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Students’ perceptions on non-native English speaking teachers (Non-
NESTs) and native English speaking teachers (NESTs): A scale
development study

Elif Nur Yildirm & Ahmet Onal

Abstract: The goal of this study is to develop a reliable and valid scale to reveal the
perceptions of university preparatory class students towards non-NESTs and NESTs with
regard to speaking, listening, culture, content, interaction with learners, and classroom
language. It is intended to present a comprehensive picture of the strengths and
differences of NESTs and non-NESTs through a scale developed by the researchers

using the European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL) self-
assessment descriptors as a framework. For research validity, a pilot study was carried
out with 309 preparatory class students studying at Stileyman Demirel University.
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) techniques
have been used to establish the structural and construct validity of the scale.
Perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs Scale (PNNS), which comprise 18 items
collected under 2 factors, was developed. The main study has been conducted with 284
students studying in English preparatory classes of 6 different faculties at Dokuz Eylil
University. The reliability of the PNNS has been found as 0.94; thus, it would be justified
to argue that the PNNS is a reliable and valid data collection tool.

Keywords: European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL); native
English-speaking teachers; non-native English-speaking teachers; scale development

In today's globalized world, widely regarded as a global contact language, English has unquestionably become a
common language and a basic requirement for people for such reasons as communication, professional workplace
and academic studies. It is the most commonly spoken language as a native or foreign language all around the world
and it has become a modern lingua franca since English is spoken by non-native speakers more than native ones
(Medgyes, 2001). Nonetheless, native English speakers are considered to have a constant and apparent superiority
over foreign and second-language English speakers (Braine, 1999b). It would be not wrong to say that there is a
global prejudice against non-native English-speaking teachers (non-NESTSs). In almost every region of the world, native
English-speaking teachers (NESTs), whether or not they have been educated in the English Language Teaching (ELT)
field, have broader employment options than non-NESTs (Cook, 2008; Kaplan, 1999; Oztlirk & Atay, 2010; Selvi,
2010). In some nations, even insufficient native speakers have been favoured to competent non-native colleagues
(Braine, 1999b). This is certainly prevalent for the foreign language education context in Turkey. The majority of
educators continue to perceive English language teaching as the exclusive domain of native speakers, ignoring the
necessary qualifications and pedagogical information. It is not surprising that NESTs are entitled to get the profession
just because their mother tongue is English. This situation clearly creates a prejudice against non-NESTs by employers,
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parents and even learners. This prejudice stems mostly from the notion that NESTs are more capable and much more
informative than non-NESTSs, that they convey the key characteristics of the language better and that they create a
strong connection between the target language and students. Non-NESTs are often displeased with their non-native
status, and as a result, they frequently feel inadequate and disadvantaged (Medgyes, 2001). That ‘non-native’ label
has a negative impact on their career, and it is often a struggle for them to proceed with NESTs on the same path.

2. Literature review

The need to learn English is increasing day by day since it indisputably has become the most widely spoken language
around the world throughout the years. English has become the global contact language and has been used as lingua
franca (ELF) as a result of this globalization (Brown, 2013). Jenkins (2009) describes ELF as a common language
chosen among speakers from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds. When taken into consideration the diversity
of the language today and the fact that English no longer has a single source of authority, Mesthrie and Bhatt (2008)
state that it is not surprising to use the plural form of English as World Englishes or New Englishes. In other words, as
Medgyes (2001) remarks, native speakers no longer have exclusive access to the English language. A notable part
of the world's population needs to learn English as a foreign (EFL) or second language (ESL) for such reasons as
education, business, tourism, technology, and personal development. At this stage, the question of whether there
exists a standard English or not may arise. As Glindliz (2015) states, the notion of standard English cannot be
assigned only to native speakers as all nations have adjusted their own cultural inheritances and linguistic forms to
the target or adopted language.

The labels native and non-native have become a contentious topic in the literature within the last few decades.
Despite the fact that it is widely perceived as a complicated situation and there is no adequate definition of the term
native speaker in the literature (Kaplan, 1999), it typically refers to a person who speaks the language as a mother
tongue, which means, L1. As Ulate (2011) mentions, native speakers hold such characteristics as; having the rules
subconsciously, grasping meanings intuitively, having creativity and a variety of language skills and having the ability
to speak in a fluent manner. A non-native speaker is described as a person who is learning the target language as a
second or foreign language. The term non-native is often regarded as negative by professionals while the term native
has a favorable impression (Ulate, 2011).

The phrase non-native for English speaking teachers has triggered a debate among foreign language teaching
professionals (Maum, 2002). Teachers whose first language is not English, regardless of their abilities and proficiency
in the language, are typically classified as non-NESTs (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004), which causes them to feel inferior
to NESTs (Alseweed, 2012). Phillipson (1992a) denominates this situation as the native speaker fallacy which ignores
the educational background, experiences, and talents of non-NESTs. As Bailey (2002) states, the rejection of well-
trained and experienced non-NEST is inevitable when “the blue-eyed blond back packer” (p.1) shows up. The NEST
and non-NEST issue has been widely investigated over the previous decade. There have been many books that were
published, several studies and a significant number of articles which were conducted. Yet, the native speaker fallacy
appears to be the source of the most heated debate (Phillipson, 1992a). It clearly suggests the notion that native
speaker of the target language is the ideal language teacher which was remarked at the Commonwealth Conference
organized in Uganda in 1961. This conference primarily focused on native speakers’ dominance and superiority in
ELT. Phillipson (1992a) asserted that all of the conference tenets were incorrect and lacked scientific and academic
validity. At this point, scholars began to question this biased judgement. While the proponents of the native speaker
fallacy argue that nativeness is only one of the factors for being a successful educator, and that it is insufficient; the
others claim that NESTs are more qualified and effective since language proficiency is the most important quality for
them. After the leading studies of Medgyes (1992) and Phillipson (1992a-b), many researchers such as Braine
(1999), Canagarajah (1999), Liu (1999), Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) and Llurda (2006) made great
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contributions to clarify the intricate relationship between NESTs and non-NESTs. However, a consensus has yet to be
achieved, and many academics and researchers acknowledge that the debate regarding non-NESTs vs. NESTSs is still
going on. The distinction between non-NESTs and NESTs should be retained because these teacher groups complete
each other in terms of their strengths and limitations (Medgyes, 1992). In other words, both non-NESTs and NESTs
offer unique qualifications to the profession that the other group cannot easily compensate for (Alghofaili & Elyas,
2017; Celik, 2006; Holliday, 2015; Llurda, 2006; Mahboob, 2004; Medgyes, 1992; 1999; 2001).

In the majority part of the world, there is an undeniable truth that, whether or not they have been educated in the
field of ELT, NESTs have more advantages when it comes to employment opportunities. Selvi (2010) points out that
an overwhelming amount of job advertisements exclude non-NESTs and encourage NESTSs by stating that only NESTs
are eligible to apply and that other applications will not be considered. According to Oztiirk and Atay (2010), private
schools, educational institutions and universities that offer English language programs in Turkey frequently prefer
NESTs over non-NESTSs since NESTSs allow them to generate better advertisements and attract more learners, even if
non-NESTs have more teaching experiences and higher qualifications. It can be clearly seen that NESTs are favored
by administrators, parents and even learners without questioning their teaching abilities and experiences. Kaplan
(1999) criticizes such prejudice in recruitment procedures, arguing that it is the talents of teachers that should be
recognized, instead of their nativeness. By reframing the question from who they are to what they are, Maum (2002)
calls for more democratic hiring methods. It should be noted that, without considering their nationality, both non-
NESTs and NESTSs have particular strengths and weaknesses in terms of language teaching.

2.1 Instructional characteristics of NESTs and non-NESTs

When it comes to characterize non-NESTs and NESTs regarding their instructional abilities, literature provides many
studies that bring out particular features attached to these teacher groups. The instructional characteristics, strengths
and differences of NESTs and non-NESTs have been summarized from the findings of the studies of some researchers
in the literature and have been presented in Table 1 (Cook, 2008; Kurniawati & Rizki, 2018; Medgyes, 2001;
Widdowson, 1994).

Table 1. Instructional characteristics of NESTs and non-NESTs

NESTs non-NESTs
e use English confidently e teach grammar better
e focus on fluency e focus on accuracy
e tolerate mistakes e understand learners’ needs and struggles
e supply cultural information e provide efficient learning methods
o more flexible while teaching e more empathetic
e naturally has phonetic and lexical knowledge e great role model, motivator
e provide a native speaker model o facilitate the process by using L1
e may or may not possess teacher e possess teacher training and qualifications

training and qualifications

To start with, Medgyes (2001) carried out a survey with 325 non-NESTs and NESTs to examine the teaching
behaviour differences between them. The results showed that NESTs are better at using English confidently, focusing
on fluency, tolerating mistakes and supplying cultural information to learners; while non-NESTs performed better at
showing empathy, understanding real needs of learners, focusing on accuracy and teaching grammar. NESTs are seen
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to be better than non-NESTSs in teaching speaking since they have the instinct to use the language spontaneously and
idiomatically, allowing them to be more flexible when teaching. NESTs’ advantage, according to Medgyes (2001),
arises mostly from their capacity to utilize the language spontaneously in a range of communication circumstances.
As for the instructional features of non-NESTs, Medgyes (2001) describes them as; being great role models, providing
efficient learning methods, facilitating learning process by means of the same mother tongue, showing empathy to
learners and understanding their needs and difficulties. Likewise, Widdowson (1994) thinks that non-NESTs can
understand better what learners need to accomplish learning objectives. Non-NESTs might show empathy and motivate
their students by understanding their needs and struggles in learning as they have gone through a similar process of
learning the target language.

Another study examining the distinction between non-NESTs and NESTs concerning teaching behavior is conducted
by Cook (2008). In his book, Cook (2008) represents NESTs as an alien for learners since they can never be in the
place of a first language user. On the other hand, learners can observe from a non-NEST that it is possible to perform
effectively in a language other than one’s native one. It is an irrefutable fact that a NEST is more advantageous in
terms of having fluency since s/he naturally has phonetic and lexical knowledge of the language that s/he teaches.
Yet, Cook (2008) thinks that being less fluent is not by virtue of teacher’s non-native position, but to insufficient
training or inappropriate job selection.

In his pros and cons list, Cook (2008) modeled the non-NEST as a person who accomplished learning a second
language. A non-NEST can demonstrate acquiring another language in the same way as learners since s/he has gone
through a similar process. Similarly, Kurniawati and Rizki (2018) indicate that for some nations, in EFL settings, English
is regarded as a tough subject by learners as they lack the motivation to learn and feel unsure that they would be
able to communicate effectively in English. At this stage, non-NESTs would be a good solution to boost students’
motivation as they can observe that their teacher was once one of them and currently is a great speaker of English.
On the other hand, a NEST has taken an entirely different path and does not have firsthand experience with students’
challenges and experiences. Similarly, Cook (2008) argues that a non-NEST has more proper training and background
while a NEST is an outsider. This argument stems from the fact that there is an obvious privilege for NESTs in the
hiring system and many native teachers are neither fully trained nor have the qualifications to teach a language. All in
all, he points out that there should be a compromise where the good points of both NESTs and non-NESTs converge.
Likewise, working with these counterparts, according to Kurniwaiti and Rizki (2018), can be quite beneficial as both
NESTs and non-NESTs bring their unique talents to the classroom.

2.2 The European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL)

The European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL) is a document that aims to support students
in initial teacher education to transfer the pedagogic knowledge and abilities required for language teaching, to assist
them in evaluating their own instructive skills and to provide an observation place for their improvement and an
educational journey for their experiences (Newby et al., 2007). The EPOSTL has the potential to assist its users in
raising their awareness and reflecting on their didactic skills, since the field of language teacher education has lately
seen a shift away from simply transmitting methods towards a greater emphasis on the teacher's thinking and cognitive
abilities. Another advantage of the EPOSTL is that it is not limited to English; therefore, it is a helpful reflection tool for
teachers of other languages as well.
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Figure 1. EPOSTL self-assessment categories (Newby, et al., 2007, p.6)

As presented in Figure 1, the EPOSTL includes a total of 195 self-assessment descriptors under seven main
categories: Context, Methodology, Resources, Lesson Planning, Conducting a Lesson, Independent Learning, and
Assessment of Learning. It was aimed to organize the general categories according to the order of a teacher’s daily
activities and teaching processes. The EPOSTL self-assessment descriptors should be considered as a guide that
encourages both student teachers and in-service language teachers in their efforts to improve themselves constantly
throughout their education and careers as teachers (Newby, et al., 2007). The EPOSTL primarily focuses on various
decisions that a language teacher must make and a set of didactic competences that must be achieved. Therefore, it
was assumed that basing the data collection tool of the present study on the EPOSTL would enable to make
comparisons between classroom applications of non-NESTs and NESTSs.

2.3 Previous studies conducted on non-NESTSs vs. NESTs

Cakir and Demir (2013) investigated university preparatory class students' perceptions towards NESTs and non-
NESTs, and they found out that non-NESTs were preferred over NESTs in the areas of teaching grammar, feeling
empathy with learners and motivating them, while NESTs were favored in teaching vocabulary and improving their
speaking skills. Besides, it was discovered that when both groups of teachers worked together, students benefitted to
the greatest extent. Glindliz (2015) aimed to explore the perceptions of 186 preparatory class students from different
departments at Sivas Cumhuriyet University. The results of the study indicated that students have more positive
thoughts for NESTs regarding speaking, listening, pronunciation, culture and motivation, while they hold better
perceptions towards non-NESTs concerning grammar, writing, communication and giving feedback. Participants
believed that the collaboration of NESTs and non-NESTs would be better. It was revealed that gender and departments
of the participants did not create a significant difference on their perceptions. Furthermore, findings showed that as
their linuistic proficiency levels increase, learners tend to favor NESTs. Ustiinliioglu (2007) analyzed the perceptions
of private university students towards non-NESTs and NESTs regarding their individual qualities, teaching roles,
management and communication skills. According to the findings, non-NESTs were found more efficient at teaching
roles, using educational tools, adjusting the level of content, checking learners’ progress and managing the class. On
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the other side, NESTs were preferred in terms of communication skills as they were regarded as better at using body
language, providing enjoyable lessons and complimenting learners.

Karakas et al. (2016) performed a study with 120 private university students who are Turkish monolinguals. A
two-stage study was carried out; at the first stage, it was aimed to explore participants' preconceptions towards NESTs
and non-NESTs before their first encounter with them. The second stage of the study investigated whether there has
been any change in students' perceptions towards these teacher groups over time, by applying the same questionnaire
7 months after the first one. The first stage results revealed that NESTs were favored in the areas of speaking, having
cultural knowledge of the English language and bringing creativity to the class; while non-NESTs had advantages over
NESTs in terms of sharing the same mother tongue and culture with learners, understanding the needs and struggles
in their life and fostering a comfortable environment in the classroom. As weak points of both teacher groups, students
stated that NESTs may have problems communicating with students, might have unrealistic expectations, and can be
rude and unsympathetic. As for non-NESTSs, students thought that they would not be able to speak English like a
native, they might have an accent and mispronunciation, and they would depend too much on their textbooks. At the
second stage of the study, findings of post-tests showed that participants' perceptions towards NESTs positively
changed, particularly in terms of their personality traits. As for pedagogical aspects, such as teaching grammar,
choosing appropriate materials to the level of learners and classroom management, non-NESTs had significantly
higher scores in both pre and post-tests. It was also revealed that students’ perceptions on non-NESTs about their
linguistic deficiency changed in a positive way.

Adigiizel and Oziidogru (2017) investigated the impact of both teacher groups on students’ learning progress
and English language speaking skills. Findings revealed that non-NESTs' students had statistically significant superior
academic success in the post-test when compared to students of the NESTSs; as for speaking scores, a significant
difference was not observed in the students of both NESTs and non-NESTSs. In a similar vein, Kosar (2019) conducted
a study with 36 university preparatory class students who took lessons from both non-NESTs and NESTSs, and there
was not a significant difference between students’ speaking levels in consequence of being taught by these groups of
teachers. Lasagabaster and Sierra (2002) worked with university students and the findings revealed that NESTs were
favoured by learners at all levels in the areas of vocabulary, culture, speaking and pronunciation. On the other hand,
non-NESTs were primarily preferred for teaching grammar and learning strategies. In the meantime, Lewis et al.
(2017) conducted a study with EFL and ESL learners and the results revealed that participants preferred NESTs for
pronunciation teaching; yet, the results also showed that participants were unable to distinguish non-native speech
from the native one. Non-NESTs, according to the study of Park and Shin (2010), are considered more helpful at
explaining complex topics and offering detailed feedback by sharing students' mother tongue. Students learn in a
better way when they can use their first language whenever they need it; for example, they have an opportunity to
compare the similarities as well as differences between their mother language and the target language (Alghofaili &
Elyas, 2017).

Turanoglu (2021) aimed to explore the university students’ perceptions of NESTs and non-NESTs in online
education. The findings revealed that participants preferred to be taught by non-NESTs in some aspects since they
share the same mother tongue, culture and language learning process. It was concluded that the use of L1 by non-
NESTs to clarify the concepts that are unclear had a positive impact on learning. Non-NESTs were favoured in listening
and writing lectures while students preferred NESTs in speaking lectures. NESTs were considered as friendlier since
they welcomed office visitors more willingly. It was found that both NESTs and NNESTs were viewed as equally effective
motivators. It was revealed that students’ perceptions did not differ according to their gender, faculty and proficiency
level.
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Concerning the studies focusing on the perceptions of students towards their instructors, it is justified to argue
that there are some factors that have an impact on their opinions such as gender, age, proficiency level and previous
NEST experience. Akdeniz (2015) conducted a study with 156 students from five different universities to find out the
pros and cons of teaching characteristics of non-NESTs and NESTs. The results showed that students did not care
about their teachers’ nativeness much. However, it was found that male participants had more positive perceptions
towards non-NESTSs while it is NESTs for female group. In terms of students’ language levels, many studies, in addition
to Giindiiz (2015), have found that students with higher levels of proficiency prefer NESTs, whereas students with
lower levels of proficiency favor non-NESTSs. With regard to the departments of students, as a result of his study with
preparatory class students of many different departments, Giindiiz (2015) found that learners studying in English-
related departments, such as ELT and English Language and Literature (ELL), had more positive perceptions towards
NESTs and non-NESTs.

Sezgin and Onal (2021) conducted a study with 66 university preparatory class students and 63 non-native
English-speaking instructors from eight different universities in Turkey, with the aim of finding out the perceptions of
participants towards NESTs and non-NESTs. The findings of their study revealed that NESTs are perceived as better
at teaching culture, speaking and pronunciation; while non-NESTs have been found more effective in teaching grammar
and showing empathy to learners inside and outside the class. It has been found that students occasionally tend to
use their mother tongue (Turkish) since making comparisons between the target language and their first language
makes the learning process easier for them. Although the findings showed that students with higher English language
proficiency levels tend to benefit from NESTSs, it has been concluded that students prefer the collaboration of non-
NESTs and NESTs in language teaching. As for non-native English-speaking instructors, it has been revealed that they
perceived themselves as more qualified in teaching grammar, and the instructors with the longest experience were
found to be more positive about being a non-NEST.

As has been mentioned previously, the aim of the present study is to reveal the perceptions of university
preparatory class students towards the instructional effectiveness of NESTs and non-NESTs, by developing and
validating a scale that is based on the self-assessment descriptors of the EPOSTL. This study attempts to reveal the
extent to which students benefit from non-NESTs and NESTSs in terms of methodology such as speaking, listening and
culture. At the same time, it is among the aims of the current study to exhibit the competencies of these two teacher
groups on the subject of conducting a lesson, such as a lesson content, classroom language and their interaction with
learners.

3. Methodology

This study employs a descriptive, survey design which is defined as collecting information from participants through
questions (Check & Schutt, 2012). Therefore, this study aims to detect the perceptions of university preparatory class
students towards non-NESTs and NESTs; and create a clearer picture of the strengths that these two groups of
teachers hold. The quantitative research method has been employed in the study since it is systematic, meticulous,
and strictly regulated, including direct measurement and providing accurate, repeatable data that may be applied to
different contexts (Dérnyei, 2007).

3.1 Participants
3.1.1 Pilot study
Because of the easier accessibility of the research group, the participants in the pilot study have been selected using
the convenience sampling technique (D6rnyei, 2007). The pilot study has been carried out with 309 students studying
the preparatory classes in the faculties of Engineering, Economics and Administrative Sciences, Arts & Sciences, and
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Education at Suleyman Demirel University. All of the participants took lectures from both NESTs and non-NESTSs for 12
weeks.

Table 2. Demographic information of the participants of the pilot study

Frequency  Percentage

() (%)

Gender

Male 113 36.5

Female 196 63.4
Age

18-20 288 93.2

20 and over 21 6.8
Faculty

Faculty of Engineering 106 34.3

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 52 16.8

Faculty of Arts & Sciences 93 30.1

Faculty of Education 58 18.7
Perceived English Language Proficiency Level

A1 97 31.3

A2 109 35.2

B1 52 16.8

B2 38 12.3

Ci 13 4.2
NEST experience prior to university

Yes 32 10.3

No 277 89.6
Total 309 100

Table 2 shows the participants' demographic information and it can be seen that 196 (63 %) of the preparatory
class students are females whereas 113 (36 %) of them are males. In terms of age, it can be indicated that most of
the participants (93 %) are between the ages of 18-20, while only 21 of them (7 %) are the age of 20 and over. As
for the distribution of the faculties of preparatory class students, 106 (34 %) of the participants study at the Faculty
of Engineering, 52 (17 %) of them study at the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences, 93 (30 %) of the
participants study at the Faculty of Arts & Sciences and 58 (19 %) of them study at the Faculty of Education. Perceived
English language proficiency levels of participants have been provided in Table 1 as well. It should be noted that no
tests have been taken to specify students' proficiency levels. It can be indicated that 206 (66 %) of the participants
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regarded their proficiency levels as A. 90 (29 %) participants regarded their proficiency levels as B, while 13 (4 %)
of them evaluated themselves as the level of C. Table 2 also shows that 32 (10 %) of the participants have a NEST
experience prior to university.

3.1.2 Main study

The main study has been conducted with 284 students who study at the preparatory classes in the faculties of
Engineering, Economics and Administrative Sciences, Business, Literature, Science and Other faculties at Dokuz Eylill
University, through the convenience sampling technique (Ddrnyei, 2007) since it offers easier accessibility of the
intended study group. All of the participants took lectures from both NESTs and non-NESTSs for 14 weeks.

Table 3. Demographic information of the participants of the main study

Frequency Percentage (%)
U]

Gender

Male 137 48.2

Female 147 51.8
Age

18-20 259 91.2

20 and over 25 8.8
Faculty

Faculty of Engineering 104 36.6

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 46 16.2

Faculty of Business 35 12.3

Faculty of Literature 33 11.6

Faculty of Science 35 12.3

Others* 31 10.9
Perceived English Language Proficiency Level

A2 27 9.5

B1 170 59.9

B2 54 19.0

C1 24 8.5

2 9 3.2
NEST experience prior to university

Yes 63 22.2

No 221 77.8

Total 284 100

* Others: Faculty of Maritime, Faculty of Education, Faculty of Architecture, Faculty of Nursing
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Table 3 presents that 147 (52 %) of the preparatory class students are females whereas 137 (48 %) of them are
males. In terms of gender, it can be observed that there is a homogeneous distribution in the participants. Regarding
age, it can be indicated that most of the participants (91 %) are between the ages of 18-20, while only 25 of them
(9 %) are at the age of 20 and over, which is not surprising since the average age of university preparatory class
students is generally 18-20. As for the distribution of the faculties of preparatory class students, 104 (36 %) of the
participants study at the Faculty of Engineering, 46 (16 %) of them study at the Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences. The number of the participants studying at the faculties of Business, Literature, Science and
Others has been observed more or less close to each other, as can be seen in Table 3. Perceived English language
proficiency levels of participants have been provided in Table 3 as well. It should be noted that no tests have been
taken to specify students’ proficiency levels and the levels given in the Table 3 are simply their own declarations.
Proficiency levels have been evaluated as A, B and C in line with the CEFR and it can be indicated that 27 (9 %) of the
participants regarded their proficiency levels as A. 224 (79 %) participants regarded their proficiency levels as B,
while 33 (12 %) of them evaluated themselves as the level of C. The study also questions whether the participants
have a NEST experience prior to university. Table 3 shows that 63 (22 %) of the participants have an experience with
a NEST prior to university.

3.2 Data collection tool

In the process of the collection of the quantitative data, a data collection tool comprising of two sections has been
constructed. The first section of the tool focuses on the participants’ demographic information, namely, age, gender,
contact details, faculty, self-perception of English language proficiency level and NEST experience prior to university.
In the second section of the data collection tool, Perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs Scale (PNNS) developed
by the researcher has been employed. The details and the validity procedures of PNNS have been explained below.

3.2.1 Stages followed in the development of 'Perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs Scale (PNNS)'

There are several existing scales and questionnaires that aim to explore students’ perceptions towards NESTs and
non-NESTs in the relevant literature, such as the questionnaires of Cakir and Demir (2013) or Moussu (2006).
However, the researchers of this study decided to develop their own scale since the mentioned questionnaires were
developed a long time ago and they have been used or adopted by several other researchers; and as a consequence,
they may have lost their genuinity and currency. Additionally, the design of the questionnaire by Cakir and Demir
(2013) seems distractable since one item is written in defense of NESTs, while the next item is written as supporting
non-NESTs. Therefore, this situation inevitably may create a prejudgement in participants’ minds while reading the
items. However, in PNNS, each of the items was regiven separately for NEST and non-NEST so that participants can
evaluate the items more objectively with a clear mind. On the other side, the questionnaire developed by Moussu
(2006) mainly focuses on speaking abilities and cultural knowledge of NESTs and non-NESTSs and it does not address
such critical aspects as conducting a lesson, interaction with learners, classroom language, while the PNNS includes
all these aspects. Scale development stages have been presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. PNNS development model

The PNNS was created with the help of the self-assessment descriptors from the EPOSTL. The EPOSTL is
categorized into 7 main sections with a total number of 195 self-assessment descriptors. The researchers only
benefited from 3 sections: Methodology, Conducting a Lesson and Assessment. The reason for the exclusion of other
sections is that they do not contain items that will reveal the observable differences between the classroom applications
of NESTs and non-NESTs. The PNNS consists of 53 items in the form of a 5-point Likert-type scale design (5=strongly
agree; 4=agree; 3=neutral; 2=disagree; 1=strongly disagree). Each item has been re-directed for the participants
to evaluate NESTs and non-NESTs separately. In fact, the items in the EPOSTL follow the pattern of 'l can ..."; yet, the
wording of the scale has been modified as 'My NEST can ..." and 'My non-NEST can ..." within the PNNS, since the
goal of the study is to find out and compare the participants' perceptions of these two groups of teachers.

Originally, all the EPOSTL self-assessment descriptors are in English; however, the researcher translated them into
students’ mother tongue (Turkish) for the reason that not all of the students may be able to comprehend the items in
English since some of the participants’ proficiency level is at A or B levels. Afterwards, the original and translated
versions of the PNNS have been reviewed in terms of their face validity and contextual and linguistic applicability and
backtranslated by two experts who hold PhDs in ELT and one expert who holds her PhD in Turkish Language Education.
Thus, the final version of the PNNS (see Appendix 1 for English, and Appendix 2 for Turkish) has been achieved in
line with the recommendations of the experts. At this stage, a pilot study has been conducted with 309 preparatory
class students who study at the School of Foreign Languages, Stleyman Demirel University, with the aim of assessing
the feasibility and detecting potential problems and defects of the data collection tool (Zailinawati et al., 2006).

After conducting the pilot study, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
techniques have been performed to establish the structural and construct validity, which can be stated as the
measurement status of the theoretical and conceptual structure (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Also, a scree plot
has been used to discover the number of factors extracted with regard to EFA results. Before conducting EFA, normality
assumptions and sample size have been checked. In scale development studies, there is no definite consensus on
sample size. However, according to the popular view, the acceptable participant number has to be 5 to 10 times of
the number of items in the scale (Comrey & Lee, 2013; Hinkin, 1995; Kline, 1994; Pallant, 2013). In the pilot study,
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the scale has been applied to 309 participants, implying that it fully satisfies the requirement as to the number of
participants.

4, Results

4.1. Construct validity

4.1.1. Findings of Exploratory Factor Analysis

The main goal of factor analysis is to extract a small number of significant variables from a large number of variables
that are considered to reflect the same structure (Comrey & Lee, 2013). The results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
coefficient and Bartlett's test of sphericity have been reviewed to determine adequacy and appropriateness of 309
collected data for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). As presented in Table 4, KMO value of the scale has been found
0.93, which means the dataset is appropriate for factor analysis as the value is greater than .50. If this value is high,
it means that each variable can be successfully predicted by the others (Cokluk et al., 2014). According to Table 4
below, Barlett’s test of sphericity has been found as x2 = 3106.82, df = 153, p = .00. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
results generate a chi-square statistic. When the value is below .05, the dataset is presumed to be sufficient for factor
analysis (Yurdagiil, 2005).

Table 4. KMO and Bartlett’s tests of PNNS

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 93

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 3106.82
df 153
Sig. .00

In the course of EFA, Oblimin Rotation Method has been conducted to compose the factor distributions. The
explained variance rate according to the factors has been presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Explained variance table for PNNS

Factor Eigenvalue Explained Variance
1 8.55 47.51
2 1.15 6.41
53.92

According to Table 5, the eigenvalue of each of the 2 factors is greater than 1. Additionally, 2 factors explain 54
% of the total variance. The factor that explains the most variance is the first factor with 48 % of the total variance.
Looking at the graphic in Figure 3 below is examined, it can be observed that the PNNS is collected under 2 factors
with regard to the result of the scree plot achieved through factor analysis.
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Figure 3. Scree Plot in PNNS

According to the information in Table 6 below, it can be marked that the factor loadings of the items, which
comprise 18 items collected under 2 factors, ranged between 0.42 and 0.86 and the acceptance level of .40 was
exceeded. Besides, the 2-factor scale showed 54 % of the total variance and, according to Cokluk et al. (2014), it
exceeds the sufficient level of 30 %.

Table 6. Rotated factor load table for PNNS

Item No Factor 1 Factor 2
11 83

12 .82

13 75

14 74

15 73

16 .65

17 .58

18 .56

19 54

110 42

111 .86
112 81
113 79
14 .70
115 .70
116 .64
117 53
118 47
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In a consequence of the EFA, overlapping items at the Assessment factor have been removed and consequently,
this factor has been excluded from the scale. As a result, the initial 53 items decreased to 18 and the revised version
of the PNNS consists of 2 factors. The Methodology factor involves items from speaking, listening, and culture. The
Conducting a Lesson factor contains items from content, interaction with learners, and classroom language. ltems
between 1 and 10 (10 items) comprise Methodology (M); items between 11 and 18 (8 items) comprise Conducting
a Lesson (CL). Table 7 gives a more detailed outline of the EPOSTL items used in PNNS.

Table 7. Outline of the EPOSTL items used in PNNS

Factor Theme Number of ltems
1. METHODOLOGY 1.a. Speaking 6 items
1.b. Listening 3 items
1.c. Culture 1 item
2. CONDUCTING A LESSON 2.a. Content 2 items
2.b. Interaction with learners 4 items
2.c. Classroom language 2 items
TOTAL 6 THEMES 18 ITEMS

4.2. Findings of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

It is not appropriate to undertake only EFA while constructing a new scale; it is also suggested to analyze the scale
through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (Brown, 2015; Hinkin, 1995). For this reason, to test the two-factor design
of the PNNS, CFA has been performed on the scale with 18 items. The CFA diagram of the PNNS has been given in
Figure 4 and model fit indices have been presented in Table 8 below.
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Figure 4. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) diagram of PNNS
(M: Methodology, C: Conducting a Lesson)

Figure 4 shows the connection between the PNNS's factors and their items separately. It has been revealed that
the correlation coefficients calculated between the factors and their items range between .63 and .81. The relationship
coefficient of 0.60 and above is regarded as a high-level correlation according to Blytikdztlirk (2002). As a result of
the examination of the numerical values in Figure 4, it would be safe to argue that the correlation coefficients between
the factors and items are quite acceptable.

According to the maximum likelihood estimation technique results presented in Table 8, compliance values have
been found as x2 / df =2.10, RMSEA= 0.06, SRMR= 0.03, NFI =0.91, CFI = 0.95, NNFI=0.91. It can be concluded
that all the values of the PNNS are in acceptable fit or perfect fit. Therefore, the factors have been confirmed by the
data (Hooper, et al., 2008), according to the model that Table 8 presents.
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Table 8. CFA fit indices of PNNS

Indice Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit Research Result
Findings

12 df [12)df <3 [12/df <4-5 2.10 Perfect Fit
RMSEA O<RMSEA<.05 .05<RMSEA<.08 0.06 Acceptable Fit
SRMR 0<SRMR <.05 .05<SRMR <.10 0.03 Perfect Fit
NFI 95<NFI <1 90=<NFI <.95 0.91 Acceptable Fit
CFl 97<CFl <1 95<NFI <.97 0.95 Acceptable Fit
NNFI 95<NNFI <1 90=<NNFI <.95 0.91 Acceptable Fit

The reliability of the PNNS and its 2 factors have been tested through Cronbach Alpha and the details have been
presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Reliability statistics for PNNS

Cronbach Alpha Number of items (N)
All Scale (Stratified Alfa) 0.94 18
1. Factor (Methodology) 0.91 10
2. Factor (Conducting a Lesson) 0.90 8

The reliability for the PNNS has been found as 0.94 and it means that the scale is highly reliable since it is between
0.80 and 1.00 (Kalayci, 2008). The first factor (Methodology) has high reliability with a score of 0.91. The second
factor's (Conducting a Lesson) reliability has been obtained as 0.90 and it is also highly reliable. Hence, the scale can
be assumed to have internal consistency. In this regard, it can be claimed that the PNNS is a reliable and valid data
collection tool as a result of the CFA performed.

4, Conclusion

This study focused on the perceptions of university preparatory class students towards non-NESTs and NESTSs in the
areas of speaking, listening, culture, content, interaction with learners, and dassroom language. In line with this
objective, the Perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs Scale (PNNS), which comprises 18 items collected under 2
factors, was developed. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis were performed to test the
validity of the scale. Cronbach's alpha was calculated to estimate the reliability of the scale. As a result of these
analyses, the PNNS was found to be valid and highly reliable.

As a result of EFA and CFA, the data collection tool performed in the current study was limited to only 2 categories
of the EPOSTL. More comprehensive findings can be obtained if the participants have an opportunity to compare
classroom applications of NESTs and non-NESTs from wider perspectives. Moreover, some of the EPOSTL descriptors
involved two actions in the same sentence, hence, more elaborated results may be revealed in further studies if these
actions are given in separate items for the participants.
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It is expected that this study contributes to the field by providing valuable insights and a valid and reliable scale
that can be employed by researchers as a current source for exploring the perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs
in further studies.
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Appendix 1. Perceptions towards NESTs and non-NESTs Scale (PNNS)
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1.a. My NEST can evaluate and select meaningful speaking and
interactional activities to encourage learners to express their
opinions, identity, culture etc.

1.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select meaningful speaking
and interactional activities to encourage learners to express
their opinions, identity, culture etc.

2.a. My NEST can evaluate and select a range of meaningful
speaking and interactional activities to develop fluency
(discussion, role play, problem solving etc.).

2.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select a range of
meaningful speaking and interactional activities to develop
fluency (discussion, role play, problem solving etc.).

3.a. My NEST can evaluate and select different activities to help
learners to become aware of and use different text types
(telephone conversations, transactions, speeches etc.).

3.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select different activities to
help learners to become aware of and use different text types
(telephone conversations, transactions, speeches etc.).

4.a. My NEST can help learners to use communication
strategies (asking for clarification, comprehension checks etc.)
and compensation strategies (paraphrasing, simplification etc)
when engaging in spoken interaction.

4.b. My non-NEST can help learners to use communication
strategies (asking for clarification, comprehension checks etc.)
and compensation strategies (paraphrasing, simplification etc)
when engaging in spoken interaction.

5.a. My NEST can evaluate and select a variety of techniques
to make learners aware of and help them to use stress, rhythm
and intonation.

5.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select a variety of
techniques to make learners aware of and help them to use
stress, rhythm and intonation.
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6.a. My NEST can evaluate and select a range of oral activities
to develop accuracy (grammar, word choice etc.)

6.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select a range of oral
activities to develop accuracy (grammar, word choice etc.)

7.a. My NEST can select texts appropriate to the needs,
interests and language level of the learners.

7.b. My non-NEST can select texts appropriate to the needs,
interests and language level of the learners.

8.a. My NEST can provide a range of pre-listening activities
hich help learners to orientate themselves to a text.

8.b. My non-NEST can provide a range of pre-listening activities
hich help learners to orientate themselves to a text.

9.a. My NEST can design and select different activities which
help learners to recognize and interpret typical features of
spoken language (tone of voice, intonation, style of speaking
etc.).

9.b. My non-NEST can design and select different activities

hich help learners to recognize and interpret typical features
of spoken language (tone of voice, intonation, style of speaking
etc.).

10.a. My NEST can evaluate and select a variety of texts, source
materials and activities which make learners aware of similarities
and differences in sociocultural ‘norms of behavior’.

10.b. My non-NEST can evaluate and select a variety of texts,
source materials and activities which make learners aware of
similarities and differences in sociocultural ‘norms of behavior’.

11.a. My NEST can relate what s/he teaches to learners’
knowledge and previous language learning experiences.

11.b. My non-NEST can relate what s/he teaches to learners’
knowledge and previous language learning experiences.

12.a. My NEST can relate what s/he teaches to current events
in local and international contexts.

12.b. My non-NEST can relate what s/he teaches to current
events in local and international contexts.

13.a. My NEST can keep and maximize the attention of learners
during a lesson.

13.b. My non-NEST can keep and maximize the attention of
learners during a lesson.
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14.a. My NEST can encourage learner participation whenever
possible.

14.b. My non-NEST can encourage learner participation
henever possible.

15.a. My NEST can cater for a range of learning styles.

15.b. My non-NEST can cater for a range of learning styles.

16.a. My NEST can clarify the topics and help learners to
develop appropriate learning strategies.

16.b. My non-NEST can clarify the topics and help learners to
develop appropriate learning strategies.

17.a. My NEST can conduct a lesson in the target language.

17.b. My non-NEST can conduct a lesson in the target language.

18.a. My NEST can use various strategies when learners do not
understand the target language.

18.b. My non-NEST can use various strategies when learners do
not understand the target language.

Appendix 2. Ana Dili ingilizce Olan ve Olmayan Ogretmenlere iliskin Tutum Olcegi

Hangi yas araligindasiniz?
o 18-20
o 21-25
o 25-30
o 30 veya daha biytik

Cinsiyetiniz nedir?
o Erkek

o Kadin

Fakdlteniz nedir?

o (belirtiniz)

ingilizce seviyeniz nedir?
o Al
o A2
o Bl
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Universiteden 6nce ana dili ingilizce olan bir égretmeniniz var miydi?
o Evet

o Hayr

Varsa, kag ay/yil egitim aldiniz?

@ (kisa yanit metni)
£
= ()
g g E|E €
= s 2|2 L 2
Sl |g22]2 |E 2
L 3 = E|E o E
: . : =5 |8F|E |5
Ana Dili Ingilizce Olan ve Olmayan Ogretmenlere lligkin Tutum % = o = | =
M (3~
Olcegi x|
Mm@ 6 @06

1.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &gretmenim fikrimi, kimligimi,
kiiltirimi vb. ifade etmemi tesvik etmek icin anlamli konusma
ve iletisim kurma etkinlikleri degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

1.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN égretmenim fikrimi, kimligimi,
kiiltirimi vb. ifade etmemi tesvik etmek icin anlamli konusma
ve iletisim kurma etkinlikleri degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

2.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &gretmenim dilde akiciligimi
gelistirmem icin cesitli konusma ve etkilesim etkinliklerini
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir (tartisma, rol oynama, problem
¢dzme vb.).

2.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim dilde akiciligimi
gelistirmem icin cesitli konusma ve etkilesim etkinliklerini
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir (tartisma, rol oynama, problem
¢dzme vb.).

3.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 8gretmenim farkl metin tiirlerinin
(telefon  konusmalari, islemler, konusmalar vb.) farkina
varmami ve kullanmami saglamak icin farkl etkinlikleri
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir.
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3.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim farkli metin
tirlerinin  (telefon konusmalari, islemler, konusmalar vb.)
farkina varmami ve kullanmami saglamak icin farkli etkinlikleri
degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

4.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim s6zlii iletisim kurarken
iletisim stratejileri (ackklama isteme, karsi tarafin dogru
anladigini kontrol etme vb.) ve telafi edici stratejileri (baska
sozcliklerle agiklama, basitlestirme vb.) kullanmama yardimci
olabilir.

4.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN &gretmenim sézlii iletigim
kurarken iletisim stratejileri (agiklama isteme, karsi tarafin
dogru anladigini kontrol etme vb.) ve telafi edici stratejileri
(bagka sozciiklerle agiklama, basitlestirme vb.) kullanmama
yardimci olabilir.

5.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN ogretmenim vurgu, ritim ve
tonlamay! kullanmanin farkinda olmam icin cesitli teknikleri
degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

5.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim vurgu, ritim ve
tonlamay! kullanmanin farkinda olmam igin cesitli teknikleri
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir.

6.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim dili dogru kullanma
yetenegimi (dilbilgisi, kelime segimi vb.) gelistirmem icin cesitli
s0zlU etkinlikleri degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

6.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim dili dogru kullanma
yetenegimi (dilbilgisi, kelime segimi vb.) gelistirmem icin cesitli
s0zlU etkinlikleri degerlendirebilir ve segebilir.

7.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &8retmenim ihtiyaclarim, ilgi
alanlarim ve dil seviyeme uygun dinleme metinleri secebilir.

7.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN Ggretmenim ihtiyaclarim, ilgi
alanlarim ve dil seviyeme uygun dinleme metinleri secebilir.

8.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN égretmenim kendimi bir dinleme
metnine yonlendirmeme yardimar olan cesitli dinleme éncesi
etkinlikleri saglayabilir.

8.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim kendimi bir dinleme
metnine yonlendirmeme yardimar olan cesitli dinleme éncesi
etkinlikleri saglayabilir.

9.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN Ggretmenim konusulan dilin (ses
tonu, tonlama, konusma tarzi vb.) tipik ézelliklerini tanima ve
yorumlamada bana yardimci olacak farkli etkinlikler tasarlayabilir
ve secebilir.
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9.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim konusulan dilin
(ses tonu, tonlama, konugma tarzi vb.) tipik ézelliklerini tanima
ve yorumlamada bana yardimc olacak farkl etkinlikler
tasarlayabilir ve secebilir.

10.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN ogretmenim sosyal/kiltirel
davranis benzerlikleri ve farkliiklarindan haberdar olmami
saglayan cesitli metinleri, kaynak materyalleri ve etkinlikleri
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir.

10.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN Ggretmenim sosyal/kiilttirel
davranis benzerlikleri ve farkliiklarindan haberdar olmami
saglayan cesitli metinleri, kaynak materyalleri ve etkinlikleri
degerlendirebilir ve secebilir.

11.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim Ggrettiklerini mevcut
bilgilerim  ve  &énceki dil  6grenme  deneyimlerim ile
iliskilendirebilir.

11.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim 6grettiklerini
mevcut bilgilerim ve o6nceki dil 6grenme deneyimlerim ile
iliskilendirebilir.

12.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim &grettiklerini yerel ve
uluslararasi baglamda gtincel olaylar ile iligkilendirebilir.

12.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim Ggrettiklerini yerel
ve uluslararasi baglamda giincel olaylar ile iliskilendirebilir.

13.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim bir ders sirasinda
dikkatimi en Ust diizeye ¢ikarabilir ve artirabilir.

13.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 68retmenim bir ders sirasinda
dikkatimi en Ust diizeye ¢ikarabilir ve artirabilir.

14.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim mimkiin oldukga
derse katilimimi tesvik edebilir.

14.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim mimkiin oldukga
derse katilimimi tesvik edebilir.

15.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN 6gretmenim cesitli 6grenme
stillerine hitap edebilir.

15.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim cesitli 6grenme
stillerine hitap edebilir.

16.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &gretmenim konular agiga
kavusturabilir ve uygun égrenme stratejileri gelistirmemde bana
yardimci olabilir.

16.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN Ggretmenim konulari agiga
kavusturabilir ve uygun égrenme stratejileri gelistirmemde bana
yardimci olabilir.
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17.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &gretmenim dersi hedef dilde
yonetebilir.

17.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim dersi hedef dilde
yonetebilir.

18.a. Ana dili ingilizce OLAN &gretmenim  kendisini
anlayabilmem icin ¢esitli stratejiler kullanabilir.

18.b. Ana dili ingilizce OLMAYAN 6gretmenim kendisini
anlayabilmem icin cesitli stratejiler kullanabilir.
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