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  :ملخص
ناطقين باللغة الإنجليزية والمعلمين الناطقين بغيرها على الطلاقـة الشـفوية   هدفت هذه الدراسة إلى تقصي أثر المعلمين ال

من طلبة الصف العاشر درسهم أساتذة ناطقون باللغة  50 زعت إستبانة علىو. للطلبة من خلال وجهات نظر طلبة الصف العاشر
أظهرت النتائج أن الطلبة لا يرون فروقـا   .يزيةطالبا من نفس المستوى درسهم أساتذة ناطقون بغير اللغة الإنجل 50الإنجليزية و 

الناطقين بغيرها في مجالات القواعد اللغوية الشفوية، إتجاه أثر  الأساتذة الناطقين باللغة الإنجليزية وأثر ذات دلالة إحصائية بين 
اللغة الشفوية : مجالات  علىة فروق ذات دلالة إحصائية في تصورات الطلب وحظتفي حين ل. الأستاذ و المفردات اللغوية الشفوية

بناءا على نتائج الدراسة، يوصي الباحث بالإعتماد على تمكن الأستاذ و تدريبه . في إدارة الصف، طريقة النطق، والطلاقة الشفوية
  ".أستاذ ناطق باللغة الإنجليزية و أستاذ ناطق بغيرها"قبل النظر إلى هويته، من أجل التخلص من جدلية 

 
الأساتذة الناطقون باللغة الإنجليزية، الأساتذة الناطقون بغير اللغة الإنجليزية، طلبة اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبية،  : ةكلمات مفتاحي
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Abstract 

The present study aimed at investigating the effect of teachers’ nativeness on students’ oral 
fluency through students’ perceptions. The participants in the study included 50 tenth grade EFL 
students taught by NESTs and 50 tenth grade students taught by NNESTs, who responded to a 
questionnaire. Students perceived no statistically significant difference between NESTs and NNESTs 
in oral language grammar, oral language teacher’s attitude and oral language vocabulary. Yet, there 
was a statistically significant difference in students’ perceptions of oral language classroom 
management, overall oral fluency and oral language pronunciation. In light of the findings, the 
researchers recommended to focus on teachers’ proficiency and training rather than their Identity to 
get through the native-nonnative speaker dichotomy. 

Keywords:  Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs), Non-Native English Speaking Teachers 
(NNESTs), EFL students, Oral Fluency 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The issue of teachers’ nativeness arouse with the arising of English as an international language, 
and with the phenomenal growth of EFL/ESL learners. Yakoub (2011) claimed that The 
Commonwealth Conference on Teaching of English as Second Language (1969) was the first event 
where the term “nativeness” was introduced. This paved the way for further suggestions and critics 
towards the use and efficiency of this term. Philipson (1992) neglected the term and called this issue 
“the native speaker fallacy”. Many linguists, according to Davies (1996), stood against the term 
“Native Speakers” by arguing that English is now an international language and it is no more the own 
property of Britain or America. The terms Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs) and Non-native 
English Speaking Teachers (NNESTs) are widely used today. As a result of the wide spread of English 
over the world, the issue became very controversial (Liu, 2006). The dichotomy between NESTs and 
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NNESTs can be obviously perceived in the writings on TEFL or Teaching English for Speakers of 
Other languages (TESOL). Both, NESTs and NNESTs, are defended at some points and criticized at 
some other points.   

One of the pioneers that investigated the concept of teachers’ nativeness is Medgyes (1994) who 
considered NNESTs to be successful in their career, and that they are superior to NESTs. 
Supportively, Ribut (2012) affirmed that the same linguistic background is a privilege because 
Language 1 (L1) can be used when explaining complicated topics; he also stated that NNESTs are the 
best grammar teachers because they had the same experience as students, so they can predict some 
learners' difficulties and they can also be imitated as past successful learners. Liu (2006) believed that 
NNESTs feel inferiority towards the accent and the spontaneous language of NESTs, and that they 
have to work with their students harder than NESTs; they are also all the time struggling to prove their 
competence as foreign teachers of that language. 

Much research elaborated on the topic from students' and teachers' perceptions and 
recommended several suggestions. For example, Alseweed (2012) reported that Saudi students always 
prefer to interact with a teacher from another culture, in addition to their preference of communicating 
with a native speaker in a comfortable room out of any anxiety. Yet, the same learners preferred to be 
taught grammar, writing, and learning strategies by a local teacher. Almost all EFL/ESL learners 
thought that NESTs are better at teaching speaking, pronunciation, and cultural issues. In spite of this, 
there were no significant differences at speaking tests scores between those who were taught by a 
NEST and the ones who were taught by a NNEST (Al-Noursi, 2013; Yakoub, 2011).   Medgyes 
(1994) affirmed that teachers believe that there is no Ideal teacher because of many circumstances that 
are taken into consideration and related to classroom setting. Medgyes (1994) concluded that 
competent teachers are more important than native teachers. Conversely, Yakoub (2011) stated that 
teachers preferred NESTs to teach oral skills and NNESTs teachers to teach other skills in addition to 
Grammar. Additionally, she stated that local teachers feel inferiority towards their being foreign 
language teachers of English. Goktepe (2013) claimed learners feel afraid of engaging in speaking 
activities because of their poor vocabulary. Supportively, Koizumi and In’nami (2013) declared that 
most of the researchers agreed on the multi componential nature of vocabulary and its effect on 
different basic language skills. They added that enhancing vocabulary improves the learner’s speaking 
proficiency. Precisely, Nouralian, Jahandar, and Khodabandehlou (2013) stated that teaching speaking 
by emphasizing on vocabulary improves better students’ speaking skills. They added that students feel 
satisfied because they are given time to prepare their vocabulary items before the oral performance. 

The classroom management is another circumstance that affects students’ oral fluency and 
speaking as a whole. Benmoussa (2012) claimed that teachers should be aware of the importance of 
classroom management, and that they have to provide a relaxing environment for students to speak. 
She added that teachers should motivate their students to engage in speaking activities so that they can 
improve their oral fluency. Chelbi (2010) declared that classrooms should be well ordered and 
equipped with the all possible tools in order to make students do their best to respond positively to 
teachers’ instructions and the course process. Khouitem (2010) established that teachers can encourage 
students to talk by reducing their speech time in classroom and by inviting students express 
themselves freely. She went further by stating that teachers should force their students to talk until 
they get rid of their anxiety and shyness. 

Among the other factors that affect student’s oral fluency, is pronunciation, which is considered 
as a crucial component in the communicative process. Since sounds are prominent for communication. 
Pourhosein (2012) suggested that TEFL teachers should give much importance to teaching 
pronunciation as a good indicator of students’ oral fluency. Wojcik (2002) declared that native 
speakers feel unsatisfied with bad pronunciation and find trouble in understanding bad speakers. 
Along with, Atli and Bergil (2012) stated that the instruction of pronunciation affects students’ overall 
speaking skills positively. Accordingly, TEFL teachers should focus on students’ pronunciation 
because it is very influential on students’ communication. However, ESL/EFL speakers believe that 
what worth more is the intelligibility of speech more than the way they pronounce words or the accent 
they have (Wojcik, 2002).  
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Overall fluency is another factor that reflects learners’ oral fluency. According to McCarthy 
(2009), overall fluency can be perceived in: speed in delivery of speech, automaticity, gestures, 
pauses, and the right use of communicative strategies. Counter to the previous claim, Tauroza and 
Allion (1991) stated that speech rate differs depending on the context and the speech genre. 
Accordingly, they concluded that speech rate is not an informative tool for measuring fluency. 
McCarthy (2009) excluded pauses by stating that they may also signify a complex planning or 
cognitive effort; not necessarily a communicative failure. Surprisingly, Paschak (2010) declared that 
using appropriate gestures while speaking helps students to convey the right message better. 

In addition to the previous factors, teacher’s attitude in the classroom is another factor that 
affects students’ oral fluency and the learning process generally. Smadi and Al-Ghazo (2013) 
confirmed that stereotypes and superficial contact with the target culture affect negatively teachers’ 
attitudes towards teaching that foreign language, and by result the learning process. They added that 
the learning and teaching process are influenced by both positive and negative attitudes. In a similar 
vein, Walker, Shafer and Liams (2004) stressed that negative attitudes are quickly developed but 
slowly changed.  

The last factor is Grammar, which is also an index that reflects the learner’s oral skills. 
Kianiparsa and Vali (2010) stated that learners should understand English language structures 
accurately to become fluent speakers. They went further by saying that it is impossible to develop 
communicative skills without mastering grammar and structures of the target language. However, 
Kianiparsa and Vali (2010) concluded that learners think that mastering grammar is complementary to 
speaking, while some other learners believed that grammar should be first learnt before speaking. 

1.1 Limitations of the Study :The generalization of the results of the study will be limited to the 
following factors: 

1-The intentional sample of teachers and students; namely, NESTs and NNESTs at private schools in 
Irbid (Jordan) second directorate of education and tenth grade EFL students at the American 
University Schools of Middle East and the International Grand Academy schools, and two other 
private schools from the same directorate.   
2- The time setting: The second semester of the academic year: 2015/2016. 
3-The instrument of this study is a perception questionnaire for students. 
5-The definition of “oral fluency” was limited only to some of the aspects that Lennon (2000) 

provided in his broad definition of oral fluency.  

1.2 Problem : It has been believed for a long time that NESTs are better to teach EFL/ESL learners 
oral fluency (Barlow 2009). However, Yakoub (2011) claimed that student's performance in oral 
fluency is affected by many circumstances and assumptions that the student makes about the learning 
process. Jordan as one of the countries that use English as a foreign language, is also included in that 
problematic issue. As an attempt to shed more light on that issue, the researchers will elaborate on the 
effect of teachers' nativeness on students' oral fluency based on students' and teachers' perceptions. As 
such, the current study attempted to answer the following question: 

1. What is the level of perceptions of students taught by NESTs and those taught by NNESTs towards 
the effect of their teachers on their oral fluency? 

2. Are there any statistical significant differences between perceptions of students taught by NESTs 
and perceptions of students taught by NNESTs towards the effect of their teachers on their oral 
fluency?  

1.3 Pedagogical Implications of the study   The study is expected to: 

1- Provide information for institutions, policy makers, and textbook designers about the effect of the 
teachers' nativeness on students' oral fluency in light of the research findings so that some 
improvements can be added. 

2- Introduce further research potential on the effect of the teachers' nativeness on students' oral 
fluency. 
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3- Clarify the effect of the teachers' nativeness for students in order not to be confused about the 
issue, and not to affect their achievement by result.        

2. METHOD 
The recent study followed the descriptive study design where quantitative (i.e. questionnaire) 

research was used in order to investigate the effect of teachers’ nativeness on students’ oral fluency. 
The population of the study consisted of all tenth grade private schools in the second directorate of 
education in Irbid city. As the study compared between NESTs and NNESTs, the researchers found 
only two private schools that hire a NEST for tenth grade in Irbid city, namely the American 
University Schools of Middle East and the International Grand Academy. Participants in the study  
consisted of two categories:  firstly, 50 tenth grade EFL students that were taught by a NEST at the 
two previously mentioned schools, and 50 tenth grade EFL students that were taught by a NNEST that 
were purposefully chosen from the same directorate.  

The questionnaire was adapted from Lennon’s (2000) broad definition of oral fluency, and the 
outcomes defined by the Jordanian Ministry of Education that tenth grade students should master by 
the end of the upper basic stage. The questionnaire consisted of six sections, in each one of them three 
to six statements that detailed the different components of that section. Four sections of the 
questionnaire were built on Lennon’s broad definition of oral fluency and the 10th grade speaking 
skills outcomes stated by the Jordanian Ministry of Education. However, the two remaining sections 
were added based on the idea that the study deals with teachers’ effect. By result, the researchers 
added two sections which are: oral language classroom management and oral language teachers’ 
attitude. The speech rate was included in Lennon’s (2000) definition of oral fluency but not in the 10th 
grade speaking skills learning outcomes. Consequently, the questionnaire considered the following 
sections: 
2.1 The sections of the questionnaire 

2.1.1 Oral language classroom management: 
o Correction of mistakes: it deals with the teacher’s responses towards students’ mistakes while 

talking. Precisely, is the teacher very corrective or not? 
o Motivation: the degree of motivation that students receive from the teacher to make them talk. 
o Topics provided for speaking: it means the authenticity of topics provided for speaking and 

whether or not it fits students’ interests. 
o Time devoted: is the time devoted to practice speaking regular or arbitrary? and is it enough 

for better achievement?  
o Classroom atmosphere: do students feel relax when they speak? Do classmates encourage each 

others during practice? e.g. are they afraid of being laughed at? 
o Topics choice: it is related to a previous statement; namely: students can sometimes be given 

chance to choose topics on their own to enjoy speaking about it. 
2.1.2 Oral language vocabulary: 

o Classroom vocabulary items: are students provided with vocabulary items that they usually 
use in classroom communication? 

o Words familiarity: does the teacher increase the degree of difficulty by providing students 
with unfamiliar words and encourages them to use these words, so that they can regularly 
improve their oral skills? 

o Words appropriateness: are students taught to use the right words for the suitable situation? 
o Daily vocabulary items: does the teacher provide students with useful vocabulary items for 

daily conversations? 
2.1.3 Oral language pronunciation: 

o Words pronunciation: does the instructor teach students how to correctly pronounce words? 
o Intonation: it refers to using the right intonation while producing sentences. 
o Pronunciation practice: it is concerned with the extent to which pronunciation is practiced in 

class to attend a native-like pronunciation? 
2.1.4 Overall oral language fluency: 

o Speech automaticity: does the teacher encourage and help students to speak without undue 
pauses or hesitation. 

o Use of interjections: are students taught to use interjections instead of pauses? 
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o Sentence production: it means whether the student can finish the sentence by himself or with 
the help of others. 

o Priority of meaning: is the meaning prior than form in students’ speeches? 
2.1.5 Oral language teacher’s attitude: 

o Information about English speaking countries: It refers to the amount of information provided 
about English speaking countries as a motivational aspect for students. 

o The attitude towards the local culture: is the teacher sensitive towards the local culture? 
o The attitude towards the target language culture: is the teacher open to the target language 

culture? 
o Predictability of oral problems: can the teacher easily predict and understand his students’ oral 

skills problems? 
2.1.6 Oral language grammar: 

o Functional use of structural rules: are students taught to use appropriate rules functionally? 
o Global errors: does the teacher teach students to avoid errors that affect the whole meaning of 

the sentence. 
o Tenses use: do students use the right tense for the right situation? 
o Speech general meaning: does the teacher help students to provide comprehensible speeches? 

3. RESULTS 
3.1 Students' level of perception  

The following Table summarizes the rank orders, the mean scores, the standard deviations, and 
the degree of effect in the six sections of the questionnaire. 

Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations of sections 
No. Section  NESTs NNESTs 

Mean SD Mean SD 
01 Oral language classroom management 4.10 0.41 3.62 0.99 
02 Oral language vocabulary 4.00 0.60 3.73 0.87 
03 Oral language pronunciation 4.48 0.41 3.51 1.36 
04 Overall oral language fluency 4.24 0.50 3.63 1.03 
05 Oral language teacher’s attitude 4.20 0.47 4.07 0.61 
06  Oral language grammar 4.15 0.53 4.22 0.72 
 Total  4.18 0.28 3.79 0.73 
   

Table 1 shows that that the highest section in terms of means and standard deviation for NEST 
was “Oral language pronunciation”, however the lowest section was “Oral language vocabulary”. 
Concerning students taught by NNESTs, the findings showed that the highest section in terms of mean 
and standard deviation was “Oral language grammar”, while the lowest section was “Oral language 
pronunciation”. 

Table 2: Means and standard deviations of oral language classroom management 

Oral Language Classroom management 

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

01 Is not very corrective during students’ talk. 2.87 1.40 3.17 1.60 
02 Motivates students to speak as much as possible. 4.45 0.55 3.82 1.08 
03 Provides easy and authentic topics for speaking. 4.22 0.89 3.84 1.09 
04 Always keeps a specific time for speaking. 4.18 0.88 3.43 1.33 
05 Provides a relaxing atmosphere to speak. 4.70 0.47 3.68 1.25 
06 Sometimes gives chance to students to choose topics by their 

own. 4.16 0.85 3.80 1.39 

 Total 4.10 0.41 3.62 0.99 
 

Table 2 shows that the highest mean in item regarding NESTs’ effect was the item “provides a 
relaxing atmosphere to speak”, however, the lowest one was “Is not very corrective during students’ 
talk”. As for NNESTs’ effect, the highest item in terms of mean and standard deviation was “Provides 
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easy and authentic topics for speaking”, while the lowest one was “Is not very corrective during 
students’ talk”. 

Table 3: Means and standard deviations of oral language vocabulary 
Oral Language Vocabulary 

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

07 Provides students with vocabulary items needed in classroom 
communication. 3.92 0.93 4.00 0.85 

08 Improves students’ oral fluency by using unfamiliar words 
while speaking. 3.82 0.90 3.35 1.24 

09 Helps students to use the appropriate terms for the right 
context. 4.10 0.70 3.86 1.02 

10 Provides students with useful words daily conversations. 4.16 0.87 3.70 1.30 
 Total 4.00 0.60 3.73 0.87 

 

Table 3 shows that the highest mean in perceptions of NESTs’ effect was “provides students 
with useful words for daily conversations”, however the lowest one was “improves students’ oral 
fluency by using unfamiliar words while speaking”. Concerning perceptions of NNESTs’ effect, the 
highest item was “provides students with vocabulary items needed in classroom communication”, 
while the lowest one was “improves students’ oral fluency by using unfamiliar words”. 

Table 4: Means and standard deviations of oral language pronunciation 

Oral Language Pronunciation 

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

11 Teaches students how to pronounce words correctly. 4.70 0.51 3.64 1.43 
12 Teaches students how to pronounce a sentence with the right 

tone. 4.36 0.67 3.43 1.36 

13 Provides students with excellent pronunciations practice that 
enables them to have a native-like pronunciation. 4.38 0.70 3.47 1.55 

 Total 4.48 0.41 3.51 1.36 
 

Table 4 shows that the highest mean in perceptions of NESTs’ effect was “teaches students how 
to pronounce words correctly”, however the lowest mean was “teaches students how to pronounce a 
sentence with the right tone”. Regarding perceptions of NNESTs’ effect, the highest item in terms of 
mean was “teaches students how to pronounce words correctly”. While the lowest one was “teaches 
students how to pronounce a sentence with the right tone”. 

Table 5: Means and Standard deviation of overall oral language fluency 

Overall Oral Language Fluency 

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

14 Encourages students to speak without many pauses and 
hesitation. 4.38 0.88 4.04 0.98 

15 Teaches students to use interjections instead of pauses. 4.36 0.67 3.41 1.42 
16 Teaches students to finish the sentence on their own without the 

help of their classmates. 4.34 0.63 3.78 1.13 

17 Help students to focus on meaning rather on form. 4.86 0.95 3.27 1.35 
 Total 4.24 0.50 3.63 1.03 

Table 5 shows that the highest item in terms of means and standard deviation of perceptions of 
NESTs’ effect was “helps students to focus on meaning rather on form”, while the lowest one was 
“teaches students to finish the sentence on their own without the help of their classmates”. Concerning 
perceptions of NNESTs’ effect, the highest item in terms of mean and standard deviation was 
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“Encourages students to speak without many pauses and hesitation”, however the lowest one was 
“helps students focus on meaning rather on form”. 

Table 6: Means and Standard Deviations of Oral Language Teacher’s Attitude 

Oral Language Teacher’s Attitude  

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

18 Provides enough information about the culture of English 
speaking countries. 4.28 0.80 4.31 0.83 

19 Is not sensitive to the local culture. 3.92 0.98 4.07 0.86 
20 Is open minded to the target language culture. 4.36 0.60 4.00 0.92 
21 Understands students’ oral skills problems. 4.24 0.66 3.88 1.06 
 Total 4.20 0.47 4.07 0.61 

Table 6 shows that the highest item in terms of mean and standard deviation for perceptions of 
NESTs’ effect was “Is open minded to the target language culture”, while the lowest one was “Is not 
sensitive to the local culture”. Regarding perceptions of NNESTs effect, the highest mean was 
“Provides enough information about the culture of English speaking countries”, however the lowest 
one was “Understands students’ oral skills problems”. 

Table 7: Means and Standard Deviations of Oral Language Grammar 

Oral Language Grammar  

No. Item NESTs NNESTs 
Mean SD Mean SD 

22 Teaches students how to use appropriate structural rules 
functionally. 4.00 0.95 4.21 1.04 

23 Helps students to avoid global errors that affect the whole 
meaning. 4.10 0.70 4.17 0.88 

24 Teaches students to use the right tenses. 4.20 0.67 4.13 0.88 
25 Helps students to provide comprehensible language. 4.30 0.74 4.37 0.93 
 Total 4.15 0.53 4.22 0.72 

 

Table 7 shows that the highest mean and standard deviation in perceptions of NESTs’ effect was 
“Helps students to provide comprehensible language”, while the lowest one was “Teaches students 
how to use appropriate structural rules functionally”. Regarding perceptions of NNESTs’ effect, the 
highest item was “helps students to provide comprehensible language”, however the lowest one was 
“Teaches students to use the right tense”. 

Starting with the first section (oral language classroom management), the total degree of effect 
of the section signified that NESTs were perceived as good oral language classroom managers, more 
flexible with students’ misbehaviors. Specifically, five statements (namely; 5,6,4,3 and 2) were 
reflected such High degree of effect. The fifth statement (namely; provides a relaxing atmosphere to 
speak) findings agree to some extent with previous research findings, like Chung (2014) and Ribut 
(2012) who claimed that NESTs do better at classroom management, flexibility at using different 
topics within classroom sessions. However, the only statement that was rated as Moderate in terms of 
degree of effect was the first statement (namely; is not very corrective during students’ talk). This 
result showed that even NESTs focused to some extent on correcting students’ mistakes during 
speaking. Such result did not agree with most of previous research, like Yakoub (2011) and Inan 
(2012) who stated that NESTs focus always on fluency and keep the automaticity of the speech. 

Oral language vocabulary was the second section that was assessed as High by students in terms 
of nativeness degree of effect. Particularly, all statements of the section (namely, 10,9,7 and 8) were 
also perceived as High in terms of degree of effect. The results of the section signified that NESTs 
showed that they have a good command of vocabulary items, they provide vocabulary items needed 
for daily conversation and classroom communication, and they try to improve their students’ 
vocabulary command by provNo.ing unfamiliar words. The general results of the section corresponded 
to some of the previous related studies; Al-Shammari (2011) and Medgyes (1994) who agreed on the 
point that NESTs serve well as vocabulary teachers. 
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Oral language pronunciation was the highest perceived section in terms of nativeness degree of 
effect, mean scores and standard deviation. The total degree of effect of the section was perceived as 
High, on the whole and for each statement of the section. The results of the section, according to the 
researchers, can be considered as logical since English is the NESTs’ mother tongue and they are seen 
by students as models. All previous related studies agreed with the findings of this section. 
Researchers like Murtiana (2011) stressed that students generally prefer to be taught pronunciation and 
speaking generally by a NEST. 

The third section (namely; overall oral language fluency) was also perceived by students as 
High in terms of nativeness degree of effect; the same thing is true for all statements of the section. 
The total degree of effect of the section agree with most of the previous related studies; for example, 
Merino (1997), Pasternak and Bailey (2004) asserted that NESTs’ automatic use of English helped 
their students to focus more on fluency and automaticity of speech rather than focusing on accuracy 
aspects. Additionally, the researchers support Merino’s (1997) and Pasternak’s and Bailey’s (2004) 
research in their claim and believes that NESTs generally do not care much about correcting mistakes 
rather they give much importance to the intelligibility of speech. 

Oral language teacher’s attitude section was perceived as High by students in terms of 
nativeness degree of effect on the whole as well as all its statements. The researchers think that 
students’ perceptions entail the following interpretation: NESTs provided enough information about 
the target language culture and showed open mindness towards the target language because it is their 
mother culture and language. Second, students’ perception that NESTs understand their oral skills 
problems can be attributed to the fact that they considered them as models and they feel themselves 
excited to talk to a NEST. All in all, the total nativeness degree of effect of the section as agrees with 
some the previous related studies. Medgyes (1994) for example asserted that NESTs can better teach 
cultural issues and provide much information about English speaking countries. 

The last section (namely, oral language grammar) was perceived by students as High in terms 
of nativeness degree of effect. The total nativeness degree of effect of this section is surprising, 
according to the researchers, because it does not agree totally with previous related research findings. 
Butler (2007), Mahboob (2010), and Marino (2011) stressed all that NNESTs are always preferred as 
grammar teachers over NESTs. However, the present section revealed totally the contrary. In detail, 
the study reported high scores related to Grammar.                     

3.2 Statistical Analysis of Students' Perceptions  

To answer this question, a T-independent Test for all sections and the total score of the sections was 
conducted. The following table shows the following findings: 

Table 8: Independent T-Test for sections and total score 
Section Student Mean T-value Degree of 

freedom 
Statistical 

significance 
Oral language classroom 

management 
Native 4.093 3.160 97 0.002* Non-native  3.619 

Oral language vocabulary Native 4.000 1.860 97 0.066 Non-native  3.724 

Oral language pronunciation Native 4.480 4.842 97 0.000* Non-native  3.510 

Overall oral language fluency Native 4.235 3.806 97 0.000* Non-native  3.622 

Oral language teachers attitude Native 4.200 1.272 97 0.206 Non-native  4.061 

Oral language grammar Native 4.150 -0.512 97 0.610 Non-native  4.214 

Total Native 4.174 3.518 97 0.001* Non-native  3.789 
*Statistically significant at the significance level (0.05≥ߙ) 
 
Table 8 shows that the values in the table indicated the following: 
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- The T-values showed that there were no statistically significant differences between students’ 
perceptions regarding the sections: oral language vocabulary, oral language teacher’s attitude, 
and oral language grammar. 

- The T-values showed that there are statistically significant differences between students’ 
perceptions regarding the sections: oral language classroom management, oral language 
pronunciation, overall oral language fluency, and the total scores of sections.  

     Results of the second question showed that students’ perceptions of the effect of their 
NNESTs’ nativeness on their oral fluency were generally assessed as High in terms of degree of 
effect. The study reported that teachers’ effect varied between being High and being Moderate in 
terms of nativeness degree effect. Three sections namely: oral language grammar, oral language 
teacher’s attitude and oral language vocabulary were perceived as High in terms of degree of effect; 
however, three other sections (namely; overall oral language fluency, oral language classroom 
management and oral language pronunciation) were assessed as Moderate in terms of the degree of 
effect. 

Beginning with “oral language classroom management” section, the total degree of effect in this 
section was Moderate. However, four statements of the section were rated as High in terms of 
nativeness degree of effect together with two other statements namely(1 and 5) that were rated as 
Moderate. The degree of effect in the first statement was not surprising since it is generally perceived 
that NNESTs are better at accuracy rather than on fluency. Medgyes (1994), Madrid and Canardo 
(2004), Alseweed (2012) agreed on the claim that NNESTs focus on accuracy aspects, like grammar 
and vocabulary; that is why the researchers believe that their degree of effect in the first statement was 
Moderate.  

Within the first section, the fifth statement, namely: “provides a relaxing atmosphere…” 
obviously disagreed with Goktepe’s (2013) claim that students are not willing to speak because they 
are afraid of being laughed at. The degree of effect of the section as a whole did not correspond to 
Medgyes’ (1994) findings which entail that NESTs are better in terms of classroom management, 
flexibility at changing topics whenever needed.  

The second section (namely; oral language vocabulary), was perceived by students as High in 
terms of nativeness degree of effect. The findings in oral language vocabulary section agreed to a huge 
extent with Diaz (2015) and Yakoub(2011) findings. The latter found that even NNESTs do well at 
teaching vocabulary, and that there are no significant differences between NESTs and NNESTs at 
teaching vocabulary items. While, it was not the case with Medgyes’ (1994) findings who found that 
NESTs are best teachers of vocabulary because English is their mother tongue. 

Oral language pronunciation was the lowest perceived section in terms of mean scores, standard 
deviation and degree of effect. The total degree of effect in the section was rated as Moderate, as well 
as to all its statements. The findings of this section are congruent with a large number of the previous 
studies who stated that NNESTs are not preferred to teach pronunciation in all its aspects. For 
example, Al-Sammari (2010), Barlow (2009), and Brown (2013) and others agreed on the advantage 
of NESTs over NNESTs at teaching pronunciation in all its components. 

Like the previous section, the overall oral language fluency was perceived by students as 
Moderate in terms of nativeness degree of effect. The statements varied between High and Moderate 
in terms of degree of effect. Two statements, namely (“encourage students to speak without many 
pauses and hesitation” and “teaches his students to finish the sentence on their own without the help of 
their classmates”) were scored as High in terms of degree of effect. While the two other statements 
(“teaches his students to use interjections instead of pauses” and “helps his students to focus on 
meaning rather than on form”) were perceived as Moderate. The total degree of effect of the section 
agreed to some of the previous research findings. For instance, Butler (2007), Chung (2014) and 
Merino (1997) found that when speaking about oral fluency, NNESTs are not at the same level of 
proficiency as NESTs. 

Oral language teacher’s attitude was classified within the advantages of NNESTs. Students 
scored the degree of effect of their oral language teacher’s attitude as High. All statements were also 
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perceived as High in terms of nativeness degree of effect. Regarding the statements, the researchers 
believe that students perceptions are logical because of the following reasons: first, even though the 
first statement, namely (“provides enough information about the culture English speaking countries”) 
does not agree with most of the previous research, such as Medgyes (1994), and Yakoub (2011) who 
claimed that NESTs are better at provNo.ing students with useful information about culture of native 
English speaking countries. However, according to teachers perceptions gained by interview stated 
later in this chapter, they provided information about English speaking countries culture and students 
felt excited to know about the target language culture which helped them to get integrated better in the 
learning process.  

Second, the second statement (namely; “is not sensitive to the local culture”) can be considered 
as a logical fact because it is their mother culture. Third, the third statement, (namely; “is open minded 
to the target language culture”) is greatly related to the first one because it is considered as one of the 
motivating factors that encourage students to interact better in the classroom. Fourth, the fourth 
statement, namely (“understands his students’ oral skills problems”) goes along the same line with 
some previous research like: Murtiana (2011) and Nemtchinova (2005) who claimed that NNESTs 
understand better their students’ oral skills problems better than NESTs. 

The sixth section (namely; oral language grammar) was perceived by students as the highest 
section in terms of nativeness degree of effect. All statements degree of effect were assessed as High. 
The findings about this section agreed totally with the general perception about NNESTs’ proficiency 
at teaching grammar. For example, Rosie (2015), and Srivastava (2014) stressed on the advantage of 
NNESTs over NESTs because of their being previous EFL learners and the shared background they 
have about students’ first language and its effect on the target language. 

3.3 Discussion of the Results Related to the Second Question: it aimed at finding if there are any 
statistically significant differences between perceptions of students taught by NESTs and perceptions 
of students taught by NNESTs towards the effect of their teachers on their oral fluency. 

The findings of the second question showed that there were statistically significant differences 
for some sections (oral language classroom management, oral language pronunciation, overall oral 
language fluency). However, there were no statistically significant differences for other sections (oral 
language vocabulary, oral language teacher’s attitude, oral language grammar). 

The findings in this question agreed to some extent with some previous research and disagreed 
with some others. Concerning oral language pronunciation and overall oral language fluency, the 
findings agreed with most of the previous research that claimed that NESTs do better at teaching 
pronunciation and show more fluency while speaking since they are native speakers of that language. 

Regarding oral language vocabulary, the findings disagreed with Medgyes (1994) who found 
that NESTs can serve better as grammar teachers. in addition to that, the findings also disagreed with 
most of the previous studies which stated that NNESTs are best grammar teachers as they were 
previous grammar teachers.  

3.4 Reflections 

Based on the research findings and the implicit issues drawn from the discussion of results, the 
researchers shed light on the following points: 

1. Like many fellow researchers; namely, Rampton (1990); Cook and Friend (1995), and Paikeday 
(1985), the researcher stresses that the term native speaker is deceptive and does not really 
signify the language competence. Lee (2005) stated that using alternative terms instead of the 
native speaker shifts the attention away from ‘who you are’, to focus the attention on what we 
are actually attempting to accomplish in language teaching. Along with the previous claim, 
Davies (1996) questioned the issue by wondering about what to achieve native speaker talk or 
English proficiency. The researchers believe that it is better to move over Native and Non-
Native dichotomy and asserts that it is better to use the term “expert teacher, proficient teacher” 
or any other term that values the language competence rather than the teacher’s Identity. 

2. It is known that the native speaker took the advantage over second and foreign users of English 
by mastering some specific language components. What if a non-native speaker masters the 
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same components, can he/she be considered as a native speaker? Or it is just about being born in 
that English speaking country; in this case even a new born child is already considered as a 
native speaker and holds a better status than a proficient non-native speaker! It is ridiculous 
according to the researchers. 

3. The researchers believe that the best solution for non-native students is a well-trained local 
teacher. Many of the previous research proved that local teachers showed more empathy 
towards their students since they are from the same cultural background; however NESTs are 
doing the job generally for pragmatic reasons (Marino, 2011).  Furthermore, the research 
repertoire indicated also that local teachers hold better understanding of students’ learning 
problems and use better learning strategies. The issue of pronunciation is not a big deal as long 
as words can be understood and meanings can be gotten. At the level of instilling local cultural 
and national values in our minds, the native teacher may never serve better than the local 
teacher. 

4. The researcher believes that the best solution for non-native students is a well trained local 
teacher. Many of the previous research proved that local teachers showed more empathy 
towards their students since they are from the same cultural background; however NESTs are 
doing the job generally for pragmatic reasons (Marino, 2011).  Furthermore, the research 
repertoire indicated also that local teachers hold better understanding of students’ learning 
problems and use better learning strategies. The issue of pronunciation is not a big deal as long 
as words can be understood and meanings can be gotten. At the level of instilling local cultural 
and national values in our kNo.s’ minds, the native teacher may never serve better than the local 
teacher.   

5. The researcher believes that the oral fluency differs upon the topic. The speaker may make too 
much pauses to stop and think about the right word or the next information to be delivered in a 
topic that he/she does not know too much about; so he is considered as fluent in some topics and 
non-fluent in some other topics. 

6. According to Jordanian EFL teachers, the recruiting policies made them feel inferior towards 
their native EFL teachers mates. They expressed that they wish if they were evaluated based on 
their proficiency not their Identity. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 
The following conclusions summarize the findings of the present study, in light of the questions 

of the study and the implicit issues that were drawn from the discussion of the results.   
1. Based on the comparison between the degree of effect in perceptions of students taught by 

NESTs and those taught by NNESTs, it can be concluded that there was no observed difference 
between NESTs’ effect and NNESTs’ effect on students’ oral fluency. 

2. The T-Test showed that there was a statistically significant difference between students’ 
perceptions regarding oral language classroom management, oral language pronunciation, 
overall oral language fluency. 

3. The T-Test showed that there was no statistically significant difference between students’ 
perceptions regarding oral language vocabulary, oral language teacher’s attitude, oral language 
grammar.    
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APPENDIX 
The questionnaire 

Dear student, the questionnaire is designed to help you to identify your perceptions towards 
your English teacher. You are kindly requested to respond to the questionnaire by filling the gap that 
corresponds to your perceptions according to the following scale: 1- Strongly agree. 2- Agree. 3- 
Undecided. 4- Disagree. 5- Strongly disagree. 
*the anonymity of your answers is guaranteed. 

Native English Speaking Teacher 
Oral language classroom management 
 statement Strongly 

agree agree undecided disagree Strongly 
disagree 

1 Is not very corrective during students’ talk.      
2 Motivates students to speak as much as possible.      
3 Provides easy and authentic topics for speaking.      
4 Always keeps a specific time for speaking.      
5 Provides a relaxing atmosphere to speak      
6 Sometimes gives chance to students to choose topics by 

their own. 
     

Oral language vocabulary 
7 Provides students with vocabulary items needed most in 

classroom communication.  
     

8 Improves students’ oral fluency by using unfamiliar words 
while speaking. 

     

9 Helps students to use the appropriate terms for the right 
context. 

     

10 Provides students with useful words for daily 
conversations. 

     

Oral language pronunciation 
11 Teaches students how to pronounce words correctly.      
12 Teaches students how to pronounce a sentence with the 

right tone. 
     

13 Provides students with excellent pronunciation practice 
that enables them to have a native-like pronunciation. 

     

Overall oral language fluency  
14 Encourages students to speak without many pauses and 

hesitation. 
     

15 Teaches students to use interjections instead of pauses, eg: 
hmm, wow, aha, etc.  

     

16 Teaches students to finish the sentence on their own 
without the help of their classmates. 

     

17 Helps students to focus on meaning rather on form.      
Oral language teacher’s attitude 
18 Provides enough information about the culture of English 

speaking countries. 
     

19 Is not sensitive to the local culture.      
20 Is open minded to the target language culture.      
21 Understands students’ oral skills problems.      
Oral language grammar 
22 Teaches students how to use appropriate structural rules 

functionally. 
     

23 Helps students to avoid global errors that affect the whole 
meaning. 

     

24 Teaches students to use the right tenses.      
25 Helps students to provide comprehensible language.      
 


