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Abstract 

 Both Turkish and native speakers of English serve in English teaching training institutions and from time to time complaints as well as appraisals are received for both groups. The aim of this paper is to investigate if there are any discrepancies between these two groups. The investigated discrepancies will be cited giving reasons for such differences. 

INTRODUCTION


Teacher training is the backbone of the ELT programs as very well illustrated by Freeman with "a proverb attributed to Confucius that to give a man a fish will feed him for a day, while teaching him to fish will allow him to feed himself a lifetime." (1982:28) Being aware of the importance of teacher training, we tried to investigate how native speakers of English (NS) and Turks as non-native speakers of English (NNS) collaborate and function in the teacher training programs at English Language Departments at several universities in Turkey. Our aim was to see whether any problems exist in the application of these programs, and if so, what the probable sources are, and if any of these problems are related to the discrepancies between native and non-native speaker trainers.  For this purpose, we interviewed over one hundred trainees and around twenty-five trainers (native and non-native).


We restricted ourselves to development through in-service teacher programs where the participants are classroom teachers rather than students or prospected teachers. The reason for this restriction is that we make a distinction between teacher training and teacher development.  Freeman (1982) indicates this difference very well where he sees training as dealing with building specific teaching skills such as lesson planning, and teaching a dialogue. The focus on the teacher development, however, is stated to be on the individual teacher- "on the process of reflection, examination, and change which can lead to doing a better job and to personal and professional growth" (Freeman 1982:28).  In Freeman's terms, the distinction between training and development implies a difference in scope in the sense that "training addresses certain immediate needs, for example, helping a person with little or no previous experience enter a class with some degree of confidence in what he is doing." "Development, however, speaks to broader, long-term concerns: how a teacher can be encouraged to grow, to explore new avenues and ideas, and thereby, to avoid professional atrophy" (Freeman 1982:22). 

· 
Having this distinction between teacher training and teacher development in mind, we wanted to see: 

· How many of these long-term concerns have been an issue of the in-service teacher programs? 

· How many of these have been within the awareness of the NS and NNS trainers? and 

· What has been the reaction of the trainees to the application of these issues within their respective program? 

1. 
Before going any further, we would like to discuss the issue of native speaker as opposed to non-native speaker. Widdowson (1992:338), on one hand, points out the following evidence:

2. The native speaker teacher a) has a more prestigious status, and b) is given preference in employment; 

3. The knowledge of the language being more highly regarded than pedagogic expertise.


On the other hand, he makes the distinction between "the role of instructor" and "the role of informant." and adds that the non-native speakers are more advantageous when "the role of instructor" gains priority. Native speakers may have extensive experience in using the language but non-native speakers have the experience as second language learners of English. Being exposed to English in late childhood or adulthood rather than at birth gives them the insight into the process of learning English. This type of experience gives them an awareness of how the target language is used for different functions.


When we consider the "role of informant," it is assumed that native speakers, being reliable informants, make good teachers. However, as Widdowson points out, not being exposed to the language of the trainees, the native speakers are new to a culture and thus are generally unaware of the culture of that community. When these teachers become trainers for people of that language group, their attitude in the training process may be annoying or insulting due to the different educational and cultural norms adopted by the trainer and the trainees. Under these circumstances, native speakers are put into a disadvantageous position.


Medgyes (1992), who takes the native/non-native speaker issue from a sociolinguistic perspective, claims that to draw a distinction between these groups solely from the linguistic point of view is debatable. In support of his belief, he quotes Ferguson (1982), who suggests that "the whole mystique of the native speaker and the mother tongue should probably be quietly dropped from the linguist's set of professional myths about language" (Kachru, 1982: vii).


Medgyes (1992), to support his argument, conducted a research on sixty people to investigate the native speaker/non-native speaker dichotomy in ELT.  He asked these sixty people for their preferences among the following if they were to employ an instructor in a commercial ELT school in Britain.

a. I would employ only native speakers, even if they were not qualified EFL teachers.

b. I would prefer to employ native-speaker EFL teachers, but if hard pressed I would choose qualified non-native rather than a native without EFL qualifications.

c. The native/non-native issue would not be a selection criterion) provided the non-native speaking EFL teacher was a highly proficient speaker of English. 


According to the results of the research, two-thirds indicated (b) as their preference; one-third-chose (c), and nobody chose (a). 

METHOD


In order to find out the problems and their sources, we conducted interviews with both native and non-native trainers as well as the non-native trainees at several universities in Ankara and Adana namely, Bilkent University, Hacettepe University, Orta Dogu Technical University and Cukurova University. The reason for choosing only these universities is that these are the institutions where in-service programs have been conducted on a large scale.


The results of the interviews were analyzed and categorized from three perspectives: 1) the non-native speaker perspective, 2) the native speaker perspective, and 3) the Turkish trainees.

PROBLEMS AND THEIR REMEDIES 


The problems appear to arise from the difference in trainers' educational and life experience from that of the trainers. These differences are most noted in the areas of: 1, 2, and 3. These are not necessarily in an order of priority. Rather, the three areas seem to overlap in many aspects and contribute to other problems, thus making it difficult to prescribe solutions. Overall self-awareness and critical thinking appear to be key concepts.

1.Application of different teaching methods

2.Critical thinking in taking an active role

3.Cultural differences

Application of different teaching methods

The results indicated that methods used by non-native speakers are generally different from those used by native speakers in the sense that non-native speakers tend to transfer the information to their trainees without getting the trainees involved in some independent thinking that would stimulate some questions for acquiring knowledge. Native speakers, on the other hand, prefer to activate the trainees' thinking process, and they do not directly transfer information to the trainees unless a question is posed. 


When we look at the issue from the native speaker trainers' point of view, we see that they avoid giving direct instructions to the trainees on purpose with the fear of interfering with their learning process. Rather than pointing out the weak points, they try to help the trainees evaluate themselves and realize their own weaknesses. 


We see complaints coming mainly from the native speaker trainers and some non-native speaker trainers regarding the lack of any stimulating reaction coming from their trainees that would allow the trainers to act as facilitators. The trainees, on the other hand, not knowing what they are expected of, feel that they do not receive any proper instruction from native speaker trainers since they do not see any transmission of knowledge in the traditional sense. When trainees are not directly told of their weak points, they either think that they are doing very well, or they think that the trainer is not interested in helping them towards the modification of their errors. 


A similar problem seems to exist in China. Bi and Yang (1991:5), who believe that teachers are responsible for enlightening their students without waiting for any questions from class, report that since traditional Chinese methodology emphasizes lectures, Chinese students do not understand why native speaker trainers tend to give explanation only if a question is raised in class. As a remedy, they suggest that foreign teachers should "compromise and give Chinese students time to adopt to the 'foreign' methods." They are not against the application of the new methods and therefore, they do not want to discourage the foreign teachers, but they suggest that this should be done gradually. They advise the native speaker trainers to be patient and to adopt good humor until they accomplish their mission.


McKay (1992:116) pointing out the same problem, state that if students are accustomed to more traditional language teaching methods, they may not well receive the newer language teaching methods applied by the native speaker teachers whom she calls "expatriate language teachers."

Critical thinking in taking an active role


Native speaker trainers advocate the importance of critical thinking in the learning process. They seem to adopt Freeman's (1982) point of view that the need of the trainer as an observer is to help the participant think critically in order to broaden the scope of her or his activities within classroom situations. 


Often, trainees find the new methods and techniques presented by trainers unrealistic and difficult to execute within the existing conditions. This is because the trainee's experiences may be different. Under such circumstances, the trainee may not want to apply the given strategies or even react to them with frustration. Freeman (1982: 31) claims that "in this temporary state of frustration and confusion, however, lie the seeds of critical thinking, self evaluation, and ultimately, long-term professional development."   This type of reaction would lead the trainee to start thinking of the reasons beyond the strategies he is required to apply instead of simply accepting them as they are.


Auerbach and Burgess (1985), in relation to the survival English programs offered to the immigrants in the United States, discuss the issue from the point of view of problem-solving and problem-posing. They favor the problem-posing view of education that focuses on the identification and analysis of the problematic areas as the main part of the curriculum. Thus, they claim that 

the teacher's role is not to transmit knowledge, but to engage students in their own education by inviting them to enter into the process of thinking critically about their reality. The purpose of the endeavor is not to find solutions for students but to involve them in searching for and creating their own alternatives.



(Auerbach and Burgess (1985: 491)


Another point that native speaker trainers believe is that experience is the primary source of learning as also reported by Rogers (1961:23) and Freeman (1982:24). They feel that individuals learn by actually being involved in the activity rather than being told about the way it is done. When individuals are personally involved in the activity, they are given the opportunity to be faced with the probable problems and are forced to find solutions to eliminate or avoid those problems by using their mind actively. Thus, as learners, they take the active rather than the passive role in the learning process. For the very same reason, Taylor  (1992:366) describes the training of teachers as "ethnographic, holistic and integrative, and participant " centered, and he sees the role of the trainer as facilitator and counsellor rather than "omniscient foreign expert."

Cultural differences 


Taylor (1992: 360) states that the problems in teacher training may also be "traced to the differences in cultural background of the trainers and the trainees." As very well expressed in a Confucian saying, "human beings draw close to one another by their common nature, but habits and customs keep them apart" (in Lustig and Koester 1993:113). Researchers have frequently asked: 'How much change is required of the individuals when they are confronted with such differences?' and 'Is it the responsibility of the newcomers to adjust themselves to the cultural framework of the host culture?" Lustig and Koester (1993) trying to find answers to questions of the same nature remind us of the old saying "When in Rome, do as the Romans do," which places great responsibility for change on the newcomer. 


Native speaker trainers, faced with cross-cultural differences, often find it difficult to adjust themselves to the job, to the living conditions in the host country, and to the system implemented in the administration of education. McKay (1992:124-126) gives an account of the problems of a native speaker trainer in Turkey. These problems are related either directly to the educational system (i.e., large classes, lack of textbooks, and poor or no duplicating facilities, lack of knowledge of the academic calendar) or to the life style (i.e., lack of supermarkets and laundromats, lack of knowledge of the language of the host country). As suggested by McKay, the native speaker trainers, before they go abroad to teach, should go through some orientation program to gain some knowledge of the language and culture. A trainer who is culturally sensitive can be more patient and flexible towards problems arising from educational or cultural systems deeply established in that host country and in order to achieve the desired goals. If this is not possible, then the native speaker trainer has to spend individual effort to investigate the goal, the curriculum, the scheduling, the facilities related to the education system, and the job responsibilities and benefits he or she expects from the institution before accepting the post.


As McKay (19892:116) states, when host institutions do not specify any formal policies on discipline, attendance and grading, native speakers feel that they are given discretion and responsibility in that respect. For that reason they think that they have to work out their own policies, which might not agree with rules and regulations of the school or which might be very difficult to apply to trainees of a different cultural group. Thus, as Taylor puts it (1992:22) the trainers' lack of knowledge and/or experience, or differing views on standardization may cause friction between the trainer and the trainee.



When native speaker trainers learn to use culturally sensitive ways of handling the differences and disagreements that may arise, they would be improving their own intercultural relationship with the non-native speakers which enables the trainers to be understood and appreciated more. 


One of the native speaker trainers we interviewed, who is very much appreciated by her trainees, gave an account of the way, she managed to overcome this cultural barrier:

I compromised a little but not saying it aloud. By playing the dominant role for a while I shifted to the less dominant role and let them except the situation. I put them into a position where they could evaluate their teaching and talk about that situation.  … I do not apply some training techniques for the present since these techniques require too much demand from the trainees.


As from the trainee's perspective, both the administration and the native speaker trainers should be sensitive to the cultural differences. When a change in the institution is planned or when a problem arises that requires a change in the institution, as Harris and Moran (1988) suggest, the "driving forces for change and the resisting forces trying to maintain the status quo" should be reconsidered and analyzed in depth. Thus, the change can be defined and identified within the cultural bounds of the institution.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION


The results of the interviews can be summed up in the following categorization:

1. Non-native trainees' point of view of native and non-native speaker trainers (see Table I).

2. Non-native speaker trainers' point of view of native and non-native speaker trainers (see Table II)

3. Native speaker trainers' point of view of native and non-native speaker trainees (see Table III).

TABLE I. 
Trainees' point of view of trainers

Native speaker trainers
Non-native speaker trainers

Can be reserved 

Have high expectations 

Reluctant to  give encouragement

No flexibility, very strict, causes frustration

No cultural sensitivity

Knowledge is conveyed easily

More helpful if professionally trained

No place for mechanical drills

No guidance at all but clues

Fair in grading and no insult

More learner-centered

Aim at long-term objectives

Constructive criticism

Elicitation of information; 

Focus on self-learning and involvement

Leading to critical thinking


More reserved

Not too much expectations

More active, give feedback

More flexible, causes less frustration, make adjustments and adaptations according to the existing needs 

Interprets cultural concepts

Emphasis is on error correction

Resistant to exchange of ideas especially if not competent

More time on mechanical drills

They give more guidance

Semi-learner centered

Aim at short-term objectives

Destructive criticism

Direct transmission of knowledge

Not too much involvement

Not very many activities to lead to critical thinking



TABLE II.
Non-native speaker trainers' point of view of trainers 

Native speaker trainers
Non-native speaker trainers

May not necessarily have the experience

Underestimate the knowledge of the trainees when their high expectations are not fulfilled

Weak in 'langue' but strong in 'parole'
Have language awareness since they have been learners of the target language themselves.

Can detect the problematic areas without underestimation

Strong in 'langue' but weak in 'parole'

TABLE III. Native speaker trainers' point of view of trainees.


Native speaker trainees
Non-native speaker trainees

More open to discussion, have no fear or no concern

Their educational background provides confidence; more ready to point out their point of view and not afraid of taking risks

Not afraid to say that they do not  know

More open to research and self evaluation

Eager to implement the acquired knowledge into their teaching


Prefer a private set up for discussion, hesitant to speak up Less confident, do not take risks; tend to see the trainer as an expert and a source for solution of all their problems

Afraid to ask question with the fear of showing their weakness

Want the information to be transferred to them like a pill

Have the will to implement the knowledge but find it difficult to it into action


Looking at Table I we see that there are both very positive and negative remarks about non-native speaker trainers. The trainees at initial stages of their training tend to give negative remarks on the methodology applied by the native speaker trainers. The trainees who have completed their training, however, seem to appreciate what they have gained through the methodology applied by the native speaker trainers although they admit that they were frustrated a great deal during the training process.


As a result of the interview we conducted with trainers as well as trainees, we realized that the problems and discrepancies pronounced in in-service programs were not related solely to the native or non-native speaker trainer distinction. Although it seems to be the only reason, both trainers and trainees, thinking on the issue for a while, have indicated their preference of not categorizing the trainers as native and non-native speakers. Instead, they distinguished them as trainers who have been exposed to critical thinking, self evaluation and self awareness and who prefer to learn through inquiry rather than storing information in their brain for the purpose of transferring it to others as opposed to people who have been trained by traditional methods where the trainer is regarded as the only source of information rather than a facilitator.


This type of categorization arises from the belief that if trainers whether native speaker or not, focus on reflective teaching which "concerns metacognitive processes of comparison, evaluation and self direction" (Kennedy 1993:160) in addition to the cognition involved in teaching, they would successfully manage to develop. This is best achieved if the trainees are put into a situation where they can analyze their own teaching experience and try to evaluate themselves to find the best technique for teaching. Self-evaluation triggers self-awareness and self-awareness in return directs trainees to develop professionally. 


Regardless whether native or non-native speaker, trainers who have gone through a similar training experience which give importance to awareness and attitude as well as knowledge and skills can be placed in a category (C1) different from trainers who experienced training which only emphasized knowledge and skills (C 2). It is for this reason, we may need to change the set up for Table 1 and Table 2 and modify the native speaker categorization to include the non-native speaker trainer who has similar attitude and educational background.


The interviewers have also stated that non-native speaker trainers who have adopted the application of critical thinking into their method of teaching can function equally the same as the native speaker trainers.  In fact, they would be more beneficial in the eyes of some trainees and trainers for the following reasons:

1. They are permanent in the institution and therefore, have the opportunity to gain different perspective every time they are in collaboration with different native-speaker trainers and expand their spectrum gradually. The native-speaker trainers, who may not have much of an experience, gain a lot of experience in the host country.

2. If they have adopted themselves to the methods applied by the native speakers, they may find it easier to make gradual adjustment to arrive at their ultimate goal since they are aware of the inadequacies of their trainees.


Thus, as Edge (1988) proposes, in teacher training and development instead of focusing on the nationalistic view of native speaker/non-native speaker, we should get "involved in furthering an internationalist perspective" (in Medgyes 1992: 341). This would help  both native and non-native speaker trainers collaborate in harmony to implement new pedagogical reforms that are needed in our training system.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Auerbach, E. R. and D. Burgess ((1985) The hidden curriculum of survival ESL. TESOL Quarterly 19/3 pp. 475-493.

Bi, X. and Q. Yang (1991) Foreign teacher expectations in Chinese universities. TESOL Matters  April/May.

Edge, J. Natives, speakers and models. JALT Journal  9/2:153-7

Ferguson, C. A.  (1982) Introduction. in Kachru, B. B. (ed.) The Other Tongue: English Across Cultures: . Oxford:  Oxford University Press.

Firestone, W. A. (1993) Why "professionalizing" teaching is not enough. Educational Leadership 50/6.
Freeman, D. (1982) Observing teachers: three approaches to in-service training and development. TESOL Quarterly 16/1:21-28.

Freeman, D. (1989) Teacher training, development and decision making: Model of teaching and related strategies for language teacher education. TESOL Quarterly 23/1:27-45.

Freeman, D. and P. Moran (1984) Observation feedback and teaching teachers: a discussion of an in-service course for teacher supervisors. TESOL..

Harris, P. R.. and T. Moran. (1988) Managing Cultural Differences. London: Gulf Publishing Company.

Kennedy, J. (1993) Meeting the needs of teacher trainees on teaching practice. ELT Journal 47/2:157-165.

Lusting, M. W. and J. Koester (1993) Intercultural Competence. London: Harper Collins.

McKay, S. L. (1992) Teaching English Overseas: An Introduction.  Oxford: Oxford University Press.

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

Rogers, C. (1961) On Becoming a Person. Boston Mifflin.

Swan, J. (1993) Metaphor in action: the observation schedule in a reflective approach to teacher education. ELT Journal 47/3:242-249.

Taylor, R.(1992) The production of training packs in in-service teacher training. ELT Journal 46/4 pp. 356-361.

Widdowson, H. G. (1992) ELT and EL teachers: matters arising. ELT Journal 46/4:333-339.

