and globalization driven by the West have reinforced English
(Piller & Cho, 2013). As a result, learning English has become one of the primary
educational objectives of countries in today's education system in terms of opening
doors to many opportunities, because the English language offers its learners a variety
of opportunities in educational, scientific, economic, and cultural contexts. The thoughts
and perceptions of the students, who are at the heart of the topic, concerning NESTs and
NNESTs are significant parameters at this point. Mahboob (2003) examined student
views of NESTs and NNESTS using an open-ended questionnaire. The findings showed
that students attributed favorable and unfavorable feedback both for NESTs and
NNESTSs. Concerning vocabulary skills and cultural knowledge, NESTs were deemed
better prepared, while NNESTs were supposed to have better grammatical knowledge
and the capacity to understand the learning hardships of students.

On the other hand, there is an argument that NESTs have an advantage in the job
market over NNESTs (Mahboob & Golden, 2013). NESTSs instructors should place a

premium on their professional growth and not on the question of native and non-native



teachers, to which naturally all teachers are ideologically opposed. According to Uzum
(2018), a conscious teacher should reflect on his or her own teaching experience and
strive to improve any deficiencies. The phrase deficit is not intended to be derogatory,
but rather to imply a professional development opportunity. For instance, this could
entail learning about local culture through the study of customs, films, songs, and games
in English, or it could entail learning about students' home cultures to assist them in
comprehending and receiving culturally appropriate guidance regarding their language
difficulties.

The fact that a topic is being debated by many professional academics demonstrates
that the issue is not merely one person's argument, but rather the claims of several
distinct professional parties. As a result, the problem of NESTs and NNESTS teachers is
not only a discriminatory attitude of stakeholders, but certain NEST instructors may
also exhibit discriminatory attitudes in this respect. However, speaking a language
fluently does not indicate that one is conversant with all of its nuances and complexities.
A single cause cannot explain the mystery of language because it is fairly complicated
and has many dimensions. According to Liu (1999), the multidimensional complexity of
the concept of a native speaker is highlighted by sequence, competence, culture,
identity, environment, and politics. On the other hand, it is debatable to what extent
native English speakers take these different dimensions into account. According to
Holliday (2015), several of the British teachers he interviewed did not hesitate to voice
their belief that being an English teacher is their ‘birthright’. Some scholars agree with
the NESTSs' point of view. Chomsky (1965) considered a native speaker as “an ideal
speaker- listener, in a completely homogeneous speech community, who knows its
language perfectly.” Canagarajah (1999) argues that Chomskyan opinion supports the
new trend of perceiving NESTs as ideal teachers who consider NESTs as the ideal
language listener who perfectly understands the language. Crystal (2012) objects to this
view and considers it as an unacceptable situation at a time when there are more than
three non-native speakers of English for every native speaker in the world. This claim
implies that, while non-native English speakers constitute the vast majority of English
speakers, it is a mistake to suppose that native English speakers are the only ones who
can speak authoritatively on the subject. Medgyes(1999) states nonnative speakers are
unavoidably disadvantaged at the stage of linguistic competency. However, according to
Cook (2005), NESTs are assumed to be very proficient in subjects such as

pronunciation and fluency in their native language; however, NNESTs are better
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prepared for the lesson, more empathetic, and knowledgeable about how to teach
English and the language itself than NEST teachers. The topic is not one-sided, this
remark indicates that a constructive approach to the discussion will help the ELT
community examine the situation holistically. However, NNESTs should be aware of
their strengths and follow innovations that will benefit their self-development.

Inequity and NNEST

Language is a phenomenon that does not exist apart from its cultural setting. Because
of the colonial history of the English language, native speakers today may have a
discriminatory interpretation of NNESTS as a result of their colonial linguistic notions
from the past. According to Mahboob (2011), documents from colonial times reveal that
Christianity, language, and business were all linked from the beginning. Teaching a
language that has influenced the history of colonialism involves colonial culture as well
as traces of colonialism. It is also possible to claim that the subjects of NESTs and
NNESTs are maintained alive in order to prevent being deprived of economic
contribution rather than for reasons of identification and ethnic distinctiveness.
According to Mahboob (2011), the purpose of colonization was not only based on
Western moral norms. The primary motivations of colonization were economic. NNEST
instructors, on the other hand, are subjected to discriminating language since they are
not native speakers. It is also difficult to define what it means to be a natural speaker
(Arva & Medgyes, 2000). It's hard to pin down exactly what characteristics native
speakers have. It is often assumed that learning a language requires not just grammatical
and lexical knowledge, but also cultural and social comprehension (Kramsch, 1997).

On the other hand, there is no other case of a language being utilized in this manner
by three separate countries in three unique dimensions. Because English has so many
facets, it has transcended its medium and become the language of countries. The fact
that the nations in the “inner circle” (Kachru,1985) of English are seen as the sole
legitimate owners of the language devalues their stakeholders in the outer circle and
increasing circle while elevating those in the inner circle to ideal status (Higgins, 2003).
The issue of native speakerism is a topic that is frequently discussed in academic
circles, and it has various facets. According to Holliday (2006), the impacts of native-
speakerism may be seen in many domains of professional life, ranging from
employment policies to linguistic presentation. Furthermore, native speakerism has a

significant impact on many educational theories and research methodologies, textbook
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design and production, tools for classroom evaluation, teacher education, and
employment policy (Selvi & Yazar 2015). The problem of native and non-native
speakers has taken on unanticipated dimensions since the discussion began in the ELT
community. According to Kabel (2009), the concept of native favoring promotes and
sustains hegemony and inequality in the English Language Teaching community.
According to Holliday (2006), native-speakerism is a "prevalent ideology” in ELT,
defined as the belief that native-speaker teachers symbolize a Western culture from
which the English language and its teaching techniques derive its values. Making such a
distinction in the English language is a mistake that will have an influence not just on
teachers, but also on many other professions, and it fosters a prejudiced environment
within the ELT educational community. While the inclusion or exclusion of English
speakers as native or non-native is unrelated to ethnicity, the very designation of
English speakers as native or non-native entails the replication of racism (Hall, 2012).
Although Jenkins (2000) contends that the categories native and non-native speakers are
linguistically problematic and as Suarez (2000) implies this kind of approach may result
in a derogatory syndrome of not-being-a-native-speaker among NNESTs. These
NNESTs educators may have a pessimistic assessment of their English language
competence and professional worth (Braine, 2010). On the other hand, Medgyes (1994)
argues that there is a widespread misconception that NESTs are superior teachers,
NNESTSs can also become effective teachers, from whom English language learners can
benefit because they possess unique characteristics or advantages that make them
superior to NESTS in certain areas of English language instruction. As Medgyes (1994,
p.74) quotes:

“Namely, we (NNESTs) are more able to provide our learners with a good learner
model for imitation, to teach them effective language learning strategies, to supply them
with information about the English language, to anticipate and prevent their language

difficulties, to show empathy, and finally to benefit from the shared mother tongue.”

When the topic of NESTs and NNESTSs is treated from the standpoint of racial
discrimination rather than individual differences, the conflict intensifies and the
approach to the subject deviates from common sense. In this regard, Houghton and
Rivers (2013) assert that in the discussion of native speakerism, the native speaker
serves as the subject, while the non-native speaker serves as the object of the argument.

The discourse aimed at putting competition between these two groups of teachers is not
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constructive and causes dichotomy. While Moussu and Llurda (2008) firmly oppose the
argument by stating that “A significant body of the literature on non-native speakers has
been devoted to showing the inappropriateness of using a dichotomy approach by which
NSs and NNSs are viewed as two opposing and clearly separated constituencies” (p.
318). On the other hand, Non-native teachers should set their agendas and demonstrate
that they will not be influenced by debates in this area. As Kramsch (1997) states Non-
native teachers should avoid pursuing native status and instead focus on developing
their voices as nonnatives in order to contribute to their students' language learning
experiences and multicultural backgrounds.

It's an unavoidable truth of life that thinking about dichotomies creates new
divisions. What goes around comes around, as the proverb goes. As an example of the
new divide, Braine (1999b) claims that, contrary to popular opinion, racism toward
NESTS is on the rise. Some institutions declare in their job postings that instructors with
a British English accent are preferred and that applications from Americans and
Australians would be rejected. If the differences between NEST and NNEST are not
acknowledged and a constructive attitude is not demonstrated, new debates of
discrimination among individuals who consider themselves ‘unusual’ will be
unavoidable. English is undeniably a global language today. Many studies have
demonstrated that categorizing speakers of a world-renowned language into separate
groups with identical discriminatory labels and subjecting them to differences such as
native/non-native speakers is pointless (Kachru, 1992; Kaplan, 1999). According to
Kaplan (1999) concepts such as NESTs and NNESTSs, plainly and unnecessarily divide
the English language community into us and them, but this is a fairly pointless

educational debate.

English as a Global Language

A language gains international renown not only because of its distinctive
characteristics, but also because its speakers have made major contributions to the fields
of culture, science, politics, and social advancement across the world. According to
Crystal (2003), a language does not become a global language because of its inherent
structural characteristics, vocabulary size, or association with a great culture or religion,
but rather because of the strength of its people — particularly political and military force
— which has historically made a language a global language. Despite its prominence,

English has lost momentum as an official language in former British colonies since
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World War 11, although the number of speakers has expanded all over the world as a
result of Globalisation. (Baugh & Cable 1993). Mahboob (2011) points out that after the
Second World War 11, instead of colonizing lands, neocolonial powers colonize people's
minds by using English and knowledge constructed through English. As a result of the
Second World War's military victory, the prestige of the English language has gained a
new dimension, owing to the contributions of pioneering ideas in economics, politics,
and education. A country's political and military victory does not always suggest that it
would be successful in terms of business and culture; success is a multifaceted reality
with many facets. English, on the other hand, may lose its position as the dominant and
worldwide language. Graddol (1998) contends that if linguistic dominance is a product
of political and, particularly, economic influence, then a shift in the global power
balance may affect the choice of global language.

As a result of the growing influence of English in many fields of the international
community, new terms relating to the use of the English language for various purposes
have emerged in the English language community, such as English as a native language
(ENL), English as a second language (ESL), English as a foreign language (EFL),
English as a lingua franca (ELF), World Englishes (WE), and English as an intern
language (EIL). Even though many scholars accept the English language's undeniable
reputation over the world, arguments and discussions concerning new terminology
indicate that debate over the English language will continue for a long time. The fact
that many such terms have entered the lexicon and are disputed by academics illustrates
that English is a highly broad language that cannot be studied solely through the lens of
certain stereotypes. As Crystal (2002) maintains, a language's centralized effect
diminishes as it becomes more broadly spoken. Once a language has been designated a
central language, it cannot be regulated by a single authority. As seen by the terms
associated with English language teaching domains, a global language in a global world
cannot be confined to a single sovereign authority. Today, the number of English
learners and teachers in various nations worldwide exceeds the number of students and
teachers in the United Kingdom, the United States of America, and Canada. Romney
(2010) contends, in a similar vein, that the English language belongs to everyone who
speaks it. In terms of human nature, claiming that a language is associated with a
country or group is likewise inconsistent. Similarly, Rowe and Levine (2005) believe
that when a language is recognized as an international language, it signifies that it is

utilized as a common second language for economic and other communication reasons
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by individuals who speak different first languages. Due to the English language's global
spread, it came to be described as a lingua franca in literature. For many societies,
learning English has become a requirement, since it is an established truth that knowing
the English language helps countries achieve their scientific, economic, and political
development objectives. It is an indisputable fact that countries invest significantly in
English language education and that it is a vital resource for the English language
industry. As a result, the English language industry now has billions of dollars in
economic potential, which has multiplied significantly over the last decade (Mahboob,
2011). The contrast between NESTs and NNESTSs is owing to the unlikeliness of
sharing this economic industrial resource. While the benefits of learning English are
widely recognized today, a hegemonic approach to English language adoption will
result in more losses than gains. Nobody should claim to be the language's exclusive
and absolute owner. As Romney (2010) puts it, “English is all its speakers” (p. 19).
However, according to Alptekin (2002), English is a global language, and the ideal
NESTs approach is viewed as "utopian, impractical, and constraining” rather than
beneficial to education. It should be underlined that the most beneficial contribution to a
language is not to own it but to encourage more people to learn it and to seek out more

effective means of instruction.

Online Language Education

This section discusses existing literature about online education which was a subset
of our study. Online education is a very successful method of interaction and education
that is employed in a wide variety of areas, including educational, economics and
institutional settings. Creating learning environments for educational reasons via
internet communication is not a new concept. Today, this has become the norm and
accepted fact. Additionally, it has been successfully implemented in tertiary education
worldwide. As Meddlen (2017) states technology and easy access to networking media
in both private and professional contexts have made online teaching and learning a
standard and reality for tertiary education around the world. With this advancement, the
usage of the online education environment as a language learning platform also began
globally. Literature has acquired a new term with the expansion of Internet-based
English teaching technology. Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) has
gained importance with the improvement of digital language learning. CALL, which has

been widely used in the world, has gained the opportunity to become a platform that
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offers educational opportunities in Turkey as well. Oztiirk (2012) emphasizes that
computers and information technologies have been integrated into instruction in every
field of education in Turkey as well, including foreign language instruction, by both the
central government and private institutions seeking to provide modern learning
environments and enhanced educational opportunities for their students.

In addition, digitalization is a platform for major and crucial changes worldwide, as a
result, digital transformation has had an impact on language education as well. Today,
millions of individuals are downloading online language learning applications on their
smartphones and these platforms' yearly revenue exceeding $6.18 billion in 2020 will
serve as major indicators of the industry's influence on language learning (Curry, 2021).
In terms of education, what are the advantages of CALL, which has grown into a large
business? Marzban (2011) asserts that CALL is a new field of study that looks at how
information and communication technologies can help people learn and teach
languages. Just as all students cannot benefit from education at the same level in
traditional classrooms, the same is true for education through CALL. Steffans (2015)
claims that CALL is a very beneficial tool for students who have self-control and self-
evaluation skills. CALL provides a variety of educational opportunities for both
students and teachers. For instance, Marzban (2011) asserts that CALL may help EFL
teachers by giving them access to EFL pedagogy and expertise, as well as culturally and
linguistically diverse materials and cutting-edge methods for integrating language and
curriculum learning. Teachers should promote the information and emphasize CALL’s
advantages for language learning to ensure that students utilize the CALL effectively.
Hanson-Smith (1997) asserts that CALL not only allows students to improve their
language skills quickly but also allows them to learn at their own pace. CALL offers
students with quick feedback in the form of correction and error analysis, and it also
contributes to error correction. Especially, it allows the learner to manage his learning
and assess his achievement. Marzban (2011) similarly lists the benefits of CALL for
students as follows:

« It enables access to information in a variety of useful formats.

« It provides opportunities for students to improve and progress their linguistic
output.

« It draws attention to the English language and how it is written and spoken.

« It allows learners to become autonomous learners and practice certain English
skills.
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Additionally CALL content must also be user-friendly, visually engaging, and satisfy
students' learning goals. The most essential qualities of paid programs are their content,
visuality, and practicality, which is why millions of people use them to learn languages
thus this is a critical and essential consideration while developing CALL resources for
students.

Characteristics of a Good English Teacher

Prior to imposing ethnic and regional disparities on teachers, it is preferable to
address the competencies and qualifications that a competent English teacher should
possess in terms of educational sciences. Every individual has an opinion about the
characteristics of teachers who shaped their life or had a profound effect on them. What
may these educators have in common? Borg (2006), for example, asserts that a good
language teacher may contribute to learning through his or her classroom practices,
pedagogical abilities, topic knowledge, classroom attitude, and personal characteristics.
Teachers who exhibit some, but not all, of these characteristics, have left a lasting mark
on the lives of a significant number of their students. Both the teacher's approach and
the classroom atmosphere are critical components of effective instruction. Indeed, as
Denis (1974) says, a method may be beneficial with certain teachers but ineffective with
others. Additionally, a teacher's fundamental emotions, such as self-confidence and
sympathy, must be strong in order to foster a positive classroom atmosphere. As a
result, defining a teacher simply based on a racial or intrinsic attribute and placing them
in a distinct position would be discriminatory. The researches do not support the
assumption that a person's native or non-native status enables them to make a unique
contribution to language learning. According to students' responses to the characteristics
of a good language teacher in Girard's (1977) study, a good English teacher should
make the lesson interesting, teach pronunciation well, explain the subject well,
demonstrate an interest in all students, ensure student participation in the lesson, and set
an excellent example of patience. Students carefully examine the teachers' successful
and outstanding teaching abilities, which increases students' interest and engagement in
the classes of well-equipped teachers. According to Prodromou's (1991) study, students
prefer teachers who engage in game-based activities, tell motivating jokes, do not force
students who are not proficient in their subjects, and teach their subjects humorously.

However, it is worth noting that in the study, the characteristics of teachers that students



17

value are related to more social dimensions, not racial attribution. Brosh's (1996) study
classified desired teacher qualities into four categories:
A good language teacher has a good command of the target language;
+ A good language teacher organizes, explains, motivates, and encourages students.
* A good language teacher demonstrates neither bias nor prejudices towards students.
+ A good language teacher has to be accessible to all students.

Additionally, rather than stating what makes language teachers distinctive, as seen in
these researches, they all give priority to which attributes and qualifications are
beneficial or desired from the perspective of students. Given the similar theme running
across these researches, it's worth emphasizing that students place a higher priority on
instructors' characteristics and capabilities than on their native or non-native status and
besides teachers' credibility is unaffected by their native or non-native status. Likewise,
the character of an effective language teacher also creates harmony in the classroom
environment and increases participation in the lesson (Rubin, 1975). Additionally, as
Denis (1974) states that classroom setting, student motivation, teaching technique, and
teacher performance are all critical for effective teaching. Naturally, teaching and
learning are multi-dimensional and complicated processes. Numerous factors must be
addressed while establishing an effective and efficient learning environment. While the
instructor is the most effective instrument for inspiring students, other factors such as

the setting, the method, and student motivation should also be considered.
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2. METHOD

2.1 Introduction
This chapter addresses the study's theoretical framework and methodologies, as well
as its research design, tools, data collection processes, data analysis, and reliability.

2.2. Research Design

The purpose of this study was to examine students' perceptions of NESTs and
NNESTSs teachers in online education using both quantitative and qualitative (mixed)
methodologies. Quantitative research is focused on the collection of statistical data and
the application of that data to other groups of individuals or the explanation of a
particular occurrence (Babbie, 2010). However, questionnaires are the most often used
data collecting tool in statistical research since they may capture a variety of sorts of
information, including valid information (Do6rnei, 2003). A survey-based research
approach was used in this study for data collection, analysis, and interpretation. A
survey-based research design is a type of quantitative study in which researchers
conduct a survey of a group of individuals or the entire population in order to determine
their attitudes, traits, views, and behavioral patterns (Cresswell, 2012). However, data
for this study was obtained via a cross-sectional survey. The purpose of cross-sectional
data gathering surveys is to generalize from a sample to the entire population (Babbie,
2015). Additionally, in this study content analysis was used, a qualitative research
methodology, to delve deeper into the subject matter and explain the participants'
viewpoints clearly. Content analysis is a flexible research technique that has been used
to accomplish a wide variety of research aims and objectives (White & Marsh 2006).
The qualitative research method is critical for comprehending the participant's thoughts

and ideas to a greater extent.

2.3. Participants of the Study

Thousands of public and private university students in Turkey take English courses
taught by NESTs and NNESTSs teachers. For this reason, it would be inapplicable to
contact all students taking courses taught by NESTs and NNESTs teachers, only
participants from Kilis 7 Aralk University were chosen using a simple random sampling

method. The participants in this study were university students enrolled at Kilis 7 Aralik
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University for the 2020-2021 academic year. The purpose of this study was to ascertain
students' perceptions toward NESTs and NNESTs teachers while registered in
compulsory English courses at the state institution. Students' demographics vary in
terms of gender, department, and duration of English education. The students were
chosen based on their prior academic experience studying English with NESTs and
NNESTs. NESTs and NNESTSs have taught English to the participating students and
NESTSs have attended at least one year of these students' English classes. The NEST
instructor had been teaching English to the students who took part in the survey at the
time of the survey. The NEST instructor was born and raised in England, but s/he
earned her/his Bachelor's and Master's degrees in France. Medgyes (1994), who
introduced the term N/NEST to the literature, asserts that native English speakers are
those who were born and raised in nations where English is the native language.
Similarly, Davies (1991) describes a native as an individual who learns the language in
infancy and continues to use it throughout life. On the other hand, a total of 134 male
and female students were included in the sample. The questionnaire was distributed to
students from the University's different educational departments, including the Faculty
of Arts and Sciences, Theology, Education, Health Sciences, Economics and
Administrative Sciences, and Vocational School. Kilis 7 Aralik University students are
required to attend four hours of mandatory English classes for the first and second years
of their education. AIll students must attend compulsory English courses and
must succeed courses unless they pass the exemption exam at the start of the first year.
Before the study could begin, written consent from the university administration was
obtained. This research was conducted in conjunction with an online survey because
of the Covid epidemic. Due to the Covid outbreak, face-to-face teaching was suspended
across the university, and courses were conducted via distance education; hence, for this
study, the survey was submitted to Google Forms, and participants were invited to the
survey using an invitation link. On the other hand, the low cost of an online-based
survey provided convenience to the researcher regarding reaching more participants and
easier analysis of the data. Before the survey, students were informed about the
research's goal, and after approving and checking the consent form in the checkbox,
they responded to the survey questions through Google Forms. The online questionnaire
was completed by 105 female and 29 male students, and after that, the survey results

were analyzed with SPSS.
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However, for the qualitative study, five open-ended questions were delivered in the
classroom setting to students who participated in the online survey and volunteered to
take part in the qualitative research section to answer open-ended questions. A total of
39 students took part in the qualitative research and indicated on their consent form that
they participated in the study voluntarily. The participants were assigned numbers to
maintain their anonymity. The students wrote down their thoughts within forty minutes.
However, students were not placed under any time constraints to answer the questions.
Nine students did not respond to some open-ended questions and left them blank while
the remaining students voiced their opinions by answering all questions. Participants'
written responses to content analysis questions were transcribed and then classified into
codes, categories, and themes.

2.4. Instruments

The questionnaire (see Appendix D) developed and used by Al Omrani (2008) for his
doctoral dissertation, as well as the questionnaire (see Appendix E) was translated into
Turkish by Kosar (2018), was served as the primary source of data collection and
was administered to participants. Permission was acquired in writing from Kosar (2018)
through e-mail to utilize the questionnaire's Turkish version. Considering that the
language proficiency of the students may not be sufficient to fill the English
questionnaire, the Turkish version of the questionnaire was applied. The guestionnaire
is divided into two sections. The first section has seven questions designed to gather
information about the participants’ background, including their age, perceived level of
English, and years of English education. The second section of the questionnaire is
divided into four sections, the first of which includes 17 questions about language
learning. This section collects data on language acquisition, student motivation, and
anxiety with NESTs and NNESTS, and compares the two sets of instructors in a variety
of ways. Additionally, the second half has 17 items designed to elicit information about
participants' perceptions of language skills of NESTs and NNESTSs. The third section
has 5 items on language evaluation of both kinds of teachers. . The last section has 2
items that deal with the cultural aspect of language learning with NNESTs however, it
was examined in NNESTSs section since its relation with it. The items on the measure
were graded on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly

Agree (5). The questionnaire had reversal items that were phrased negatively. For
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reverse-items SPSS algorithm was used to generate these results. Cronbach's alpha was
computed for 41 items and found to be 0.786 and it shows acceptable internal
consistency and reliability (lyer Radha, 2011).

Five open-ended questions were developed by the reasercher and used in qualitative
research to elicit students' thoughts on NESTs and NNESTs. The purpose of these
questions was to reveal detailed information on why students favor N/NEST instructors,
as well as the strengths and weaknesses of these teachers.

2.5. Data Analysis

2.5.1. Quantitative Data Analysis

The collected quantitative data was processed with Statistical Package for Social
Sciences software (SPSS). Descriptive statistics were calculated to learn participant
students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs. Descriptive statistics summarize the
data’s significant patterns, indicate possible score diversification, and explain how one
score relates to others (Creswell, 2012). SPSS was used to produce frequency scores,
percentages, and descriptive statistics to answer the study's research objectives.
Descriptive statistics revealed participants' general perceptions of the survey items.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used concerning the second study question, which
is whether participants' perceptions vary according to their gender, faculty, grade, and
length of English education. Analytical methods such as the ANOVA and the t-test were
used to analyze students' data concerning demographic information. ANOVA is one of
the techniques used to evaluate the data to find out if there is a statistically significant
difference between the groups (Liu & Wang, 2020). However, Kucuk et al. (2016)
suggest that ANOVA has three fundamental assumptions: that all samples come from
normally distributed populations, that all populations have similar variance, and that all

samples are taken independently of one another.

2.5.2. Qualitative Data Analysis

To enhance the answer to the third research question, a qualitative study was
conducted. The content analysis method was used to examine participants' answers to
five open-ended questions. Content analysis is an important example of a qualitative
study in terms of analyzing opinions. Many researchers have applied content analysis to

assess responses to open-ended questions (Elo et al., 2014). The answers to these open-
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ended questions brought richness to the study by supplementing quantitative data with
qualitative data, which is a distinct research dimension. It has also helped to discover
shared points of view across the two data sets. Following the reading of the participants'
views, the responses were transcribed in Microsoft Word and then translated into
English to be classified as codes, categories, and themes. English translations of the
stated thoughts were read multiple times by several academics. In the finding part,

several extracts of expressed opinions were directly presented.

2.6. Reliability and Validity

The reliability of research indicates whether or not the same result is obtained in
measurements taken at different times. In this research, Cronbach's alpha was calculated
for 41 items and found to be 0.786, indicating satisfactory internal consistency and
reliability for the items (lyer Radha, 2011). The data instrument was analyzed statically
and descriptively, although mixed research designs led to the study's high validity
because the use of quantitative and qualitative research in the same study is also critical
for the study's findings to be consistent. To assure the study's reliability, the researcher
addressed the issue objectively and demonstrated the essential sensitivity to avoid bias
throughout the data analysis of the study. The questionnaire items were also reviewed
by academics from Kilis 7 Aralik University's Foreign language department in order to

improve the validity and reliability of the findings.
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3. FINDINGS

Introduction

This chapter presents the findings from the descriptive analysis of the
results and the content analysis of the open-ended question responses.
Following the computation of the frequencies, percentages, and mean scores

for the questionnaire items using SPSS, the results were presented.

Findings of Research Question 1
Descriptive Analysis Results

The questionnaire data were evaluated to determine the response to the study's first
research question (What are the students' perceptions towards NESTs and NNESTs
teachers?). To provide a clear picture of students' overall impressions, items associated
with NESTs and NNESTSs were separated. The first section of the questionnaire, which
is about students' opinions of language acquisition, is divided into two groups based on
the items concerning NESTs and NNESTs. The second section of the questionnaire
focuses on students' impressions of language instruction, while the third part focuses on

students' perceptions of language assessment.

Students’ Perceptions on Language Learning

The survey's first component inquired about students' views about language learning.
The researcher investigated frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation
separately to provide a complete understanding of students' overall perceptions. Items
related to NESTs and NNESTs were separated into different tables to facilitate the
interpretation of the results.

As indicated in Table 1, two negatively worded items had the highest means and
percentages. For instance, 66.4 percent of students strongly disagreed and disagreed
with item 17 (M=2.22, SD=0.93), which stated that English classes provided by
NNESTs are boring. Likewise, 64.9 percent of st Similarly, 64.9 percent of students
strongly objected and disagreed with a reversal item (M=2.34, SD=0.80), indicating that
they are anxious when NNESTSs think about them. SPSS was used to calculate these two
items, which were in reverse order. Participants demonstrated that they did not feel

worried when being taught by NNESTs and that the majority of them did not find
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NNESTSs' English courses boring as a consequence of their disagreement with these
items. Furthermore, in item 5, nearly half of the students (40.3 percent, M=3.25,
SD=1.25) stated that they are more motivated when they have NNESTS, and in item 3,
57.4 percent stated that NNESTS are better since they must learn the language on their
own (M=3.60, SD=1.11). Nearly half of the students (44 percent, M=3.36, SD=1.2)
agreed or strongly agreed with item 4, indicating that NNESTSs always understand their
inquiries and provide clear responses. In item 1, nearly half of the students (47 percent,
M=3.51, SD=1.20) strongly agreed or agreed that they learn better from NNESTSs since
they speak the same language. Furthermore, 41 percent of students strongly agreed or
agreed with item 7 (M=3.26, SD=1.15) that beginning English learners learn better
when taught by teachers who speak their first language. However, 42.5 percent of
students disagreed with item 5 (M=3.25, SD=1.25), whereas 41.8 percent strongly
agreed or agreed with item 11 and claimed that they try to follow their NNESTSs as a
model (M=3.33, SD=0.97). When students' reactions to items related to language
learning are studied, it is possible to conclude that they find NNESTS' lessons engaging
and that they do not experience anxiety when being taught by NNESTSs in general.
Despite this, they assert that they seldom regard their NNESTs as models.



Table 1. Students’ Perceptions of Language Learning (for NNESTs)
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ITEMS N N* Strongly Disagree No Idea Agree Strongly SD Mean
Disagree Agree
F % F % F % F % F %
1.1 learn better from a NNEST because 134 0 000.0 37276 3425.4 21 15.7 42 31.3 1.20 351
we speak the same language
2. | learn better from a NNEST becausewe 134 0 000.0 42313 3324.6 28 20.9 31231 1.15 3.36
share the same culture
3. NNESTSs are better because they had to 134 0 000.0 31231 26 19.4 42 31.3 3526.1 1.11  3.60
learn the language by themselves
4. NNESTSs always understand my questions 134 0  000.0 46 34.3 29 21.6 2417.9 3526.1 1.20 3.36
and provide clear answers.
5. | feel motivated when | have NNESTS. 134 0 000.0 57425 2317.2 1813.4 36 26.9 1.25 325
7. Beginning English learners learn better if
they are taught by teachers who share the 134 0 000.0 483538 3123.1 27 20.1 28 20.9 1.15  3.26
same first language with them.
11. Itry to follow my NNESTsasamodel. 134 0 0000 30224 48 35.8 3828.4 1813.4 097 333
13. NNESTSs are better than NESTS because 134 0 000.0 5541.0 29 21.6 2317.2 27 20.1 1.17  3.16
they can understand my problems in
learning English.
14. NNESTSs encourage frequent questions 134 0 000.0 53 39.6 49 36.6 14104 18 134 1.02 2.98
and visits to their offices
16. | feel anxious when I am thought by a 134 0 1511.2 7253.7 3425.4 139.7 000.0 0.80 234
NNESTSs (R)
17. English lessons taught by NNESTsare 134 0 3123.1 58433 29 21.6 1611.9 000.0 093 222

boring. (R)

Note. N* represents the number of students who did not remark on the items.
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Table 2 included questions about students' perspectives of language acquisition via
the perspective of NESTs. As demonstrated in Table 2, half of the students strongly
agreed and agreed that advanced learners can benefit from NEST instruction (41%),
while the other half disagreed (percent 40.3) with item 8 (M=3.34, SD=1.30).
Furthermore, when it came to item 10, 40.3 percent of them had no idea about listening
to native English speakers because they are the most fluent (M=3.28, SD=1.24).
Furthermore, 45.5 percent strongly disagreed or disagreed with the reverse item 6
indicating that they are worried when being taught by NESTs (M=2.69, SD=1.15).



Table 2. Students’ Perceptions of Language Learning (for NESTs)
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ITEMS N N* Strongly Disagree No Idea Agree Strongly SD  Mean
Disagree Agree
F % F % F % F % F %
?F'e; feel anxious when | am taught by NESTs. 5, 27201 34254 26194 47351 0000 115 2.69
8. Advanced learners learn better when they are
thought by NESTS. 134 0 000.0 54 40.3 25 18.7 118.2 44 32.8 1.30 3.34
9.NESTs encourage frequent questions and 134 0 64.3 75.0 24171 75536 28200 107 3.14
visits to their offices.
10. 1 prefer to listen to native speakers of 134 0 000.0 43321 54403 1290 25187 124 328
English because they are the most fluent
12. I have sometimes sought out native
speakers of English because I felt that my 134 0 17 12.7 43 32.1 38 28.4 3626.9 000.0 1.00 2.69
teacher’s English was not good enough. (R)
15. | feel motivated when | have NESTs 134 0 000.0 41 30.6 38 28.4 31231 24 17.9 1.08 3.28

Note. N* represents the number of students who did not remark on the items.
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Students’ Perceptions on Aspects of Teaching (For NNESTS)

The second section of the questionnaire included items that contrasted NESTs with
NNESTs in terms of language teaching aspects. Table 3 shows the analysis of the
responses to the NNESTSs-related items. As evidenced by item number 22, more than
half of the students (55.2 percent, M=3.00, SD=1.25) disputed that they prefer receiving
grammar lessons from NNESTSs because they present Turkish examples that illustrate
English grammar. Similarly, in item 24, 49.3 percent (M=3.04, SD=1.21) of them
disagreed and demonstrated that they prefer being taught vocabulary by NNESTS since
they can explain the meaning of unfamiliar terms in Turkish. Furthermore, 38.8 percent
of the students (M=3.53, SD=1.15) disagreed with item 18 in teaching oral skKills,
NNESTSs are preferable since they are easier to understand. However, 40.3 percent of
the respondents had no concept that NNESTs are useful outside of the classroom
(M=3.28, SD=1.04). Furthermore, with item 29, 41 percent of students disagreed that
NNESTSs use up-to-date strategies that meet their needs as language learners (M=2.98,
SD=1.04). Additionally, the majority of students (55.2 percent, M=3.57, SD=0.96) did
not believe that NNESTs were more effective at teaching American and British culture
than NESTS, as they strongly disagreed and disagreed with item 25. On the other hand,
nearly half of the students (49.3%, M=3.04, SD=1.21) disagreed with item 24, which
stated that students prefer being taught vocabulary by NNESTs because they can
explain the meaning of unfamiliar words in Turkish, and 44 percent believed that
learning English from NNESTs makes it difficult for them to participate in social life in
the UK (or the USA) (M=3.30, SD=1.04). Moreover, 46.3 percent strongly agreed or
agreed that NNESTS teach reading and writing better than NESTs (M=3.40, SD=0.97)
in item 21. In conclusion, students believe that NNESTs are better at some parts of
language teaching, such as grammar and vocabulary, and that NESTs will be better at
other areas of language education, such as teaching oral skills, reading, writing, and

subjects related to the language culture.
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ITEMS N N* Strongly Disagre Noldea Agree  Strongly SD Mean
Disagree e Agree
F % F % F % F % F %
ﬁﬁdelrgtf:ghmg oral Skills, NNESTSs are better as they are easy to 134 0 0000 52388 28209 29216 25187 114 3.20
21. NNESTSs teach reading and writing better than NESTS. 134 0 000.0 28209 44328 43321 19142 097 3.40
22. NNESTSs teach grammar better than NESTSs. 134 0 000.0 38284 43321 34254 19142 102 3.25
23. I_prefer ta_klng grammar lessons from NI_\IESTs because they 134 0 0000 74552 16119 14104 30224 3.00
provide Turkish examples that explain English grammar. 1.25
24. | prefer being taught vocabulary by NNESTs because they 134 o gog0 66493 26194 1397 2921.6 121 3.04
can give the meaning of the unknown words in Turkish.
25. NNESTSs teach American and British culture better than
NESTS 134 0 000.0 21157 39291 50373 24179 0.96 357
26. It is hard for Turkish students when their teacher is NNESTSs.
(R) 134 0 25187 24179 44328 41306 000.0 1.08 2.75
27. NNESTSs do not consider class activities, games, and out-of-
class activities as sources of learning English. (R) 134 0 27201 26194 46343 35261 0000 1.07 2.66
28. NNESTSs are helpful outside the classroom. 134 0 000.0 34254 54403 21157 25187 104 3.28
29. NNESTs implement up-to-date techniques that suit my needs
as a language learner. 134 0 000.0 5541.0 46343 14104 19142 1.04 2.98
40. Learning English from NNESTs may not help me at all to
learn about American culture. 134 0 000.0 30224 48358 34254 22164 1.00 3.36
41. Learning English from non-native teachers can make it
difficult for me to be involved in social life in the UK (or the 134 0 000.0 3929.1 26269 3929.1 20149 104 3.30

USA). (R)

Note. N* represents the number of students who did not remark on the items.
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The findings of the evaluation of the replies to the NESTs-related items are shown in
Table 4. As shown in the Table 4, the majority of students (44.2 percent, M=3.46,
SD=1.14) strongly agreed and agreed that studying speaking with NESTSs forces them
not to speak Turkish, and the majority (72.3 percent, M=3.33, SD=1.25) believed that
speaking English correctly is more important than speaking fluently. Furthermore, 44.8
percent of students disagreed in item 37 that students generally do not understand
corrections and comments from NESTs (R) (M=2.93, SD=1.03). Item 31 revealed that
36.6 percent of students (M=3.33, SD=1.25) disagreed that speaking English correctly is
more essential than speaking fluently. As a consequence of these remarks, it is clear that

students had various language needs and strategies to improve their language abilities.
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Table 4. Students’ Perceptions on Aspects of Language Teaching (For NESTS)

ITEMS N N*  Strongly Disagree No Idea  Agree Strongly SD Mean
Disagree Agree
F % F % F % F % F %
19. In teaching oral skills,
NESTS are better because they 134 0 0000 52388 32239 15112 3526.1 122 325
pronounce words more accurately
20. | prefer studying speaking
with NESTs because this
forces me not to speak 134 0 000.0 34 25.4 4130.6 2317.2 3626.9 1.14 3.46
Turkish.
30. NESTs are helpful outside the 5, 0 0000 45336 37276 1397  3929.1 122 3.34
classroom.
31. Speaking English correctly is
more important than speaking 134 0 000.0 49 36.6 33246 1182 41 30.6 1.25 3.33
fluently.
37. Students often do not
understand corrections and 134 0 000.0 60 44.8 40299 18134 16119 1.03 2.93

feedback from NESTSs (R)

Note: N* represents the number of students who did not remark on the items.
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Students’ Perceptions on Language Assessment

The final section of the questionnaire focuses on students' impressions of language
evaluation and contains NESTs and NNESTSs-related issues. The responses to the items
in Table 5 were evaluated. In response to the negatively phrased item 38, 60.5 percent
of students strongly agreed and agreed that NNESTSs did not frequently provide exams
or quizzes to assess students' progress (M=3.66, SD=0.89). Furthermore, item 39, which
was strongly agreed upon, indicates that students frequently do not grasp corrections
and comments from NNESTs (M=3.62, SD=0.97). Furthermore, more than half of the
students (52.2 percent) believed and strongly agreed that in order to be a successful
English teacher, one needs to have both experience and training in English teaching
(M=3.68, SD=1.41). In answer to item number 36, students strongly agreed and agreed
that they would like to get feedback on assignments in Turkish rather than English (41
percent, M=3.20, SD=1.11).



Table 5. Students’ Perceptions on Language Assessment (for NNESTS)
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ITEMS N N*  Strongly Disagree No Idea Agree Strongly SD Mean
Disagree Agree
F % F % F % F % F %
32. To be a good English
teacher, one must have both 15, (g9 49366 15112  000.0 70522 141 3.68
experience and training in
teaching English.
33. NESTsarealso helpful 43, o 19145 1397 58433 44328  000.0 0.99 2.95
outside of the classroom.
34. NESTs implement up-to-
date techniques that suit my 134 0 1914.2 139.7 58 43.3 44 32.8 000.0 1.05 3.08
needs as a language learner
35. | prefer English classes that
include many examinations 134 0 36 26.9 18 13.4 27 20.1 53 39.6 000.0 1.24 2.72
and quizzes.
36. | prefer that my
assignments receive feedback 134 0 000.0 50 37.3 29 21.6 3324.6 22 16.4 1.11 3.20
in Turkish rather than English.
38. NNESTs don't often take
tests or quizzes to measure 134 0 000.0 1511.2 38 28.4 58 43.3 2317.2 0.89 3.66
students' progress.
39. Students often do not
understand corrections and 134 0 000.0 2115.7 36 26.9 50 37.3 27 20.1 0.97 3.62

feedback from NNESTS.

Note. N* represents the number of students who did not remark on the items.
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Findings of Research Question 2
Examining Students' Perceptions Concerning Various Variables

To answer the second research question, (Do students’ perceptions towards NESTs
and NNESTSs teachers differ according to their gender, department, education level, and
English language background?) the findings from the questionnaire were analyzed
using SPSS. To examine the effect of factors on NESTs and NNESTs as a whole,

independent two-sample t-test results (ANOVA) were used.

Table 6. Based on gender-independent two-sample t-test results

Dimensions I\égrlab n X SS SH t SD p
Language Learning Female 105 53.14 805 .78 .959 132 .339
Dimensions Male 29 5155 7.32 1.36

Dimension of Language Female 105 5437 7.08 .69 .483 132 .630
Proficiency Perception Male 29 53.65 7.03 1.30

Female 105 2283 342 .33 .298 132 .766
Male 29 22.62 3.66 .68
Perception of Language Female 105 130.35 1449 141 815 132 .417
Learning Total Male 29 127.82 15.77 2.92

Dimension of Evaluation

As shown in Table 6. Language Learning (Xremale=53.14 ve Xuae=51.55), Language
Proficiency Perception (Xremale=54.37 ve Xuae =53.65), Dimensions of Evaluation
(Xremale=22.83 ve Xwae =22.62) and Perception of Language Learning Total differs
according to gender. However, it was concluded that the difference in mean scores
between female and male students was not statistically significant (p>0.05). According
to these data, male and female students had similar perceptions of language learning,
language proficiency perception, dimensions of evaluation, and perception of language

learning.
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Descriptive Statistical Results

One-Way ANOVA Results

Dimension Variables n X SS Variance Total of SD Squaresof F p
Comparison Squares the Mean
Arts and Sciences Faculty 10 58.60 7.86 Between Groups 549.92 5 109.98
Theology Faculty 18 5450 9.38 W.ithin Groups 7759.63 128 60.62
Language  Education Faculty 63 5144 6.22
Learning Health Faculty 25 5196 8.33
) Total 8300.56 133 1.81 .115
Vocational School 9 5455 11.11
Faculty of Economics 9 53.00 9.00
Arts and Sciences Faculty 10 58.70 9.53 Between Groups 428.88 5 85.76
Theology Faculty 18 53.00 5.32 Within Groups 6185.90 128 48.32
Language  Education Faculty 63 54.87 6.53
Proficiency Health Faculty 25 5196 6.77
) Total 6614.72 133 1.78 .123
Vocational School 9 53.11 8.43
Faculty of Economics 9 55.11 8.41
Arts and Sciences Faculty 10 2430 4.16 Between Groups 64.49 5 12.90
Theology Faculty 18 2294 231 Within Groups 1533.65 128 11.98
Evaluation Education Faculty 63 22.73 3.07
Total 1598.14 133 1.08 .376
Health Faculty 25 21.88 4.14
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Perception
of
Language
Learning
Total

Vocational School
Faculty of Economics
Arts and Sciences Faculty
Theology Faculty
Education Faculty

Health Faculty
Vocational School
Faculty of Economics

10
18
63
25

22.33
24.22
141.6
130.4
129.0
125.6
130.0
132.3

4.27
4.23
7.86 Between Groups 1943.09
9.38  Within Groups 27003.86
6.22
8.33
111 Total 28946.95
9.00

5
128

133

388.62
210.97

1.84 .109
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As shown in Table 7. Language Learning (Xartsasciences=38.60, Xtheology=54.50,
Xeducation=31.44,  Xpeatn=51.96, Xvocationa=34.55 ve  Xeconomics=33.00) Language
Proficiency  (Xarsasciences=38.70,  Xtheology=53.00, Xeducation=54.87, Xpeartn=>51.96,
Xvocational=33.11  and  Xeconomics=55.11),  Evaluation  (Xansasciences=24.30,
Xheology=22.94, Xeducation=22,73 Xneaith =21.88, Xvocational =22.33 ve Xeconomics.=24.22)
dimensions and Perception of Language Learning Total points ()_(Arts&s(;iences_:l4l.6,
Xheology=130.4, Xeducation=129.0, Xneartn=125.6, Xvocationa.=130.0 and Xeconomics =132.3)
were different according to the students’ faculty or school. However, the difference in
the mean scores of students' faculty or school was considered to be statistically
insignificant (p>0.05). According to these data, students from various faculties or
institutions had comparable perceptions of language learning, language proficiency
perception, assessment aspects, and perception of language learning.



Table 8. One-way analysis of variance findings according to students’ grade
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Descriptive Statistical Results

One-Way ANOVA Results

Dimension Variables n X SS Variancg Total of SD Squares of the F p
Comparison Squares Mean
1. Grade 64 52.53 7.78 Between Groups 188.48 3 62.82
Language 2. Grade 27 53.96 7.76 Within Groups 8121.07 130
Learnin 3. Grade 30 51.26 9.04 62.47 1.06 393
’ 4.Grade 13 5523 546 Total 8309.56 133
1. Grade 64 54.57 7.78 Between Groups 6507.30 3 35.80
Language 2. Grade 27 54.85 7.76 Within Groups  6614.72 130
Proficiency  3.Grace 39 5250 20 Total 1470.82 133 50.05 72 545
1. Grade 64 21.84 7.32 Between Groups 1598.14 3 42.44
. 2. Grade 27 24.24 7.68 Within Groups 679.18 130
Evaluation
3. Grade 30 23.40 5.94 Total 28267.7 133 11.31 3.75 .013
4. Grade 13 23.00 6.84 '
1. Grade 64 128.9 15.18 Between Groups 188.48 3 226.39
Perception of 2. Grade 27 133.0 16.47 Within Groups 8121.07 130
Language 3. Grade 30 127.2 12.99
Learning Total 4. Grade 13 133.1 12.19 Total 8309.56 133 217.44 1.04 377
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As shown in Table 8. Language Learning (Xigrade=52.53, X2.grade=53.96, X3 grade
=51.26 ve Xagade =55.23) Language Proficiency Perception (Xigrade =54.57, X2 grade
=54.85, X3 grade =52.56 ve Xagrage =54.92), Evaluation (X1 grade =21.84, Xy grade =24.24,
X3 grade =23.40 ve Xygrade =23.00) dimensions and Perception of Language Learning
Total points (X1 grade =128.9, X2 grade =133.0, X3 grade =127.2 ve X4 grade =133.1) differed
according to the students grades. The difference in the mean scores of students' grades,
however, was considered to be statistically insignificant (p>0.05). According to these
data, students of different grades have comparable perceptions of language learning,
language proficiency perception, evaluative aspects, and perception of language
learning.

On the other hand, as can be seen in Table 8., it was determined that the Evaluation
dimension mean scores of the students who were studying in different classes differed
significantly (p<0.05). To determine at which class levels this difference was, the
variances of the evaluation dimension mean score were examined according to the class
level and it was determined that the variances generally showed a homogeneous
distribution. However, as shown in Table 8, the mean evaluation dimension scores of
students learning in various classes differed considerably (p<0.05). To establish which
class levels this difference existed, the variances of the evaluation dimension mean
score was evaluated by class level, and it was discovered that the variances had a
generally homogeneous distribution (Levene’s= .644, p=588>0.05). In this case,
analyses were repeated using Tukey, one of the post-hoc tests, to determine the classes
that were the source of the difference. The research revealed that the mean score of
students in their second year differed substantially from that of students in their first
year (p<0.05). According to this result, second-grade students' views of language
learning assessment are greater than those of first-grade students. The fundamental
reason for this situation is that language instruction is often confined to the first year,
and second-year students are the group that has completed the entire process at least at

their university.



Tablo 9. One-way analysis of variance findings according to the length of time spent learning a language?

Descriptive Statistical Results

One-Way ANOVA Results

Dimension Variables n X SS Variancg Total of SD Squares of the F p
Comparison Squares Mean
1-3 years 32 55.65 8.110 Between Groups  504.20 3 168.06
Language 4-6 years 18 50.33 6.928 Within Groups 7805.35 130
Learnin 7-10 years 29 53.79 8.953 60.04 2.80 .043
) 1114 years 55 5141 7078 @ 8309.56 133
1-3 years 32 54.09 6.702 Between Groups  76.46 3 25.48
Language 4-6 years 18 53.61 7.171 Within Groups 6538.26 130
Proficienc 7-10 years 29 55.62 8.22 50.29 507 .678
/ 1114 years 55 5374  6.63 Total 6614.72 133
1-3 years 32 23.00 3.80 Between Groups  35.69 3 11.89
Evaluation 4-6 years 18 22.61 3.46 Within Groups 1562.45 130
7-10 years 29 23.62 3.06 Total 1598.14 133 12.01 990 400
11-14 years 55 22.29 3.46 '
1-3 years 32 132.7 14.96 Between Groups  1073.90 3 357.97
Perception of 4-6 years 18 126.5 13.4 Within Groups 27873.04 130
Language 7-10 years 29 133.0 16.82
Learning Total 11-14 years 55 127 4 13.55 Total 28946.95 133 214.40 1.67 77
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As shown in Table 9. Language Learning (Xi-ayears=55.65, Xaoyears=50.33, Xr.
10years=33.79 ve Xi1-1ayears=51.41) Language Proficiency Perception (Xi.ayears=54.09, X4
oyears=33.61, X7.10years=55.62 Ve Xii-1ayears=53.74), Evaluation (Xi.ayears=23.00, Xg
oyears=22.61, X7.10years=23.62 ve X11-14years=22.29) dimensions ve Perception of Language
Learning Total points (Xiayears=132.7, Xa-gyears=126.5, X7.10years=133.0 ve Xy
14years—127.4) differed according to the length of time spent learning a language.

According to these findings, students with comparable views of language learning,
language proficiency perception, dimensions of evaluation, and perception of language
learning had similar perceptions of language learning. The assessment dimension mean
scores for the length of time students spent learning a language did not differ
significantly (p>0.05). According to these findings, students who have spent a
significant amount of time studying the language have comparable perceptions of
language learning, language proficiency perception, dimensions of evaluation, and
perception of language learning in general. However, as shown in Table. 9, it was
established that the mean scores of the students' length of time spent studying the
language differed considerably (p<0.05). The variations of the evaluation dimension
mean score was investigated according to the year of study to discover which years this
discrepancy occurred, and it was established that the variances typically exhibited a
homogenous distribution (Levene’s= 1.214, p=.588>0.05). In this case, analyses were
repeated using Tukey, one of the post-hoc tests, to determine which years were
responsible for the difference. The study revealed that the students' mean score, length
of time spent learning the language 1-3, and 11-14 differed significantly from the other
students (p<0.05). According to this finding, students who have studied the language for
11-14 years had a greater sense of language learning assessment than the students who
have studied the language for 1-3 years. The main reason for this situation is thought to
be the limited learning period of 1-3 years for language learning, as well as the fact that
11-14 years the language students are the group who has completed the entire process or

have studied for a longer period.



Tablo 10. One-way analysis of variance findings according to students' perception of language proficiency
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Descriptive Statistical Results

Variance

One-Way ANOVA Results

Total of

Squares of

Dimension Variables n X SS : SD p
Comparison Squares the Mean

Al 54 51.87 7.610 Between Groups 113.43 4 28.35
A2 46 53.63 8.78 Within Groups 8196.12 129

Language Learning Bl 15 54.06 7.52
B2 17 52.64 7.27 Total 8309.56 133  63.53 446 175
Cl 2 50.50 3.53
Al 54 52.38 6.38 Between Groups 370.18 4 92.54

Language A2 46 55.80 7.55 Within Groups 6244.53 129

Proficiency Bl 15 56.26 7.06
B2 17 53.70 6.38 Total 6614.72 133 48.40 1.92 112
C1l 2 56.00 12.72
Al 54 22.7 3.10 Between Groups 38.77 4 9.69
A2 46 23.17 3.80 Within Groups 1559.31 129

Evaluation Bl 15 22.33 3.90
B2 17 22.76 3.21 Total 1598.14 133 12.08 .802 526
Cl 2 19.00 4.242
Al 54 127.0 13.89 Between Groups 954.40 4 238.60

Perception of A2 46 132.6 16.32 Within Groups 27992.55 129

Language Learning Bl 15 132.6 16.33

Total B2 17 129.1 10.87 Total 28946.95 133 216.99 1.10 .360
Cl 2 125.5 12.02
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As shown in Table 10. language learning (Xa1=51.87, Xa»=53.63, Xp1=54.06,
Xp2=52.64, and Xc1=50.50) language proficiency perception (Xa1=52.38, Xa2=55.80,
Xp1=56.26, Xp2=53.70, and Xc1=56.00), evaluation (Xa1=22.7, Xa2=23.17, Xp1=22.33,
Xp2=22.76, and Xc1=19.00) dimensions and perception of language learning total
(Xa1=127.0, Xa=132.6, Xp1=132.6, Xp,=129.1, ve Xc1=125.5) differs according to
perceived level of the language.

According to these findings, students' perceived levels of language learning had
comparable views of language learning, language proficiency perception, dimensions of
evaluation, and perception of language learning in general. The mean scores of the
students' assessed level of the language on the evaluation dimension did not differ
significantly (p>0.05). According to these findings, the students' perceived level of the
language had comparable views of language learning, language proficiency perception,

dimensions of evaluation, and perception of language learning in general.

Findings of Research Question 3
Content Analysis: Answers to Open-Ended Questions
In this section, five open-ended questions were developed for participants,

and content analysis was used to generate codes, categories, and themes.

Weakness and strengths of Native and Non-native teachers

Open-ended Question 1:
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Fluency

*STRENGHTS Effective Teaching

Lack of Communication

with L1
J WEAKNESS

*STRENGHTS

. WEAKNESS

Figure 2. Strengths and Weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTSs

In the first open-ended question (What do you think about the strengths and
weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTs? Please explain.) the students were asked about the
strengths and weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTs. When the responses were analyzed,
it was shown that NESTs speak more fluently and efficiently, have a better command of
the language, and have a richer vocabulary knowledge. On the other hand, students
indicated that NNESTs comprehend their questions better, have superior

communication skills, and have passed through exemplary language learning processes.

Extract 17:
While native English speakers are more likely to deliver a more fluent and
understandable lesson, teachers whose first language is not English may be less skilled

in this area. It is simpler to communicate with teachers whose first language is not
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English; at the very least, they speak Turkish on occasion. We struggle to comprehend
native English speakers.

This student's point of view expresses parallel opinions on NEST and NNEST from
two distinct publications in the literature. In line with this view Phillipson (1992) asserts
that NESTs have greater skill in showing fluent, idiomatically suitable language and
comprehending the cultural connotations of the language. On the other hand, Al Omrani
(2008) states that NNESTs share L1 with learners, which enables learners to
communicate with teachers both inside and outside the classroom, and additionally,
NNESTSs encourage learners to ask questions without regard for the language barrier.
Extract 19:

NNESTs may struggle to speak, and | don't believe they have any strengths. NESTs
can improve class efficiency and information; | believe they will excel in literacy,
pronunciation, and lesson management. | don't believe they have any problems in class.
Extract 22:

The benefits of a native English speaker because it is his native tongue, he can
produce words that conform to patterns and daily life. Benefits of teachers whose first
language is not English; because he understands how students learn best, he can
present ideas in a way that they will comprehend.

In agreement with this student's point of view, Denis (1974) expressed half a
century ago that people may grasp the process of knowing and comprehending the
world through their mother tongue, and besides, according to psychologists, a young
child's discovery of his surroundings and cognitive growth is also dependent on his
mother tongue.

Extract 27:

Native English speakers have the advantage of teaching students more effectively,
but their disadvantage is that they do not speak the same language as the students.

In the stated extract, NEST teachers have difficulty in communicating with students
with L1 because NEST only speaks English and encourages students to speak English.
In parallel with the above-stated student view, Benke and Medgyes (2005) revealed in
their study that NESTs encourage English language learners to communicate in English.
In this context, when communicating with students, NESTSs face the language barrier as
well.

Extract 39:
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Native English teachers speak and pronounce English more accurately than
non-native speakers. Non-native teachers, on the other hand, communicate
with students better than native-speaking teachers.

This student’s view is coherent with Tang’s (1997) claim. In his study Tang
(1997) asserts that NESTs are preferred by EFL students because of their
superiority in fluency and pronunciation of the English language. On the other
hand, according to Benke and Medgyes (2005), cultural and L1 differences
between NESTs and learners frequently cause students’ language difficulties
unanswered and create a communication breakdown inside the classroom.

Preferences of Students for NESTs and NNESTSs
Open-ended Question 2:

Fluent Accent

Good Comand of Language

Language Culture

® STUDENTS'
REASON of

PREFERENCES More Productive in Advanced

Better Motivator

Considered as Language Model

Effective Communication with L1

» STUDENTS'
REASON of
PREFERENCES

Figure 3. Reason of Preference of NESTs and NNESTSs
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In the second open-ended question (I prefer a native English teacher as my English
teacher because...) students were asked why they prefer English teachers who speak
English as their first language. According to the responses to this question, it was
revealed that the majority of students preferred NESTs because of their accent,
grammar, culture, and passion for language learning, and besides, they preferred NESTs
since their contribution was significantly more efficient at the advanced level.

Extract 3:

A native English speaker, in my opinion, is more knowledgeable about English. In
my opinion, native speakers have full command of the English language in all respects.
Extract 12:

In terms of increasing pronunciation and speaking abilities, | prefer a teacher whose
mother language is English since | can improve my grammatical knowledge very well
even if | know the sentence structure extremely well.

In line with the expressed thought Mahboob (2004) asserts that NNESTSs do not serve
as role models for students in terms of speaking abilities. NESTs are born with the
ability to speak fluently. NESTs can employ diverse elements of speech such as mimic
and intonation more effectively since they do not struggle to choose phrases when
speaking. As a result, they can perform more energetically in class.

Extract 27:

| believe that learning from a native speaker will be more effective and accurate.
Extract 30:

Because English education in our nation is mainly rote-based, | prefer to learn from

a native speaker in order to develop myself and practice my speaking.

Open-ended Question 3:

The third question (I prefer a non-native English teacher as my English teacher
because...) asked the students to explain why they preferred a non-native English
language teacher over a native English language teacher as an English teacher. When
the responses were examined, it was shown that students preferred teachers whose first
language was not English for a variety of reasons, including communication, greater
feedback, knowing the same language, and motivation of students. Furthermore, several
students responded that they did not want to prefer NNESTSs over other options.

Extract 4:
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In class, | have a better understanding of NNESTs. At the first level of English, |
favor NNEST.

NNESTSs are favored since core language competencies are taught at the introductory
level and students do not have a sufficient understanding of topics such as speaking and
pronunciation. In his explanation, Medgyes (1999) states that NNESTs are concerned
mostly with grammar and pay minimal attention to pronunciation and vocabulary.
Extract 9:

Non-native instructors' explanations of terms that don't make sense to me provide an
opportunity to learn them and share with students how they learned the language in
their own lives and through which channels.

Extract 12:

Communication: If | prefer a teacher whose native language is not English, I will be
able to contact my teacher about a subject that I do not understand and explain my
concern in my native language. | would rather express myself freely.

In line with the stated thought Cook (2001), for example, says that using LI when
talking with students about subjects they are struggling with or explaining exam
instructions to them in L1 is more beneficial. Students may be stuck with the language
barrier in language learning class if they are unable to express a subject that they are
struggling with.

Extract 17:

Because my English isn't very excellent, it would be preferable to have someone who
can make Turkish translations sometimes.

In terms of underlining the value of translation when a student demands translation
on a subject, Al Omrani's (2008) study in Saudi Arabia expresses that monolingual
language teachers are difficult to understand from the perspective of some beginning
learners because they cannot translate specific words or idioms in the students' native
language. It is also vital for students' attitudes toward the lesson that they contact their
teachers with the help of L1 on the issues with which they are struggling. Because many
students, particularly adolescent students, are afraid of being ridiculed by their peers for

a question they are unable to express in class.

Open-ended Question 4:
The fourth question ( Do you want to learn English from native English speakers as

well as non-native English speakers? Why? Please elaborate) inquired about the
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reasons for wanting to take lessons from both NESTs and NNESTs. When the students’
answers were reviewed, it was shown that they preferred both kinds of teachers in terms
of comparing differences and learning outcomes. Both teachers were chosen for the
development of various communication skills and theoretical-practical knowledge.
However, students disagree that having two kinds of teachers can also lead to confusion.
As Al Omrani (2008) states cooperation between NNESTs and NESTs provides these
teachers with an excellent opportunity to develop appropriate ESL/EFL curricula.
Furthermore, students favored NESTSs especially for speaking classes and upper level of
English.

Extract 4:

Yes, while studying English as a foreign language, | believe |1 would like to begin by
taking classes from a teacher whose first language is not English. And I want his/her
mother tongue to be similar to mine. In that way, | won't have as much trouble and will
be ready for the following stages. Then I'd want to study English from a native speaker.
This method, in my opinion, is quite beneficial.

Extract 11:

I'd want to have both types of teachers. I can communicate more easily with a non-
native English speaker, and | rely more on a native English speaker's language
training.

Extract 13:

I'd want to see the difference. I'd prefer a native English speaker for upper levels
Extract 27:

I'd want to have NESTSs since the native English speaker is quite familiar with the
language, and the NNESTSs will make the teaching easier and more clear.
Extract 39:

I will get more practice and learn more if | take lessons from a native English

speaker. I'll be able to communicate better if | take lessons from a non-native English

speaker.

Open-ended Question 5:
In the last question; They were asked to respond to the question (Do you believe that
it will contribute to the participation of native/non-native English language teachers at

different levels of the English course) and explain their reasoning. The students feel that
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native English speakers will assist them more at advanced levels and that their speaking
abilities will improve. Students reasoned that if they took classes from teachers whose
first language was not English, their grammatical knowledge would improve and they

would be able to distinguish between the two teachers.

Extract 7:

Because | will not be able to speak English at a sufficient level, | may take lessons
from a teacher whose native language is Turkish at a basic level, allowing me to readily
ask questions throughout the course. Taking lessons from an experienced native English
speaker gives me the impression of communicating with a true foreigner, which
motivates me to learn.

Extract 18:

In grammar classes, | would like a native English speaker. Because | believe they
can have more command over the language's functions.
Extract 25:

| believe it will help since language is not only limited to grammar but also enables
information sharing in mutual communication.
Extract 30:

| think that if students with low levels attend a teacher who speaks almost entirely in
English, the student will not be able to get any benefit from that class, but the case will

be different for students who have achieved a certain level.

Finally, when the students' replies to open-ended questions were evaluated generally,
it was discovered that the participants did not have a single teacher preference. While
students preferred NESTs in terms of having the opportunity to improve their speaking
skills, communicate with a teacher from a different culture, and having a stronger and
excellent knowledge of the English language, they preferred NNESTS in terms of being
able to convey grammatical concepts more clearly, having more familiarity with
language teaching approaches because they had gone through the same language
learning process and NNESTS speak the same language as the students so NNESTSs can

provide explanatory information and communicate with students more effectively.
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Introduction

In this study, students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs teachers in online
education were investigated. To achieve high validity, the study's scope was enlarged by
employing a multiple research design. Aside from mixed-method data, which added
depth and richness to the study, the results from qualitative and quantitative data were
usually supported by each other. The quantitative technique offered statistics for
interpreting questionnaire replies, and the qualitative data gave participants' ideas
regarding the research. The findings show that NESTs and NNETs have unique
qualifications, cultural backgrounds, and academic backgrounds that affect their
positive and negative outcomes. According to general participant comments, whereas
NESTSs were seen to have a greater command of the language, NNESTs were thought to
be more successful when it came to language learning techniques and procedures. In
other words, students believe that attending English courses from both teacher groups

would help them with their language learning processes.

Discussion of the Results
Discussion of Research Question 1

In this study, students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs teachers in online
education were explored in accordance with the research questions. The first research
question (What are the students' perceptions towards NESTs and NNESTs teachers)
aims to elicit the students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTSs in terms of language
learning, language teaching, and language assessment. As indicated in the research,
opinions on various characteristics of both groups of teachers were presented. This
study revealed that students prefer NNESTs teachers because they share the same
culture, language, and learning processes. This conclusion is corroborated by various
studies presented in the literature (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Reves & Medgyes, 1994;
Tsou & Chen, 2019). According to Benke and Medgyes (2005), when a student and
teacher have the same mother language, students receive more feedback and have more
opportunities for communication. Additionally, it is critical for student’s achievement

that the learner receives feedback from the teacher in L1.
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According to the findings of this study, students do not differentiate between the two
types of teachers and do not agree that one is superior to the other. On the other hand, it
has been discovered that taking lessons from NESTs and NNESTs does not cause
students to be concerned or anxious. According to some studies in the literature (Tsou &
Chen, 2019), students suffer nervousness when taking classes from NEST teachers,
which might be due to students' in-class attitudes being influenced by their cultural
origins. Another study conclusion found that NESTs were perceived as more friendly
and pleasant because they accepted or encouraged more willingly office visitors. This
conclusion is consistent with the findings of other studies (Alghofaili & Elyas 2017).
This circumstance may have arisen as a result of NESTS' desire to strengthen their
interpersonal interactions more, given that they educate in a foreign culture and society.
Ustunluoglu (2007) concluded that NESTSs teachers make the lesson more engaging by
greeting students by name, using effective body language, and making students feel
appreciated in their study.

This study did not clearly demonstrate a preference for NESTs at higher levels of
English. However, there were some discrepancies between the questionnaire replies and
the thoughts indicated in the open-ended questions concerning this statement. In their
replies to open-ended questions, students mostly stated that having courses from NESTs
at the advanced level of English would be much more acceptable for them. Furthermore,
several studies have found that students seek to study intermediate or advanced levels of
English from NESTs (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Llurda & Huguet, 2003; Moussu, 2006;
Reves & Medgyes, 1994; Tsou & Chen, 2019). Furthermore, Ma (2012) discovered in
her study that the major strength of NNETs is their awareness of students' learning
requirements, challenges, and capabilities. This expertise is most likely the result of
NNEST's L2 learning experiences, knowledge with local education and assessment

systems, and shared L1 with students.

Another outcome of this study was that NNESTSs teachers' contact with students
using L1 on issues that are not understood or require explanation had a favorable
influence on the learning and teaching processes. According to the findings of his study,
Zulfikar (2019) discovered that in a foreign language lesson, utilizing the mother tongue
assists students to ask questions about issues they don't know or comprehend more
readily, as well as code-switching. Furthermore, J. Lee (2010) noted that NNESTS,

based on their own language learning experiences, know better the effective and
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ineffective techniques that students may learn and will offer a better example for
students at initial phases.

This study discovered that students are neither motivated nor uninspired by classes
with NESTs or NNESTS, which contradicts previous studies (Alsewed, 2012; S. Tatar,
2019). S. Tatar (2019) found that most English learners are more motivated in classes
with NNESTs teachers because NNESTSs teachers provide a positive example and
inspire people to learn English. The students who participated in the survey did not have
a good notion of the real class performance of teachers since they attended their English
lessons online and did not have a face-to-face communication setting in the classroom,
which is assumed to be the source of this opposite outcome. However, the survey
revealed that the majority of students are unwilling to take grammar lessons from
NNESTs. This conclusion contradicts the findings of other studies (Medgyes, 2001;
Lasagabaster & Sierra 2002). According to Reves and Medgyes (1994), the most
prevalent difficulty area of the English language was believed to be vocabulary, which
comprised idioms and appropriacy. Vocabulary defies mastering because it is endless in

the English language and may be utilized in an infinite number of scenarios.

Students favor NNESTSs for reading and writing lessons. Mahboob (2004) suggests
that both NESTs and NNESTs must learn how to write in order to become good writers.
Unlike oral skills, which are acquired by birth in an English-speaking environment,
reading skills can be acquired through effort and determination. On the other hand, the
study found that students prefer to take speaking classes with NESTs. This finding
supports other studies conducted in the literature (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Cakir &
Demir, 2013; Ma, 2012; Tsou & Chen, 2019). This conclusion corroborates researches
and demonstrates that students are aware of which language skill the teachers would be
more beneficial to the students, and this idea was expressed as if this was intrinsic

knowledge, even though studies were conducted in various regions of the world.

Another conclusion of this study indicated that NNESTSs are regarded as a model for
English learning because, as someone who has already gone through the same
procedures, it is acceptable to believe that NNESTs have a better knowledge of
language learning processes. This finding confirms Medgyes' (1994) NNEST
hypotheses, which state that NNESTs can serve as a suitable learner model for

imitation. In terms of the cultural background of the English language, the study's
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findings reveal that NESTs are seen to teach better about the language's culture; this
result validates Ma (2012), who claims that one of the primary limitations of NNESTSs is

a lack of awareness of American and British culture.

One of the findings is that NESTs and NNESTs are both regarded as equal
motivators. Students do not express a strong preference for NESTSs; this might be
because their NNESTS teachers are well skilled and equipped to satisfy their needs. In
some research, however, NESTs are found to be more effective motivators in the
classroom (Cakir & Demir, 2013; Ma, 2012).

Discussion of Research Question 2

The second research question (Do students’ perceptions towards NESTs and NNESTs
teachers differ according to their gender, department, education level, and English
language background?) aims to elicit information on students' perceptions of NESTs
and NNESTSs regarding their gender, department, education level, and English language
proficiency. Statistical insignificance or difference in mean scores of both male and
female students reported that students had comparable views of language competency,
evaluation dimensions, and perception of language acquisition. It is thought that the
gender of the students was ineffectual in their approach to the issue, which might be due
to the fact that their learning environment was the same. Similarly, the difference in
mean scores of students' faculty or school stated that students from different faculties or
schools had similar views of language proficiency, evaluation aspects, and perception of
language learning. It is believed that the students' faculty was ineffective in their
response to the issue, which might be owing to their similar linguistic backgrounds.
Besides, students of various grades show similar views of language learning, language
proficiency perception, evaluative aspects, and perception of language learning. On the
other hand, the assessment dimension mean scores of students learning in different
classes differed significantly. Some other statistical analyses were used in order to
understand in which class this difference occurred, it was determined that the variances
had a typically homogenous distribution. The reason for this might be because they had
varying years of academic experience. Additionally, students who have spent time
significant amount of time show similar views of language learning, language

proficiency perception, evaluative aspects, and perception of language learning. On the
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other hand, the evaluation dimension mean scores of students' length of time spent for
the language differed considerably. Some other statistical analyses were used in order to
understand in which class this difference occurred, it was determined that the variances
had a typically homogenous distribution. The reason for this might be because students
who have studied the language for a longer period had a greater sense of language
learning assessment than the students who have studied for a shorter period. Lastly, the
difference in mean scores of students’ perception of language proficiency reported that
students had comparable views of language competency, evaluation dimensions, and
perception of language acquisition. As the reason for this, it is thought that there would
be a difference if the students were evaluated according to a national or internationally

accepted language exam result, not their own perceived language levels.

Discussion of Research Question 3

The third research topic (What are students’ experiences and views about learning
English from NESTs and NNESTs?) examines students' perceptions and experiences
with NESTs and NNESTSs. To conduct content analysis, students were asked five open-

ended questions. Based on their replies, categories, themes, and codes were generated.

The first open-ended question (What do you think about the strengths and
weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTs? Please explain.) concerned the advantages and
disadvantages of NESTs and NNESTSs. The study discovered that students' thoughts of
the strengths and weaknesses of NESTs and NNESTSs are consistent with those found in
the literature (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Cakir & Demir, 2013; Ma, 2012; Tsou & Chen,
2019). As a recognized strength of NESTSs, this study found that they are more
successful at enhancing students' speaking abilities, and their good command of the
language has a beneficial influence on students. The fact that similar opinions were
stated in studies conducted in many nations demonstrates that students' requirements are
comparable (Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Tsou & Chen, 2019). On the other hand, students
believe that by demonstrating effective communication skills, NNESTs will be able to
offer positive feedback to students and serve as a good role model for L2 learners, since
they undergo the same learning processes as students. Milambiling (2000) asserts that
NNESTSs can act as role models for their students since they are skilled L2 users who
utilize two languages simultaneously. However, when it comes to NESTs' weaknesses,
the study discovered that they're unable to teach effectively since they have been unable

to adequately communicate with students who have spoken L1. It is believed that
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students' inability to grasp NEST teachers entirely as a result of a lack of L2 language
skills may create a communication barrier. Phillipson (1992) addresses the issue by
stating that NESTs who lack sufficient training and communication skills may end up
doing more harm than good to learners because of their lack of familiarity with the
student's native language. In terms of NNESTS' weaknesses, the study suggests that
because of their lack of a comprehensive grasp of the language, they may struggle with
speaking and pronunciation. Tang (1997) demonstrates that NESTS outperforms
NNESTSs in terms of speaking, pronunciation, listening, and vocabulary abilities in his
study. The replies to the first open-ended question are consistent with those of previous
studies (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Cakir & Demir, 2013; Ma, 2012; Tsou & Chen,
2019).

The second open-ended question (I prefer a native English teacher as my English
teacher because...) elicits information on students' reasons for choosing NESTs. The
study discovered that students believe NESTs had wide vocabulary knowledge and
effectively teach language culture. Additionally, NESTs were thought to be more
competent in speaking, which would motivate students to attend class. Kosar (2018)
claims that NESTs are seen to be more proficient in English, have superior
pronunciation, and broader grasp of the target culture. On the other hand, Al Omrani
(2008) argues in his study findings that participants preferred listening to NESTSs since
they are competent in the language. Philipson (1992) asserts in his seminal work that
NESTs are superior at displaying fluent, idiomatically appropriate language and
comprehending the language's cultural implications. When the students' replies to this
open-ended question were compared to the study in the literature, similar opinions were
expressed in these conducted studies (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Lasagabaster & Sierra,
2002; Medgyes,2001; Mahboob, 2004).

The third open-ended question (I prefer a non-native English teacher as my English
teacher because...), which was identical to the second, asked students why they
preferred NNESTs. Students also prefer NNESTs, as they can communicate more
effectively with them and receive more accurate feedback on subjects they struggle with
due to assistance to switching to L1. Additionally, NNESTs are perceived as more
capable of anticipating the difficulties students face in learning the language and more
empathetic to students’ demands. This finding is consistent with those of numerous

other studies published in the scientific literature. According to Mahboob (2004),
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NNESTs employ effective learning strategies, utilize L1 to teach students who struggle
with certain subjects, and invest significant time and effort in fieldwork. Additionally,
Al Omrani (2008) asserts that incorporating L1 into initial ESL/EFL courses helps

students in comprehending their teachers' guidance and feedback.

In the fourth open-ended question (Do you want to learn English from native English
speakers as well as non-native English speakers? Why? Please elaborate). For this
open-ended question, students expressed an interest in taking classes from both
teachers. Students noted that the reason why they desire to take lessons from NESTS is
to develop themselves better at the advanced level, to improve their English speaking
ability, and to communicate with their instructors who speak the language they study as
their mother tongue. Similar views were also noted in the conclusion sections of other
researches (Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Tsou & Chen, 2019). On the other hand, students
preferred NNESTS since they are more understanding in explaining the difficulties they
face in language learning and provide positive feedback about their needs because they
go through the same procedure as their students. However, it is noted that at the initial
stage of language learning it will be more effective to study with NNESTs. Students
additionally indicated an interest in learning about the differences between NESTs and
NNESTSs in terms of teaching techniques, course activities, and student interaction. As
Medgyes (1992) states that teachers from both groups work hard to become good
educators, but they approach the teaching task in a somewhat different manner. A
collaborative atmosphere in which both NESTs and NNESTs work together in harmony
will improve human relations and education quality. As a result, when the students'
statements in this study were compared to the existing literature generally, it was
discovered that views were expressed in studies conducted in different parts of the
world (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Cakir & Demir, 2013; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002;
Kosar, 2018).

The fifth and last open-ended question (Do you believe that it will contribute to the
participation of native/non-native English language teachers at different levels of the
English course) explains why it would be good to take lessons from both teachers. The
students stressed that having lessons from different teachers at different levels would be
more advantageous in terms of language learning. According to Hertel and Sandermen’s
(2009) study findings, students at different levels may have varied perspectives on
NESTs and NNESTs, and students with advanced education prefer NEST teachers,



58

while students at the beginning prefer NNEST professors. On the other hand, it has been
emphasized that language is not only limited to grammatical subjects but also has
different aspects such as speaking and communication skills. For NESTs, Ma (2012)
states that having been raised in a foreign country, NESTs have a unique advantage
when it comes to helping students improve their speaking and pronunciation abilities
and listening comprehension. As a result, the responses to all open-ended questions
posed to students in this study were consistent with those from previous research. This
outcome is consistent with many studies (Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Benke & Medgyes,
2005; Cakir & Demir, 2013; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Lipovsky & Mahboob, 2010;
Ma, 2012; Tang, 1997; Tsou & Chen, 2019; Ustiinliioglu, 2007) and evokes the Turkish
proverb, " aklin yolu birdir (great minds think alike)."

Limitation of the Study

This research is confined to students enrolled in a required English course
at a public university. However, the curriculum of the English courses of the
students participating in the research does not cover the curriculum for the four
fundamental skills of language learning. It is thought that if students whose
language skills had been certified by a national and international test had
participated in this research, the findings would have been different. Moreover,
the study's findings cannot be applied to all university students in Turkey
because the study was only limited to a small Anatolian university. If the
research could be conducted at many universities at the same time, the
subject's awareness may be felt in a larger context and help students better
grasp NEST and NNEST issues. Another limitation of this study is that the
data was not gathered using a variety of data collection methods. Various
qualitative research designs that involve student interviews or classroom

observations would give more diverse viewpoints on the research issue.

Implications of the Study

When the findings of this study are considered in the general, it is clear that
both native English-speaking teachers and non-native English-speaking
teachers have different competencies as a result of their educational

experiences, social environments, and personal differences. According to
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Medgyes (2001), being different does not suggest that one group is better or
worse than the other. In the field of English language teaching qualifications
obtained through study and effort should be accepted as a criterion, just as they
should be in all fields. According to Liu (1999b), rather than focusing on the
dichotomy of NESTs and NNESTS, the qualifications of the teachers, as well
as the importance of whether they have received professional training, must be
considered. As stated in Kaplan (1999) while selecting English instructors,
teachers' qualifications should be considered without regard to their nativeness
of English competency. It is vital that assessing teachers based on their
acquired skills is more important than assessing them based on their innate
abilities. It is the most humane and rational approach for both groups of
teachers to compensate for their shortcomings in order to provide a more
beneficial educational environment for students. A more sincere and
productive educational environment, not the perception of superiority to
differences, should be prioritized to create a more sincere and productive
environment in institutions. Students who study together in a harmonious
classroom have a more enjoyable learning experience if teachers perform their

duties in peace.

Suggestions for Further Studies

The present study evaluated quantitative and qualitative data collected from
students at a small state university in Anatolia. It would be neither scientific
nor rational to extend the study's conclusions to all universities in the Republic
of Turkey. Diverse investigations on the subject conducted at various
universities or educational institutions will result in disparate conclusions. In
this study, survey questions were used to ascertain students' perceptions of
NEST and NNEST teachers, and subsequently, open-ended questions were
used to elicit detailed comments on the subject. On the other hand, the variety
of scientific research methodologies used in a scientific study will result in a

variety of diverse findings and conclusions.



60

REFERENCES

Alghofaili, N. M., & Elyas, T. (2017). Decoding the Myths of the Native and Non-
Native English Speakers Teachers (NESTs & NNESTSs) on Saudi EFL Tertiary
Students. English Language Teaching, 10(6), 1-11.

Al-Omrani, A. H. (2008). Perceptions and attitudes of Saudi ESL and EFL students
toward native and nonnative English-speaking teachers. Indiana University of
Pennsylvania.

Alptekin, C. (2002). Towards intercultural communicative competence in ELT. ELT
journal, 56(1), 57-64.

Alseweed, M. A. (2012). University Students' Perceptions of the Influence of Native
and Non-Native Teachers. English Language Teaching, 5(12), 42-53.

Arva, V., & Medgyes, P. (2000). Native and non-native teachers in the classroom.
System, 28(3), 355-372.

Babbie, E. (2010). Research design. The practice of social research, 85-88.

Baugh, A., & Cable, T. (1993). A history of the English language. Routledge.

Benke, E., & Medgyes, P. (2005). Differences in teaching behaviour between native and
non-native speaker teachers: As seen by the learners. In Non-native language
teachers (pp. 195-215). Springer.

Braine, G. (1999a). From the periphery to the center: One teacher’s journey. Non-native
educators in English language teaching, 15, 28.

Braine, G. (1999b). NNS and invisible barriers in ELT. History of the NNEST Caucus.
TESOL NNEST Caucus on-line Newsletter.

Braine, G. (2010). NNS English teachers and accents. WATESOL NNEST Caucus
Annual Review, 1(3), 15-19.

Brutt-Griffler, J. (2002). World English. Multilingual Matters.

Canagarajah, A. S. (1999). Resisting linguistic imperialism in English teaching. Oxford
University Press.

Canagarajah, A. S. (2005). Reclaiming the local in language policy and practice.
Routledge.

Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 240

p.



61

Crystal, D. (2002). English in the new world. Babylonia, 1(2), 16-17.

Crystal, D. (2003). English as a global language. Ernst Klett Sprachen.

Cook, V. (2001). Using the first language in the classroom. Canadian modern language
review, 57(3), 402-423.

Cook, V. (2005). Basing teaching on the L2 user. In Non-native language teachers (pp.
47-61). Springer.

Curry, D. (2021, Nov 02). Language Learning App Revenue and Usage Statistics.
https://www.businessofapps.com/data/language-learning-app-market/

Cakir, H., & Demir, Y. (2013). A comparative analysis between NESTs and NNESTs
based on perceptions of students in preparation classes. The International Journal
of Social Sciences, 14(1), 36-47.

Davies, A. (1991). The native speaker in applied linguistics. Edinburgh University
Press.

Davies, A. (2003). The native speaker: Myth and reality (\Vol. 38). Multilingual Matters.

Denis, G. (1974). Motivation: The responsibility of the teacher. English Language
Teaching Journal, 1.

Duru, M. S. (2020). University students' perceptions related to native and nonnative
teachers of English Cag Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii].

Elo, S., Kéddridinen, M., Kanste, O., Polkki, T., Utriainen, K., & Kyngés, H. (2014).
Qualitative content analysis: A focus on trustworthiness. SAGE open, 4(1),
2158244014522633.

Gill, S. & Rebrova, A. (2001). Native and non-native: together we're worth more. ELT
Newsletter. Retrieved September 20, 2010, from
http://lwww.eltnewsletter.com/back/March2001/art522001.htm

Graddol, D. (1998). The future of English. London: The British Council.

Hall, S. J. (2012). Deconstructing aspects of native speakerism: Reflections from in-
service teacher education. The Journal of Asia TEFL, 9(3), 107-130.

Hall, S. J. (2018). In-service training in preparing NESTs and NNESTS.

Hanson-Smith, E. (1997). Technology in the Classroom: Practice and Promise in the
21st Century. TESOL Professional Papers# 2.

Hertel, T. J., & Sunderman, G. (2009). Student attitudes toward native and non- native
language instructors. Foreign Language Annals, 42(3), 468-482.

Higgins, C. (2003). “Ownership” of English in the Outer Circle: An alternative to the
NSNNS dichotomy. TESOL quarterly, 37(4), 615-644.



62

Holliday, A. (2006). Native-speakerism. ELT journal, 60(4), 385-387.

Holliday, A. (2015). Native-speakerism: Taking the concept forward and achieving
cultural belief. In (En) countering native-speakerism (pp. 11-25). Springer.

Houghton, S. A., & Rivers, D. J. (2013). Introduction: Redefining native-speakerism. In
Native-Speakerism in Japan (pp. 1-14). Multilingual Matters.

Iyer, R. (2011). Investigating the effectiveness of an online course: development of the
comparative learning environment questionnaire Curtin University].

Jenkins, J. (2000). The phonology of English as an international language. Oxford
university press.

Jenkins, J. (2009). English as a lingua franca: Interpretations and attitudes. World
Englishes, 28(2), 200-207.

Jenkins, J., & Leung, C. (2014). English as a lingua franca. The companion to language
assessment, 4, 1607-1616.

Kabel, A. (2009). Native-speakerism, stereotyping and the collusion of applied
linguistics. System, 37(1), 12-22.

Kachru, B. B. (1986). The alchemy of English: The spread, functions, and models of
non-native Englishes. University of Illinois Press.

Kachru, B. B. (1985). The bilinguals' creativity. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics,
6, 20-33.

Kachru, B. B. (1992). World Englishes: Approaches, issues and resources. Language
teaching, 25(1), 1-14.

Kachru, B. B., & Nelson, C. L. (1996). World englishes. Sociolinguistics and language
teaching, 11, 71-102.

Kaplan, R. B. (1999). The ELT: Ho (NEST) or not ho (NEST). NNEST Newsletter, 1(1),
5-6.

Kosar, G. (2018). Turkish tertiary level efl students’perceptions of native english-
speaking teachers and non-native english-speaking teachers. European journal of
english language teaching.

Kramsch, C. (1997). Guest column: The privilege of the nonnative speaker.
PMLA/Publications of the Modern Language Association of America, 112(3),
359-369.

Kucuk, U., Eyuboglu, M., Kucuk, H. O., & Degirmencioglu, G. (2016). Importance of
using proper post hoc test with ANOVA. International journal of cardiology, 209,
346.



63

Lasagabaster, D., & Sierra, J. M. (2002). University students' perceptions of native and
non-native speaker teachers of English. Language awareness, 11(2), 132-142.

Lee, C. Y. (2018). NETs vs. NNETs: ESL Teachers in Hong Kong and the Motivation
for Their Use of Classroom Communicative Strategies. McGill University
(Canada).

Lee, J. S. (2020). English in Korea. The Handbook of Asian Englishes, 585-604.
Lipovsky, C., & Mahboob, A. (2010). Students’appraisal of their native and non-native
English-speaking teachers. Watesol nnest Caucus Annual Review, 1, 119-154.

Liu, J. (1999a). From their own perspectives: The impact of non-native ESL
professionals on their students. Non-native educators in English language
teaching, 159, 176.

Liu, J. (1999b). Nonnative-English-speaking professionals in TESOL. Tesol
Quarterly, 33(1), 85-102.

Liu, Q., & Wang, L. (2021). t-Test and ANOVA for data with ceiling and/or floor
effects. Behavior Research Methods, 53(1), 264-277.

Llurda, E., & Huguet, n. (2003). Self-awareness in NNS EFL primary and secondary
school teachers. Language awareness, 12(3-4), 220-233.

Llurda, E. (2004). Non- native- speaker teachers and English as an International
Language. International journal of applied linguistics, 14(3), 314-323.

Llurda, E. (2005). Looking at the perceptions, challenges, and contributions... or the
importance of being a non-native teacher. In Non-Native Language Teachers (pp.
1-9). Springer.

Ma, L. P. F. (2012). Strengths and weaknesses of NESTS and NNESTSs: Perceptions of
NNESTs in Hong Kong. Linguistics and Education, 23(1), 1-15.

Mahboob, A. (2004). Native or non-native: What do the students think. Learning and
teaching from experience, 121-147.

Mahboob, A. (2010). The NNEST lens: Non native English speakers in TESOL.
Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Mahboob, A. (2011). English: The industry. Journal of Postcolonial Cultures and
Societies, 2(4), 46-61.

Mahboob, A., & Golden, R. (2013). Looking for native speakers of English:

Discrimination in English language teaching job advertisements. Age, 3(18), 21.



64

Marzban, A. (2011). Improvement of reading comprehension through computer-assisted
language learning in Iranian intermediate EFL students. Procedia Computer
Science, 3, 3-10.

Medgyes, P. (1992). Native or non-native: who's worth more? ELT journal, 46(4), 340-
349.

Medgyes, P. (1994). The non-native teacher. Macmillan London.

Medgyes, P. (1999). Language training: A neglected area in teacher education. Non-
native educators in English language teaching, 177-195.

Medgyes, P. (2001). When the teacher is a non-native speaker. Teaching English as a
second or foreign language, 3, 429-442.

Milambiling, J. (2000). Comments on Vivian Cook's" Going beyond the native speaker
in language teaching™: How nonnative speakers as teachers fit into the equation.
TESOL quarterly, 34(2), 324-328.

Moussu, L. M. (2006). Native and Nonnative English-Speaking English as a Second
Language Teachers: Student Attitudes, Teacher Self-Perceptions, and Intensive
English Administrator Beliefs and Practices. Online Submission.

Moussu, L., & Llurda, E. (2008). Non-native English-speaking English language
teachers: History and research. Language teaching, 41(3), 315-348.

Oztiirk, K. (2012). Students’ perceptions of CALL at Dokuz Eyliil University school of
foreign languages. ELT Research Journal, 1(4), 216-229.

Paikeday, T. M. (1985). May | kill the native speaker? TESOL Quarterly, 19(2), 390-
395.

Phillipson, R. (1992). ELT: the native speaker's burden? ELT journal, 46(1), 12-18.

Phillipson, R. (2012). Linguistic imperialism. The encyclopedia of applied linguistics,
1-7.

Pasternak, M., & Bailey, K. M. (2004). Preparing nonnative and native English-
speaking teachers: Issues of professionalism and proficiency. Learning and
teaching from experience: Perspectives on nonnative English-speaking
professionals, 155-175.

Piller, 1., & Cho, J. (2013). Neoliberalism as language policy. Language in society,
42(1), 23-44.

Rampton, M. B. H. (1990). Displacing the ‘native speaker’: Expertise, affiliation, and

inheritance.



65

Reves, T., & Medgyes, P. (1994). The non-native English speaking EFL/ESL teacher's
self-image: An international survey. System, 22(3), 353-367.

Romney, M. (2010). The colour of English. The NNEST lens: Non native English
speakers in TESOL, 18-34.

Rowe, B. M., & Levine, D. P. (2018). A concise introduction to linguistics. Routledge.

Rudolph, N., Selvi, A. F., & Yazan, B. (2015). Conceptualizing and confronting
inequity: Approaches within and new directions for the “NNEST movement”.
Critical Inquiry in Language Studies, 12(1), 27-50.

Selvi, A. F. (2010). All teachers are equal, but some teachers are more equal than
others: Trend analysis of job advertisements in English language teaching.
WATESOL NNEST Caucus Annual Review, 1(1), 155-181.

Selvi, A. F. (2014). Myths and misconceptions about nonnative English speakers in the
TESOL (NNEST) movement. TESOL Journal, 5(3), 573-611.

Steffens, K. (2015). Competences, learning theories and MOOC s: Recent developments
in lifelong learning. European Journal of Education, 50(1), 41-59.

Stern, H. H. (1983). Language teacher education: An approach to the issues and a
framework for discussion. Applied linguistics and the preparation of second
language teachers: Toward a rationale, 342-361.

Strevens, P. (1992). English as an international language: Directions in the 1990s. The
other tongue: English across cultures, 2, 7-47.

Suaréz, J. (2000). Native and non-native: Not only a question of terminology.
Humanizing Language Teaching, 2(6), 1.

Tang, C. (1997). The identity of the nonnative ESL teacher. TESOL quarterly, 31(3),
577-580.

Tatar, S. (2019). Employment of English Language Teachers in an EFL Context:
Perspectives From School Administrators. Profile Issues in TeachersProfessional
Development, 21(2), 45-61.

TESOL. (2006). Position statement against discrimination of nonnative speakers of
English in the field of TESOL. In.

Tsou, S.-Y., & Chen, Y. (2019). Taiwanese University Students' Perceptions toward
Native and Non-Native English-Speaking Teachers in EFL Contexts.
International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 31(2), 176-
183.



66

Uzum, B. (2018). Attitudes of students toward NESTs and NNESTs. The TESOL
Encyclopedia of English language teaching, 1-7.

Ustiinliioglu, E. (2007). University students’ perceptions of native and non- native
teachers. Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 13(1), 63-79.

White, M. D., & Marsh, E. E. (2006). Content analysis: A flexible methodology.
Library trends, 55(1), 22-45.

Widdowson, H. G. (1992). ELT and EL teachers: Matters arising. ELT journal, 46(4),
333-339.

Zulfikar, Z. (2019). Rethinking the use of L1 in L2 classroom. Englisia: Journal of
Language, Education, and Humanities, 6(1), 42-51.



67

APPENDICES

Appendix A: Ethic Committee Approval of Cag University

T.C

CAG UNIVERSITESI

SOSYAL BIiLIMLER ENSTIiTUSU

TEZ / ARASTIRMA / ANKET / CALISMA iZNi / ETIK KURULU iZINI TALEP FORMU VE

ONAY TUTANAK FORMU

OGRENCI BILGILERI
T.C.NOSU
ADI VE SOYADI Ahmet TURANOGLU
OGRENCI NO 20198046
TEL. NO.

E - MAIL ADRESLERI

ANA BIiLIiM DALI

ingiliz Dili Egitimi

HANGI ASAMADA
OLDUGU (DERS / TEZ)

Tez

ISTEKDE
BULUNDUGU
DONEME AiT
DONEMLIK
KAYDININ YAPILIP-
YAPILMADIGI

2020/ 2021 - GUZ DONEMI KAYDINI YENILEDIM.

ARASTIRMA/ANKET/CALISMA TALEBI iLE ILGILi BILGILER

TEZIN KONUSU Online Egitimde Ogrencilerin Ana Dili Ingilizce olan ve Anadili Ingilizce
Olmayan Ogretmenlere Kars1 Algilari

TEZIN AMACI Bu galisma iiniversite 6grencilerinin ana dili Ingilizce olan Ingilizce
Ogretmenleri ve ana dili ingilizce olmayan ingilizce 6gretmenlerine iliskin
algilarina arastirmak amaciyla yapilacaktir. Bu ¢alismada su arastirma
sorularina cevaplar aranacaktir. Ogrencilerin ana dili Ingilizce olan Ingilizce
Ogretmenleri ve ana dili ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlere iligkin algilari
nelerdir? Ogrenci algilarinin cinsiyet, yas, boliim ve ingilizce egitim seviyesi
ile bir baglantis1 varmidir? Ana dili ingilizce olan ve anadili ingilizce
olmayan 6gretmenlerle ilgili 6grenci goriisleri ve deneyimleri nelerdir?
Ogrenciler hangi 6gretmen grubundan ve nigin egitim almayi tercih
etmektedir?

TEZIN TURKCE Bu caligma {iniversite ogrencilerinin ana dili Ingilizce olan Ingilizce

OZETi ogretmenleri ve ana dili Ingilizce olmayan Ingilizce 8gretmenlerine iliskin
algilarin1 aragtirmak amaci ile yapilacaktir. Bu kapsamda karma yontem
arastirma metodlart kullanilacaktir. Nicel veriler c¢evrimigi anket ile
yapilacak ve SPSS programi ile analiz edilecektir. Nitel veriler ¢evrimigi
miilakat sorular1 ile yapilacak ve icerik analazi ile incelenecektir.

ARASTIRMA

YAPILACAK OLAN

SEKTORLER/ Kilis 7 Aralik Universitesi

KURUMLARIN

ADLARI

IZIN ALINACAK Kilis 7 Aralik Universitesi

OLAN KURUMA AIT Mehmet Sanli Mah. Dogan Giires Pasa Bul. No:84 KILIS

BILGILER

(KURUMUN ADI-

SUBESi/ MUDURLUGU

- iLi - ILCESI)




68

YAPILMAK IiSTENEN
CALISMANIN iZiN
ALINMAK iSTENEN
KURUMUN HANGI
ILCELERINE/ HANGI
KURUMUNA/ HANGI
BOLUMUNDE/ HANGI
ALANINA/ HANGI
KONULARDA/ HANGI
GRUBA/ KiMLERE/
NE UYGULANACAGI
GIiBi AYRINTILI
BIiLGILER

Kilis 7 Aralik Universitesinde Zorunlu Ingilizce Derslerini Alan Ogrencilerle
yapilacaktir.

UYGULANACAK
OLAN CALISMAYA
AIT ANKETLERIN/
OLCEKLERIN
BASLIKLARI/ HANGI
ANKETLERIN -
OLCELERIN
UYGULANACAGI

EKLER (ANKETLER,
OLCEKLER,
FORMLAR, ....V.B.
GiBi EVRAKLARIN
ISIMLERIYLE
BIRLIKTE KAC
ADET/SAYFA
OLDUKLARINA AiT
BILGILER iLE
AYRINTILI
YAZILACAKTIR)

Al Omrani (2008) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Kosar (2018) tarafindan
Tiirkge’ye uyarlanan 6grencilerin ana dili Ingilizce olan Ingilizce
ogretmenleri ve ana dili ingilizce olmayan ingilizce 6gretmenlerine iliskin
algilar1 konulu anket kullanilacaktir. Ogrencilere google forms’da hazirlanan
ve online olarak cevaplanacak anket ve miilakat sorular1 iletilecektir. Anket
Linki: https://docs.google.com/forms/d/17ve3DYNMuwLUMOg1k-
3UEYW305qPDXd7KMINC;ji5wgY/edit




69

OGRENCININ iMZASI: Enstitii
OGRENCININ ADI - SOYADI: Ahmet TURANOGLU  Miidiirliigiinde evrak ash imzahdir
TARIH: 18/ 12/ 2020

TEZ/ ARASTIRMA/ANKET/CALISMA TALEBI iLE iLGIiLi DEGERLENDIiRME SONUCU

1. Segilen konu Bilim ve Is Diinyasina katki saglayabilecektir.

2. Anilan konu egitim faaliyet alam icerisine girmektedir.

SOSYAL
BILIMLER
1.TEZ ENSTITUSU AB.D.
DANISMANININ 2.TEZ DANISMANININ MUDURUNUN BASKANININ
ONAYI ONAYI (VARSA) ONAYI ONAYI
Ad1 - Soyadi: Senem Ad1 - Soyadi: Murat | Adi - Soyadi: Sehnagz
ZAIMOGLU Ad1 - Soyadi: ................ KOC SAHINKARAKAS
Unvani : Dr.Ogr.Uyesi Unvani: ............... Unvani:Dog. Dr. Unvani: Prof. Dr.
Imzas1: Evrak onayi
Imzas1 : Evrak onayi e- imzasi: Evrak onayr | e-posta ile
posta ile alinmistir Imzast: .................. e-posta ile alinmistir | alinmigtir
21/12/2020 [ 120 22/12/2020 21/12/ 2020
ETiK KURULU ASIL UYELERINE AiT BILGILER
Ad1 - Soyadi:
Prof. Dr. Yiicel
ERTEKIN
(Yerine Dr. Ogr. | Ad: - Soyad:: Adt1 - Soyadi:
Adi1 - Soyadi: Uyesi Sami Deniz Aynur Adt1 - Soyadi: Ali Mustafa Tevfik
Mustafa BASARAN | DOGRU) GULER Engin OBA ODMAN

Unvani : Prof. Dr.

Unvani : Prof. Dr.

Unvanzi: Prof. Dr.

Unvani: Prof. Dr.

Unvant: Prof. Dr.

Imzas1 : Evrak onayi

Imzasi : Evrak
onay1 e-posta ile

Imzasi : Evrak
onay1 e-posta ile

e-posta ile almmustir | alimmustir almmustir
21/12/2020 21/12/2020 22/12/2020 /120 [ 120
Etik Kurulu Jiiri | Etik Kurulu Jiiri | Etik Kurulu Jiri | Etik Kurulu Jiiri Etik Kurulu Jiiri
Baskam - Asil Uye Asil Uyesi Asil Uyesi Asil Uyesi Asil Uyesi
|
Cahisma yapilacak olan tez i¢in uygulayacak oldugu
OY BiRLIiGi iLE Anketleri/Formlari/Olgekleri Cag Universitesi Etik Kurulu
Asil Jiiri Uyelerince Incelenmis olup, 22 /12 /2020 - 30/01/
OY COKLUGU| X 2021 tarihleri arasinda uygulanmak iizere gerekli iznin
ILE verilmesi taraflarimizca uygundur.

ACIKLAMA: BU FORM OGRENCILER TARAFINDAN HAZIRLANDIKTAN SONRA ENSTITU
MUDURUNE ONAYLATILARAK ENSTIiTU SEKRETERLIGINE TESLIM EDILECEKTIR.
AYRICA YAZININ PUNTOSU iSE 12 (ON iKi) PUNTO OLACAK SEKIiLDE YAZILARAK CIKTI

ALINACAKTIR.




70

Appendix B: Questionnaire Permission from Cag University

Say1
Kon

AP

TC.
CAG UNIVERSITESI
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

23867972-044-E.2000004676 22.12.2020
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olan Ahmet TURANOGLU, “Online Egitimde Ogrencilerin Ana Dili ingilizce olan
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T.C.
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Sayi :  E-76062934-044 29.01.2021
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ligi : 22.12.2020 tarihli ve 23867972-044-E.2000004676 sayili yaziniz.

ligi yaziniza istinaden Enstitiniz Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Tezli Yuksek Lisans Programinda 20198046
numarali 6grenciniz Ahmet TURANOGLU tarafindan uygulanmak istenen anket Rektérligimiz tarafindan
uygun gorQimastar.

Bilgilerinize arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Muhammet Ruhat YASAR
Rektor a.
Rektor Yardimcisi
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Appendix D: Questionnaire Turkish Version

Bu anket, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenen yetiskin 6grencilerin anadili Ingilizce olan
ogretmenler ve/ya da anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenler vasitasiyla Ingilizce 6grenme
konusundaki diislincelerini ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglayan bir calisma icin gelistirilmistir.
Ankete vereceginiz yanitlar bu c¢aligmaya veri temini diginda baska hi¢bir amacla

kullanilmayacaktir.
Boliim I. Kisisel Bilgi

1- Admiz:
2- Yasmiz:
3- Kag yildir ingilizce 6grenmektesiniz?
4- Ingilizce yeterliginiz hangi seviyededir?
a) Baslangic
b) Alt orta seviye
c) Ortaseviye
d) Ileri seviye oncesi
e) lleriseviye
5- Tiirkiye disinda baska bir iilkede Ingilizce egitimi aldiniz m1? Yanmitiniz evet ise,
litfen asagidaki tabloyu doldurunuz.
OEvet OHayir

Ulke Ne zaman gittiniz? Ulkede kaldiginiz siire

6- Ingilizceyi
a) Tiirk Ingilizce dgretmenlerinden mi dgrenmektesiniz?
OEvet OHayir

b) Tiirk olmayan ve anadili Ingilizce olmayan Ingilizce égretmenlerinden mi
ogrenmektesiniz? (Yanitiniz evet ise, liitfen 6gretmeninizin/6gretmenlerinizin
uyrugunu belirtiniz.)

OEvet OHayir

¢) Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerden mi 8grenmektesiniz? (Yanitiniz evet ise,
lutfen 6gretmeninizin/dgretmenlerinizin uyrugunu belirtiniz.)
OEvet OHayir

7- Tabloda verilen beceri ve sistemleri anadili Ingilizce olmayan Ingilizce
ogretmenlerinden mi yoksa anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerden mi
ogrenmektesiniz? Size uygun olan se¢enegin altina tik koyarak yanit veriniz.
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Beceri/Sistem

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan
Ingilizce dgretmenlerinden

Anadili Ingilizce olan
Ogretmenlerden

Telaffuz

Konusma

Dinleme

Okuma

Yazma

Kelime

Dil bilgisi

Boliim II. Asagidaki ifadeleri okuyunuz ve size en uygun secenegin altina tik koyarak

yanit veriniz.

Kisim |

No

ifade

Kesinlikle
katilmiyoru

m
Katilmiyoru

Kesinlikle

m
Katihhyorum

Kararsizim

katiliyorum

Ingilizceyi Tiirk bir Ingilizce gretmeninden daha
1yl 6grenirim ¢linkii ayn1 anadili konusuyoruz.

Ingilizceyi Tiirk bir Ingilizce dgretmeninden daha
1yl 6grenirim ¢linkii ayn kiiltiirii paylasiyoruz.

Ingilizceyi anadili Ingilizce olmayan bir
0gretmenden dgrenmek daha iyidir ¢iinkii
Ingilizceyi kendi kendilerine 6grenmislerdir.

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenler sorularimi
daima anlarlar ve agik yanitlar verirler.

Tiirk bir 8gretmenden Ingilizce dgrenirken
motivasyonum yiiksektir.

Anadili Ingilizce olan bir 8gretmenden Ingilizce
Ogrenirken kaygili olurum.

Baslangic seviyesindeki 6grenciler ayni anadili
konustuklari Ingilizce dgretmenlerinden
Ingilizceyi daha iyi 6grenirler.

[leri diizeydeki ogrenciler anadili Ingilizce olan
Ogretmenlerden daha iyi Ingilizce 6grenirler.

Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenler sik sik soru
sorulmasi ve ofisine yapilacak ziyaretleri
desteklerler.

10

Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenleri dinlemeyi
tercih ederim ¢linkii ¢ok akici bir sekilde
konusurlar.

11

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenlerimi model
alirim.

12

Bazen anadili dili ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerin
eksikligini hissederim ¢iinkii Ingilizce
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Ogretmenimin benim i¢in iyi bir model olmadigini
diigliniiriim.

13

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenler olanlara
nazaran daha iyidir ¢iinkii Ingilizce dgrenirken
karsilastigim problemleri daha iyi anlarlar.

14

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenler sik sik soru
sorulmasi ve ofisine yapilacak ziyaretleri
desteklerler.

15

Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerle
motivasyonum daha ytiksektir.

16

Ingilizceyi Tiirk bir 6gretmenden dgrenirken daha
kaygiliyimdir.

17 | Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenlerin dersleri
sikicidir.
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18 | Konusma derslerinde anadili Ingilizce olmayan

ogretmenler daha iyidir ¢ilinkii anlagilmalar1 daha
kolaydir.

19

Konusma derslerinde anadili Ingilizce olan
ogretmenler daha iyidir ¢ilinkii kelimeleri dogru
telaffuz ederler.

20

Anadili Ingilizce olan bir dgretmenden egitim
almay1 tercih ederim ¢linkii bu durum Tiirkge
konugsmami engeller.

21

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenler okuma ve
yazma derslerinde anadili Ingilizce olanlara
kiyasla daha basarilidir.

22

Anadiliiingilizce olmayan 6gretmenler dilbilgisini
anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlere gore daha iyi
Ogretirler.

23

Dilbilgisi dersini Tiirk bir 6gretmenden almay1
tercih ederim ¢iinkii Tiirk¢e’ den 6rnek vererek
anlatirlar.

24

Kelime dersini Tiirk bir 6gretmenden almay1
tercih ederim ¢iinki bilinmeyen kelimelerin
anlamlarin1 Tiirkge verebilir.

25

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenler Ingilizce
olanlara nazaran Ingiliz ya da Amerikan kiiltiiriinii
daha iyi Ogretirler.

26

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenlerden
Ingilizceyi 6grenenler icin giinliik hayatlarinda
Ingilizceyi kullanmalar1 zordur.

27

Anadili Ingilizce olmayanlar smif aktivitelerini,
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oyunlar1 ve smif dis1 aktivitelerini Ingilizce
O0grenme kaynaklar1 olarak gormemektedir.

28

Anadili Ingilizce olmayanlar smif disinda
yardimseverdir.

29

Anadili Ingilizce olmayan &gretmenler Ingilizce
Ogretirken 6grenci olarak ihtiyaglarima yanit
verebilecek modern teknikleri kullanirlar.

30

Anadili Ingilizce olan ve olmayan 6gretmenlerin
beraber ders anlattiklar1 sinif ortamini tercih
ederim.

31

Ingilizce konusurken Ingilizceyi dogru konusmak
akict konugmaktan daha 6nemlidir.

32

Iyi bir Ingilizce 6gretmeni olabilmek i¢in kisinin
Ingilizce 6gretimi alaninda hem tecriibesi hem de
egitimi olmalidir.

33

Anadili Ingilizce olan dgretmenler sinif disinda da
yardimseverdir.

34

Anadili Ingilizce olan dgretmenler Ingilizce
ogretirken 6grenci olarak ihtiyaglarima yanit
verebilecek modern teknikleri kullanirlar.
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35

Cok fazla test ve kiigiik smavlarmn yapildig:
Ingilizce derslerini tercih ederim.

36

Odevlerime verilecek geri doniitlerin Ingilizce
yerine Tiirk¢e olmasini tercih ederim.

37

Ogrenciler anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerin
diizeltmelerini ve geri doniitlerini gogunlukla
anlamazlar.

38

Anadili Ingilizce olamayan dgretmenler
Ogrencilerin ilerlemelerini 6lgmek igin sik sik test
yada kii¢lik sinav yapmazlar.

39

Ogrenciler anadili Ingilizce olmayan
ogretmenlerin diizeltmelerini ve geri doniitlerini
cogunlukla anlamazlar.

Kisim IV
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40 | Ingilizceyi anadili Ingilizce olmayan gretmenlerden
O0grenmemin Amerikan kiiltiiriinii 6grenmemde hig
yardimi1 olmayabilir.
41 | Ingilizceyi anadili Ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlerden

ogrenmem Ingiltere’de (veya Amerika’da) sosyal
hayata dahil olmami zorlastirabilir.
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Appendix E: Questionnaire (English)

The aim of this questionnaire is to find out your opinions about native
and nonnative English- speaking teachers by both of whom you are being
taught. Your answers will be used for this study and your anonymity will be
safeguarded and protected at all costs. Your participation is on a voluntary
basis.

1. I learn better from a Turkish teacher because we share the same language.
2. | learn better from a Turkish teacher because we share the same culture.
3. NNESTSs are better because they had to learn the language themselves.
4. NNESTSs always understand my questions and provide clear answers.
5. | feel motivated when | have Turkish teachers.
6. | feel anxious when | am taught by NESTSs.
7. Beginning English learners learn better if they are taught by teachers
who share the same first language with them.
8. Advanced learners learn better when they are taught by NESTS.
9. NESTSs encourage frequent questions and visits to their offices.
10. | prefer to listen to native speakers of English because they are the most fluent.
11. 1 try to follow the model of my NNESTSs.
12.1 have sometimes sought out native speakers of English because |
felt that my teacher’s English was not good enough.
13. NNESTS are better than NESTS because they can understand my
problems in learning English.
14. NNESTSs encourage frequent questions and visits to their offices.
15. | feel motivated when | have NESTSs.
16. | feel anxious when | am taught by a Turkish teacher.
17. English lessons taught by NNESTS are boring.
18. In teaching oral Skills, NNESTSs are better as they are easy to understand.

19. In teaching oral skills, NESTs are better because they pronounce words more
accurately.

20. | prefer studying speaking with NESTs because this forces me not to speak Turkish.
21. NNESTS teach reading and writing better than NESTS.
22. NNESTSs teach grammar better than NESTS.

23.1 prefer taking grammar lessons from Turkish teachers because



78

they provide Turkish examples that explain English grammar.
24. | prefer being taught vocabulary by a Turkish teacher because they can
give the meaning of an unknown word in Turkish.

25. NNESTSs teach American and British culture better than NESTSs
26.1t is hard for Turkish students when their teacher is NNESTSs.

27. NNESTs do not consider Class activities, games, and out-of-class

activities as sources of learning English.

28. NNESTSs are helpful outside the classroom.

29. NNESTSs implement up-to-date techniques that suit my needs as a language learner.
30. NESTs are helpful outside the classroom.

31. NESTs implement up-to-date techniques that suit my needs as a language learner.
32. | prefer feedback in Turkish to my assignments.

33. Students often cannot understand feedback from NESTSs.

34. NNESTs do not usually give enough tests and quizzes to measure their students’
progress.

35. Students often do not understand feedback or corrections from NNESTS.

36. | prefer that my assignments receive feedback in Turkish rather than English.
37. Students often do not understand corrections and feedback from NESTS.

38. NNESTSs don't often take tests or quizzes to measure students' progress.

39. Students often do not understand corrections and feedback from NNESTS.

40. Learning English from NNESTs may not help me at all to learn about American
culture.

41. Learning English from non-native teachers can make it difficult for me to be involved
in social life in the UK (or the USA).
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Appendix F: Consent Form and Open-Ended Questions

ACIK-UCLU MULAKAT SORULARI

Cevrim I¢i Egitimde Ogrencilerin Anadili Ingilizce Olan ve Anadili Ingilizce

Olmayan Ogretmenlerine Yonelik Algisi

Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Bu arastirmaya katilmak tiimiiyle isteginize baghdir. Bu arastirmanin sonuclari
bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacaktir, bu nedenle bos soru birakmamaniz 6nemle rica olunur.
Sizinle ilgili veriler bu ¢alisma amaci disinda kullanilmayacaktir. Bu formu yanitlamadan
once liitfen asagidaki "Onayliyorum" boliimiinii isaretleyiniz. Bu arastirma konusunda
bilgilendirildim. Herhangi bir sorum oldugunda arastirmaciya farkli iletisim
kanallarindan ulasabilmek i¢in telefon numaralar1 ve e-posta bilgileri konusunda
bilgilendirildim. Bu arastirmaya katilimimin goéniilli oldugunu biliyorum. Bu anketteki
sorulara verdigim cevaplarin tez arastirmasi i¢in kullanilmasina izin veriyorum. Anket
sonucu elde edilen tiim bilgiler gizli tutulacak, arastirma yaymlandiginda da varsa kisisel
bilgilerinizin gizliligi korunacaktir. "Cevrim I¢i Egitimde Ogrencilerin Anadili Ingilizce
Olan ve Anadili Ingilizce Olmayan Ogretmenlerine Yonelik Algis1" isimli ¢alismaya

goniillii olarak katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.

(0 Kabul Ediyorum
MULAKAT SORULARI

Asagidaki sorular1 cevaplamaniz calismanin daha verimli olmas1 agisindan énem arz
etmektedir fakat cevaplamaniz zorunlu olmayip ISTEGE BAGLIDIR. Ankete katiliminiz
icin tesekkiir eder, saglikli glinler dileriz.

1-Sizce anadili Ingilizce olan &gretmenlerin ve anadili Ingilizce olmayan
ogretmenlerin giiclii ve zay1f yonleri nelerdir? Liitfen agiklayiniz.

2-Ingilizce gretmenim olarak Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmeni tercih ederim

4- Hem anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerden hem de anadili Ingilizce olmayan

ogretmenlerden ders almak istermisiniz? Ni¢in? Liitfen aciklayiniz.
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5- Ingilizce dersinin farkli seviyelerinde anadili Ingilizce olan/olmayan
Ogretmenlerin derslere girmesi katki sunacagina inantyormusunuz? Nig¢in? Liitfen

aciklaymiz.



