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The study aimed to investigate the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-
native English teachers and being a non-native English teacher. One-hundred and five
college students participated in this study. Findings from the descriptive statistics, the
One-Way ANOVA, correlations, and content analysis were analyzed based on the

classroom observation, questionnaire and semi-structured interview.

The findings show that non-native English teachers have knowledge among
the nine major domains for being professional foreign language teachers. The domain
of Language and Learning and Classroom Management was very strongly correlated.
The preservice teachers also perceived in themselves to acquire higher knowledge on
the domain of Technology, Teachership, and Psychology for Teachers than other
domains. There was a statistically significantly different among the nine domains of
knowledge. Knowledge of educational research need to be improved as it showed the
lowest mean score. In addition, the domain of Educational Measurement and

Evaluation and Learning and Classroom Management was very strongly correlated.
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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study

Thailand is considered a monolingual country because it has never been
historically colonized. Interaction among most Thais is generally conducted in Thai.
English is used as a lingua franca only for business, education and some other
academic purposes, and serve as a foreign language in a Thai context. The country
can be categorized into an expanding circle (Kachru, 1982) because the target
language, English, is rarely used in a general context, but is instead used as the main
foreign language of instruction.

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students in Thailand are mostly face
with a problem in English usage. This crucial problem is probably in accordance with
the socio-economic and cultural patterns of the people. The majority of students have
less frequent exposure to English because the primary language for interaction is
mainly Thai. Consequently, the English proficiency of Thai students is limited as
they have fewer opportunities to practice with the language than students in some
other countries. As a result, language educators have tried to support English learning
for these students in various ways. Employing native English teachers to teach the
students is one way that has been used in order to enhance students’ English learning
achievement. In the past decade, the great demand for native English teachers has
been growing rapidly in Thailand. The belief of inequality in knowledge and
performance between native and non-native English teachers leads to the
discrimination in both the amount of teachers in a position as a foreign language

teacher and the level of position of teachers (Braine, 2005).



However, the majority of English teachers in the country are non-native
English teachers. Many language educators believe that being a non-native English
teacher has benefits in their own terms. As studies show that non-native English
teachers can teach English as effectively as native teachers (Medgyes, 1994;
Lasagabaster and Sierra, 2005; Ling and Braine, 2007; Moussu, 2007), these teachers
can be recognized as an ideal language teacher as well. In the current study,
discrimination among these two types of teachers is not the only major issue for
discussion. Effectiveness in teaching of an individual is also the emphasis. Ling and
Braine (2007) reveal that being a non-native English teacher has benefits such as
sharing first language, being effective in pedagogical skills and being knowledgeable
in English language, etc. Other studies that relate to English language
learning/teaching have been conducted to find the most effective way to facilitate
student learning. Investigation of students” needs on the English teachers’ quality is
another way that can drive students’ success. Because the teaching quality directly
affects student achievement, it is important to explore students’ perceptions towards

the qualification of their teachers.

Investigating perceptions helps to find accurate evidence based on individual
experiences. Perception can express how a person thinks or understands things around
them. Perceptions of students may affect their attitude and outcome of learning.
Through the five senses, students can interpret the meaning of sensory information
that they have received from their actual experiences. Many researchers study
students’ perceptions in order to know how they think and recognize learning and
teaching processes. Perception can also help to reveal students’ needs which are

crucial for teachers to know in order to manage learning and the classroom



effectively. Therefore, conducting studies on students’ perceptions are necessary in
order to identify the quality of teachers and to find suitable practices for professional

teacher development in the future.

1.2 Statement of Problem

The biggest problem for Thai students is limited English proficiency. Because
Thai students have less exposure to English, they have limited ability in English
usage. In the past decade, Thai curriculum for English education has focused on a
traditional way of teaching—mainly on English grammar. Consequently, most
students have low proficiency in English usage. The majority of Thai students
struggle with unsatisfying testing results that stay a little above the middle range of
total score on examinations. Even though most of them study English for at least eight
years in their compulsory education, Thai students’ level of English proficiency is still
low in comparison to many countries in Asia (Wiriyachitra, 2002). The students are
unable to utilize English effectively because they only learn and use the language in
schools. Likewise, many students in higher education are facing the same problem.
Phothongsunan and Suwanarak (2008) find a significant number of Thai
undergraduate students’ studying a second language, even high-achieving students,
perceive themselves as failures in English usage. Students who get a good grade in
English are not satisfied with their English potential. Many students responded that
they could not listen, speak, read or write in English well even though they get high
grades in class. The attributions which students make for their unsatisfied actual
potentials will determine the impact of failure (Weiner, 1984). This has resulted in
unsuccessful language learning for most Thai students. A major problem for students

is that practical communicative skills are mostly broken and far from perfect. Thai



students lack confidence to speak with foreigners because they are unable to
communicate in English fluently. They have fewer opportunities to use the language
compared to the people in other countries in Asia such as Hong Kong, Malaysia, and
Singapore. Due to this problem, speaking and listening abilities have recently become

the main focus of language education in Thailand.

Another significant problem about English language learning and teaching in
Thailand is the teacher’s qualification. Factors affecting language learning outcomes
obviously relate to teaching quality. It is a belief that professional teachers can
facilitate students learning achievement. Once the students get enough support from
the teachers, their learning will eventually be successful. Liu (2003: 158) claims that
‘teaching content, teachers’ attitudes to students, teaching approaches and teaching
methodologies all impact directly on students’ interest in studying the course.” That is
to say, teachers as facilitators and motivators can encourage students to have a
positive attitude towards the subject in order to obtain a higher level of learning
achievement. Because teachers and teaching pedagogies have resulted in the students’
learning, providing effective instruction is a meaningful supportive factor that may
raise students’ interest and achievement in the subject. Therefore, a qualified language
teacher should not only know the teaching contents and pedagogies, but should

understand their students’ needs and problems as well.

As qualification of teachers is crucial, people who involves in the hiring
practices should put a greater emphasis on teaching qualities of English teachers. In
the past decade, it is likely that only native English teachers were respected as

qualified English teachers. Non-native English teachers were probably regarded as



second-class citizens (Ma, 2012; Rajagopalan, 2005) because of the “English speaker
fallacy” (Phillipson, 1992). Many English education programs’ reasoning for hiring
only native English teachers is that their students have a preference for being taught
by the native teachers (Bailey et al., 2001). Results from many studies reveal that
native English teachers without qualifications, experience or training in teaching seem
to be hired as a second/foreign language teacher more often than qualified and
experienced non-native English teachers (Amin, 2000; Braine, 1999; Canagarajah,
1999; Rampton, 1996; Richard and Farrell, 2005). In fact, the criteria for employing
an English teacher should focus on individual expertise, not only on being the native
speaker of English. Some researchers claim that professional development, which
includes experience and training in teaching, is needed in order to be an effective
teacher (Baran and Cagiltay, 2006; Richard and Farrell, 2005). Yet, many English
educational programs seem to be hiring native English teachers who do not have those
experiences. Existing studies that support the importance of the quality of non-native
English teachers are still rare and more studies are needed to confirm such research
findings. As a result, many administrators involved in hiring practices still believe that
only native English teachers can teach English effectively. As many non-native
English teachers are still faced with discrimination in hiring practices, this
controversial issue has been under-researched through the students’ perceptions in
order to find an effective way of English teaching in ESL and EFL contexts.
Discussions on and solutions to this sensitive topic are mostly presented in terms of
research findings indicating advantages and disadvantages of being a non-native

English teacher.



In this decade, perceptions towards native and non-native English teachers
have been gathered more frequently from students’ perceptions in order to explore
realistic evidence and the students’ needs. However, research on the perceptions of
EFL students, as preservice teachers in a preservice teacher training program is rare.
Preservice teachers, who are preparing themselves before facing the real tasks of
working as a teacher, are taught how to teach and trained to be professional English
teachers. Because these preservice teachers have statuses both as students and as
teachers while attending the program, their perceptions towards teachers and
themselves as being non-native English teachers are an important perspective to
explore. The findings from this research show how students perceive non-native

English teachers based on their experiences of learning with those teachers.

Furthermore, only few studies have done the research on preservice teachers
who are non-native English teachers with regard to their teaching knowledge. The
benefits of this study are to identify qualities of non-native English teachers based on
the nine domains—Ilanguage; content; technology; curriculum development; language
and classroom management; psychology for teacher; educational management and
evaluation; educational research; and teachership. The findings from this study may
also help to find effective ways to enhance preservice teachers’ English ability by
identifying the domains of knowledge that are perceived to be the strengths and the
weaknesses of their non-native English teachers and themselves. Additionally, this
study may urge non-native English teachers in the country to improve their teaching
in several domains based on professional teaching standards. In order to be an
effective English teacher in the future, these preservice teachers should have learned

from and been trained by teachers who were also professional. Because teachers play



an important role in enhancing students’ learning achievement, their quality of
teaching needs to meet standards and intended goals for being a professional English
teacher. As the major goal of the program is to increase the number of effective non-
native English teachers, teachers in the program themselves should be professional in

order to produce qualified English teachers for Thai society.

Therefore, it is important to conduct this study as the quality of teachers in the
program can directly affect the students’ negative and positive perceptions. The
negative and positive perceptions may result in an impact on student achievement.
Bempechat (1999), Jernigan (2004) and Zhao et al. (1991) found that students’
perceptions play an important role in their learning because negative feelings and
experiences that students perceive in language learning will decrease their motivation
and ultimately make them unsuccessful. The findings from this study may help non-
native English teachers to recognize their strengths and to improve their weaknesses
in teaching. As the perceptions of a person always change over time throughout
his/her experiences, the results from previous findings need to be confirmed by
further research. The findings from this study may also have benefits to English
teachers in EFL countries by helping to identify areas of needs for their professional
development. Moreover, reasons on how the preservice teachers perceive themselves
as being a non-native English teacher in the future may help to identify problems in
several aspects of their learning. The knowledge from the findings may help to
promote the development of the teaching quality of preservice teachers at some
points. Overall, it will help to explain effective implications for classroom teaching
practices and the professional development of language teachers in the country as a

whole.



1.3 Research Questions

Two research questions were investigated in this study.

1. What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of non-native English teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of being a non-native English

teacher?

1.4 Objectives of the Study

This study aimed:

1. To investigate the perceptions of preservice teachers of non-native English
teachers.
2. To explore the perceptions of preservice teachers of being a non-native English

teacher.

1.5 Scope of the Study

This study revealed the perceptions of EFL preservice teachers towards non-
native English teachers in their program. The population of this study was EFL
preservice teachers in the Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
program of the faculty of Education at Khon Kaen University, Thailand. This program
is an international program in which English is the main language of instruction. The
two main instruments used in this study were a questionnaire and an interview. There
were constructed based on the nine domains of knowledge for being a professional
English teacher including Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development,

Learning and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers, Measurement and



Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership. The findings of this study were
revealed through both numerical and descriptive data. The descriptive data helped to
triangulate the numerical data from the questionnaire. Finally, the discussions and
suggestions were provided in this study in order to recommend effective

implementation for the further studies.

1.6 Significance of the Study

While the sample of this study participated in classes with mostly non-native
English teachers, it is necessary to analyze their perceptions towards these teachers.
This study helps to clarify how Thai EFL preservice teachers’ perceive their non-
native English teachers in regards to their teaching knowledge based on the nine
domains. Also, the findings present how preservice teachers in the TESOL program
perceive themselves as being a non-native English teacher in the future. The
preservice teachers’ perceptions can help to identify the non-native English teachers’
qualities in teaching and to recognize the strengths and weaknesses of the preservice
teachers in order to prepare themselves for being a professional English teacher in the
future. Other advantages of this study are to raise awareness of discrimination in
English teacher positions and to eliminate the gap between native and non-native
English teachers in Thailand. This study aims to help promote suitable practices for

language teachers’ professional development in the country.

1.7 Definitions of Terms

EFL Preservice Teachers can be defined as a student teacher who speaks
English as a foreign language and studies about particular subjects in order to become

a teacher. In this study, EFL preservice teachers refer to first to fourth-year Thai
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undergraduate student teachers who are enrolled in the Teaching English to Speakers
of Other Languages (TESOL) program at the faculty of Education of Khon Kaen
University, Thailand. The preservice teachers who attend this program are required to
use English all the time in classroom learning and are taught in English by both native
and non-native English teachers. Overall, they study about English and practice

teaching skills in order to become English teachers.

Perceptions mean the process of attaining awareness or understanding of the
environment by organizing and interpreting sensory information (Trevor, 1980).
Based on this study, perception can be defined as an interpretation of sensory
information that preservice teachers in the Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL) program received from their experiences based on the nine
domains of knowledge including Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum
Development, Learning and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers,
Measurement and Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership. Their
perceptions rely on the process of selecting, organizing and understanding sensory
information throughout their own experiences in learning with non-native English

teachers in the program.

Non-native English Teachers (NNETS) can be defined as teachers who speak
English as their second or foreign language, which means that English is not their
mother tongue. In the current study, non-native English teachers refer to teachers, for
whom English is not their first language, in a program of Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) at the faculty of Education of Khon Kaen

University, Thailand. The program was established to meet the great demand for
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English teachers in Thailand. It is an international program in which English is used
as a medium of instruction in all subject matters. Every teacher, including non-native
English teachers who work in the program, is required to use English to teach

preservice teachers in class.



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents crucial information relating to non-native English
teachers, which is the focus of this study. The nine Standards of Professional
knowledge are clarified to illustrate the conceptual framework of this study. The
history, status, and strengths of non-native English teachers are also explored.
Additionally, the definitions of perception are explained along with the studies of
perceptions in the educational field. Finally, relevant research on students’ perception
and self-perceptions of non-native English teachers are provided to show the
empirical results.
2.1 Non-Native English Teachers

Teachers, who taught English to students in Thailand and did not speak
English as their first language, were considered as non-native English teachers. Thus,
this study applied the Standard of Professional knowledge that regulates teachers in
Thailand in order to construct the conceptual framework of this study. According to
the regulation, teachers in Thailand should have minimum qualifications with
Bachelor’s degree in education or the other degrees as accredited by the Teachers
Council of Thailand, with the knowledge in the following areas:

(1) Language and technology for teachers.

(2) Curriculum development.

(3) Learning management.

(4) Psychology for teachers.

(5) Educational measurement and evaluation.

(6) Classroom management.
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(7) Educational research.

(8) Educational innovation and information technology.

(9) Teachership.

This study proposed a framework for being a professional English teacher.
The framework of the nine domains of knowledge for a professional English teacher
includes: Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning and
Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and
Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership. The nine domains contain the
essence of knowledge as follows:
1) Language

- Knowledgeable in English skills

- Knowledgeable in English grammatical rules
2 Content

- Knowledgeable in contents knowledge (i.e. Linguistics and Teaching

methodologies)

3) Technology

- Knowledgeable in basic technology for teachers

- Knowledgeable in designing, creation, implementation, evaluation and

improvement of innovation

4) Curriculum Development

- Knowledgeable in curriculum theory

- Knowledgeable in curriculum development

- Knowledgeable in problems and trend in curriculum development
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

14

Learning and Classroom Management

Knowledgeable in techniques and learning theory

Knowledgeable in learning management techniques

Knowledgeable in classroom management

Knowledgeable in development of projects and activities

Psychology for Teachers

- Knowledgeable in educational psychology

- Knowledgeable in students’ nature and needs

- Knowledgeable in guidance and counseling psychology

Educational Measurement and Evaluation

- Knowledgeable in principles and techniques of educational measurement
and evaluation

- Knowledgeable in production and implementation of educational
measurement and evaluation tools

Educational Research

- Knowledgeable in theory, model, design and process of research

- Knowledgeable in classroom action research

- Knowledgeable in research process in problem-solving

Teachership.

- Knowledgeable in the importance of teaching profession

- Knowledgeable in teachers’ role, duty and workload

- Knowledgeable in characteristics of good teachers
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2.1 1 History of Research on Non-Native English Speaker Teachers

Non-native English teachers can be defined as teachers who do not speak
English as their first language, but are trained to be an English teacher. The term has
resulted in a division of positions as language teachers. It appears that non-native
English teachers are separated into a different class than teachers who speak English
as their first language (Moussu. and Llurda, 2008). In fact, a large number of English
teachers are not native English speakers. Issues are raised relating to non-native
English teachers regarding several aspects of their teaching qualifications. As the
amount of non-native English teachers is large, they are important to the field of
English education. In this globalized world, these teachers are responsible for
teaching English to second or foreign language students in order to enhance the
students’ English ability.

In the past decade, issues relating to non-native English teachers may have
been too politically incorrect to be discussed openly. As teachers are highly respected,
criticism towards all teachers is considered inappropriate. At present, several aspects
regarding the teaching quality of these teachers are revealed in terms of research
findings. Research on perceptions towards non-native English teachers is conducted
mostly in ESL and EFL contexts in order to show realistic findings from students’ and
teachers’ self-perceptions. Typically, the major goal of conducting research relating to
native and non-native English teachers is to shift the emphasis in hiring practices from
the nationality of the candidate to what their competencies in teaching are.

Peter Medgyes raised awareness on discrimination between native and non-
native English teachers. He revealed findings that non-native English teachers are

normally regarded as unequal in status in the field of English teaching compared to
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native English teachers. The finding from his study also showed that both native and
non-native English teachers have advantages in their own terms (Medgyes, 1992;
1994). Consequently, many studies researches in this field have been conducted in
order to support or argue against his findings. In this decade, topics relating to non-
native English teachers have been under-researched. Still, the previous findings are
inconsistent. More evidence from further research is needed to ensure that non-native
English teachers are sufficient in teaching, and have equal status in terms of teaching
compared to native English teachers.

Many language teachers and educators pay more attention to on this critical
issue. Still, the previous findings are inconsistent. More evidences from the further
researches are needed to ensure that non-native English teachers are sufficient in
teaching, and have equal status in terms of teaching comparing to native English
teachers.

2.1.2 Status of Non-Native English Teachers

In the field of English language teaching (ELT), English teachers play an
important role in order to facilitate student language learning achievements. As the
numbers of English learners around the world have been growing rapidly, the demand
for English teachers has also increased. Due to the “native speaker fallacy”, native
speakers of English seem to be hired to support and enhance the communication skills
of those students. It is a fact that some native speakers have never been trained as an
English teacher. So, many schools and universities are provoked to fairly reconsider
the criteria in hiring practices for English language teachers.

Canagarajah (1999) proposed that English today is no longer owned to the

English speakers in the inner circle (Kachru, 1982) countries, but rather by a large
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amount of speakers from diverse backgrounds and languages. This means that English
does not belong to some particular groups of people or to native speakers only, but
rather belongs to everyone who uses the language for interaction. Indeed, English is
considered an international language, and used as a means for communication among
people whose first language differs.

Over the past decade, it appears that non-native English teachers were likely to
be regarded as ‘a second-class citizen’ in the field of English language teaching (Ellis,
2002; Ma, 2012; Rajagopalan, 2005). Many language teachers and educators pay
more attention to the issue of native language than to teaching quality. Thereby, non-
native English teachers seem to have less status than native English teachers. They are
probably seen to have less competence and a lower performance ability in teaching
English language (Braine, 2005).

The term “the native speaker fallacy” that Phillipson (1992) pointed out has
resulted in either increasing the demand for native English speaker teachers or
decreasing the number of non-native English speaker teachers being hired. Phillipson
defined the term as an unfair practice that distinguishes native and non-native English
teachers. As people believe in the false myth, some qualified non-native English
teachers seem to be rejected from teaching English in ESL and EFL countries,
regardless on their actual abilities. This term differentiates the status of the two types

of teachers and leads to discrimination in hiring practices.

In an attempt to solve this problem, a large number of research studies on
non-native English teachers has been conducted on the perceptions of students and of
teachers’ themselves. The impartial findings from conducting such studies are likely

to be accepted among educators. This fairly recent phenomenon can help to support
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the strengths of non-native English teachers and eliminate the discrimination between

native, and non-native English teacher.

2.1.3 Strengths of Non-Native English Teachers

In this decade, many more research studies relating to non-native English
teachers have been conducted. Some research findings reveal that people in EFL
countries, such as China, Japan, and Thailand, prefer having native English teachers
(Jin, 2005; Takada, 2000; Watson-Todd and Pojanapunya, 2009). However, the
results from empirical studies in both ESL and EFL countries display the need for
non-native English teachers. Based on students’ perceptions, the findings show that
the students prefer teachers who speak their first language with regard to several
aspects such as sharing first language, having experiences as second language
learners, being professional in teaching strategies, and grammatical competency
(Benke and Medgyes, 2005; Ling and Braine, 2007; Lasagabaster and Sierra, 2005;

Liu and Limei Zhang, 2007; Moussu, 2002 and 2006).

According to the findings from many studies, non-native English teachers can
also be recognized as a good language model for students. The utilization of the same
first language between teachers and students in the classroom can be an asset for non-
native English teachers. Having gone through experiences in studying English as a
second or foreign language, non-native English teachers can support their students in

being successful in language learning.

Learning strategies that the teachers used when they studied other languages
can be helpful to their students. Additionally, these teachers may be more empathetic

to the difficulties students face when learning a language than native English teachers.
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As they have gone through similar situations in language learning, non-native teachers
can easily understand their students’ problems and needs. Based on the students’
needs, the teachers can provide effective and appropriate instruction that helps to
facilitate their learning. In fact, many non-native English teachers are very proficient
in teaching English grammar. In order to gain grammatical competency, these
teachers have to intensively study about all of the grammatical rules of the English
language. In the field of TESOL, these teachers also have to study about teaching
strategies and other education lessons in order to know how to teach diverse students
effectively. Once the teachers have a better understanding of English grammatical
rules, and know about teaching strategies, they should be able to gear up their

students’ potentials in English language classes.

These previous studies show and assure the strengths and importance of non-
native English teachers based on the students’ perceptions. Therefore, non-native
English teachers could be considered an ideal language teacher for students in ESL

and EFL countries as well.

2.2 Perception
2.2.1 Definitions of Perception
Perception can be defined as the process of information interpretation that
occurs throughout the perceptual processes in order to make sense of the world
around us. It is a complex process that involves interpretation and understanding of
information received from the sensory organs. The sensory information is interpreted
throughout the perceptual processes of the human brain in order to represent and

understand the environment (Schacter, Gilbert, and Wegner, 2007). Perception occurs
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when physical information is perceived by the nervous system and shaped by learning
and memory based on the prior experiences of an individual. For example, people see
things and situations through their eyes and hear sounds in different environments
through their ears. The situations or sounds are interpreted by the perceptual systems
in the brain in order for a person to acknowledge and understand the environment.
Trevor (1980) claimed that perception is the process of attaining awareness or
understanding of the environment by organizing and interpreting sensory information.
The interpretation of perception is based on preciously learned knowledge,
intellectual skills and cognitive strategies, and mental state. An individual will select
the stimuli based on their needs. Perception involves five perceptual processes as
follow.
The Perceptual Process
According to Pierce, Gardner and Dunham (2001), people always perceive
things throughout the four perceptual processes that include sensation, selection,
organization and translation, respectively.
1. Sensation can be defined as a person’s ability to recognize stimuli in
the physical environment.
2. Selection is the process that a person uses to remove some of the
stimuli that have been sensed and to keep others for further processing.
3. Organization is the process of placing selected stimuli into a similar
place for storage.
4. Translation is the process of interpretation of stimuli for giving

meaning.
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Similarly, Borkowski (2005) stated that the perception process involves
stimulation, registration, organization and interpretation. She also created the
perception processing system as show in figure 2.1 below:

Figure 2.1

Perception processing system (Borkowski, 2005; p. 52)
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According to the figure 2.1, the process of perception occurs when a person
starts to collect stimuli through their sensory organs. Then, some stimuli are selected
to be placed into a framework in an organization process. Lastly, the selected stimuli
are interpreted in order to understand the situations and environments surrounding the

person.

2.2.2 Perception in Education

In the education field, studies on students’ perceptions are widely studied in
various aspects. Because students’ needs are significant, research studies on students’
perceptions are conducted in order to find suitable practices for student learning. It is
found that perceptions of students towards their teachers have affected the results of

their learning outcomes. Students’ perceptions play an important role in their learning.
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Perceptions may affect learning achievement of students as it can influence student to

have either positive or negative feeling towards the teachers and the subjects.

To be successful in language learning, students should have a positive attitude
towards the teacher and the subject. This attitude can be influenced by how students
perceive things and situations in class. If the teacher, as a facilitator, supports
students’ learning based on their needs, students may perceive the teacher and the
subject positively. Researchers found that negative feelings in language learning will
decrease learners’ motivation and finally make them unsuccessful (Bempechat, 1999;

Jernigan, 2004; Zhao et al., 1991).

Perception is closely related to attitudes; however, attitude may not be able to
show the facts because individual preferences can contribute to a bias. Perception is a
systematic process. Based on their experiences, people perceive things around them
through the five senses. Pickens (2005) claimed that an individual will select the
stimuli that can serve their needs and organize the selected stimuli into the right
framework before interpreting them based on his/her prior experiences. As a result,
studies relating to perceptions are more acceptable than those relating to attitudes in

order to minimize bias in the study.

Educational researchers have studied students’ perceptions in order to find
effectiveness in teaching and learning practices. It was found that student perceptions
of learning are highly interrelated with their overall ratings of teaching effectiveness
(Ryan and Harrison, 1995; Cashin and Downey, 1999). Teachers’ behaviors and
abilities in teaching can be seen through students’ sensory organs. Preferences of

students for a teacher can be retrieved and interpreted based on students’ experiences
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throughout their perceptual process in the brain. As a result, it is crucial to explore
perceptions of students in the field of education. The benefits of a study on students’
perceptions can help to investigate students’ needs and to find suitable practices for

language teaching and learning.

At present, research that relates to native and non-native English teachers still
needs more confirmative findings from both teachers’ and students’ perceptions. As
perceptions can show how these people interpret things or situations through their
senses and experiences, it can help to explore accurate findings about several
concerns relating to the two types of teachers. The findings from teachers’ and
students’ perceptions can be implemented to either solve problems or develop

teaching and learning processes.

2.2.3 Research relating to Perceptions and Non-Native English Teachers

Recently, many studies on non-native English teachers (NNETSs) have been
widely conducted by language teachers, especially non-native teachers themselves.
The issues relating to non-native English teachers can be classified into two main
categories—self-perceptions of non-native English teachers and students’ perceptions
towards non-native English teachers (Braine, 2003). Thus, studies on non-native

English teachers have been done in various ways.

2.2.3.1 Non-native English Teachers’ Self-Perception

Peter Medgyes, who is a non-native English teacher (NNETS), brought this
issue into consideration among language educators. Based on his study, Medgyes

hypothesized that not only native teachers who are proficient in their language can
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teach English to students effectively, but professional non-native English teachers
who have been trained and have experience in teaching English can also facilitate
students’ learning (Medgyes, 1992). The findings of his study showed that the native
and the non-native English teachers differ mainly in terms of language proficiency
and teaching practice. According to the differences in teaching style, it can be
attributed to the divergence in language proficiency. He proposed that, in fact, both

types of teachers have advantages in their own right.

After the self-perceptions of non-native English teachers in regards to their
teaching qualities were studied and analyzed, many non-native English teachers were
motivated to conduct further research on issues relating to non-native English teachers
in various aspects. Similar research was conducted in order to provide evidence that

non-native English teachers also had a good command of English.

Reves and Medgyes (1994) also studied the perceptions of English teachers
from 10 countries including; Brazil, former Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Israel, Mexico,
Nigeria, Russia, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Zimbabwe. Both types of teachers—non-
native English teachers (NNETS) and native English teachers (NETs) were studied in
order to find out how they perceived differences between non-native English teachers
and native English teachers. The instrument used in this study was a questionnaire

that contained both closed-ended and open-ended questions.

The results revealed that non-native English teachers perceived themselves as
less competent in vocabulary, fluency, speaking, pronunciation and listening
comprehension than native English teachers. These skills had resulted in a

dissimilarity of teaching practices between native and non-native English teachers.
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Most non-native English teachers admitted that vocabulary and fluency were the
largest aspects that differentiated native and non-native English teachers apart from
each other. However, the findings revealed that non-native English teachers had more
competence in grammatical knowledge. These teachers were good at teaching
grammar and able to explain it more clearly than native English teachers. While
native English teachers were more proficient in teaching conversations, non-native
English teachers were better at explaining grammatical rules. According to the
researchers, frequent exposure to authentic native language environments and
proficiency-oriented in-service training activities might be factors in overcoming the
language difficulties of non-native English teachers. If non-native English teachers
had enough exposure to English speaking environments and practiced in professional
trainings, they might be more competent in teaching both conversation and grammar

than some native English speakers.

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) also studied perceptions of non-native
English speaker teachers. Graduate students who attended TESOL programs, both
MA. and Ph.D., in the United States were asked to participate in this study. As the
sample consisted of graduates working as English teachers while participating in the
TESOL program, this research could be classified as the self-perceptions of non-
native English teachers. The main objective of this study was to examine whether or
not the TESOL graduate students, who were non-native English teachers, perceived
themselves as professional English language teachers after a long period of teaching
and training. More than two-third of the participants perceived native and non-native

English speaker teachers differently.
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The result showed that aural and oral skills, fluency and flexibility were
perceived by the samples as the advantages of native English teachers while the same
(first) language, understanding students’ needs, ability to share experience with the
learner and knowing students’ background were the benefits of being non-native

English teachers.

Another similar study relating to non-native English teachers was conducted
with 101 non-native English teachers in primary and secondary schools. This study
aimed to find self-perceptions of these non-native English teachers. Llurda and
Huguet (2003) found that primary teachers had a more idealized image of native

English teachers.

According to the results from a questionnaire, primary teachers regarded
themselves as less competent teachers in language skills than secondary teachers did,
so they showed a more positive attitude towards hiring native English teachers to
teach English to their students. The secondary teachers had more confidence in their
language skills, so they argued that only native English teachers were a good model of
English language teaching. However, they agreed upon collaborative teaching
between native and non-native English teachers as shown from the data, while almost
half of them agreed to employ more native English teachers than non-native English
teachers in a language school, 65.6% of secondary teachers chose a balanced number

in order to hire both types of the teachers (Llurda and Huguet, 2003).

Through a questionnaire, Kamhi-Stein et al. (2004) investigated native and
non-native English teachers in elementary and secondary settings. The finding

showed that both groups of teachers did not regard themselves differently from each
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other. Both groups perceived their skills, which include pronunciation, speaking and
teaching of oral skills, positively. However, they did not prefer teaching grammar. As
many samples of this study had resided in the United States longer than 10 years, their
perceptions towards their oral skills were more positive than their other English
abilities. Thus, the results support that having the opportunity to have access to a
native English speaking environment over enough time could be a significant
influence on confidence in language use by non-native English teachers.

Therefore, based on the findings of these studies, it could be interpreted that
not only native English teachers could be proficient in communicative skills, but non-
native English teachers who have enough exposure to English could also be able to
execute good communicative skills.

In conclusion, the above research on self-perceptions of non-native English
teachers helps to support that these teachers have as much competence in teaching
English as native English teachers in several aspects. Their perceptions were based on
their own experiences and their actual ability. However, some educators raise an
interesting point that the findings from self-perceptions of these teachers may not be
strong enough to assure that they are competent and proficient in teaching English.
Therefore, recent research relating to non-native English teachers was conducted from
students’ perceptions in order to know how these students perceive their non-native
English teachers. Below is the research that has been conducted to explore students’

perceptions regarding the teaching quality of their non-native English teachers.

2.3.2.2 Students’ Perceptions towards Non-Native English Teachers
Lucie Moussu (2002) raised an issue on students’ perceptions towards non-

native English teachers. Students who attended intensive English programs in the



28

United States, including non-native English teachers from 4 countries (Japan,
Argentina, Ecuador and Switzerland) and 84 ESL students from 21 different countries
were the subjects of this study. Moussu’s main objectives were to find students’
perceptions on their first day of class of non-native English teachers and whether such
variables as gender, age, first language, etc. could or affect the students’ perceptions.
The study also aimed to investigate changes in students’ perceptions influenced by
exposure to non-native English teachers. Moussu was concerned that the duration of
time in class with both types of the teachers might be the cause of the students’
preferences, so she used two questionnaires, one which was given on the first day of
class and another on the last day of class in order to find variable changes in
perceptions.

The result showed that most students expressed a positive perception of non-
native English teachers from the beginning of the semester and up until the end. The
students concurred that they could learn English from non-native English teachers as
well as from native English teachers. So, the findings supported that being a non-
native English teacher was not an obstacle in facilitating students’ learning. In fact,
more than two-third of the students indicated they would rather recommend their
friends to enroll in classes with non-native English teachers than with native English
teachers. The results showed an increasing percentage of the students’ preference in
recommending to a friend to attend classes with non-native English teachers, up from
56% at the beginning of the semester to 76% at the end of the semester. Therefore,
increasing preferences of the students for non-native English teachers can be a

guarantee on quality of these teachers.
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Other researchers, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2005), surveyed university
students’ perceptions regarding the pros and cons of having native English teachers in
Spain. The closed and open-ended questionnaires were used to find out the teachers’
strengths and weaknesses in their teaching practices. Language skills, grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation, learning strategies, culture and civilization, attitudes, and
assessment of teachers from both types were the main focus in the questionnaires. All
items on the questionnaires inferred to the advantages and disadvantages of native
English teachers. Students expressed their perceptions through a five-point Likert
scale and gave more explanation about the issue that was concerned through the open-

ended questionnaire.

According to the findings, university students preferred studying with native
English teachers more than primary and secondary students. The findings also
showed that half of participants had more preference for native English speaker
teachers than non-native English speaker teachers. However, the percentage of
students who had no clear preference was also high (35.5%). These students remarked
that native English teachers were more competent in some specific areas such as
pronunciation, culture and civilization, and vocabulary, respectively while non-native
English teachers were better in English grammar, teaching strategies, and learning
management. Contrarily, negative perceptions for non-native English teachers were
pronunciation, assessment and teaching styles, and vocabulary while native English
speaker teachers had weaknesses on their intelligibility, monolingualism and
qualifications/teaching ability. In summary, the students recognized native and non-
native English speaker teachers as having both strengths and weaknesses. Although

the preference towards native English speaker teachers was high (60.6%), preference
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towards collaborative teaching between both types of teachers showed a higher
percentage (71.6%). These findings were similar to Medgyes’ studies that native and

non-native English teachers were beneficial in their own terms.

As findings from various aspects of non-native English teachers were
inconsistent, Moussu continued to conduct her dissertation about non-native English
teachers. Moussu (2006) used online and paper questionnaires to find perceptions in
regards to native and non-native English teachers from a large number of participants.
Perceptions of students, teachers and administrators in an Intensive English Programs
(IEPs) were investigated to explore the findings of preferences for both types of the

teachers.

Moussu reports in her findings that ESL students in the program had more
positive attitudes towards non-native English teachers. Although most English
teachers’ perceptions indicated that these teachers’ lacked confidence in their
linguistic and teaching skills, their previous experience as a second language learner
was an advantage for ESL students. Lastly, the finding of the beliefs of administrators
revealed that most of them did not use nativeness as hiring criteria for language
teachers, but instead they put more emphasis on the importance of linguistics

preparation, international awareness and the teaching experience of the individual.

Another study was conducted in order to find how students in different levels
of English proficiency perceive their native and non-native English teachers. Liu and
Zhang (2007) investigated the perceptions of students who were third-year
undergraduate students from English department in China. A questionnaire of 20

items and an interview were given to the target group in order to find perceptions of
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the students towards native and non-native English teachers in term of attitudes,

teaching skills, assessment and performance.

The findings were similar to the previous studies as it revealed that, overall,
students had an equal preference for native and non-native English teachers. Students
at all levels preferred non-native English teachers regarding their teaching quality.
However, they expressed a lower preference on evaluation and means of instruction
towards their Chinese teachers than for native English teachers. The students in all
levels expressed similar perceptions through the questionnaire. Some students
revealed that the native English teachers were regarded to be sufficient in those

competences because they created more enjoyable classroom atmosphere.

Overall, most Chinese undergraduate students believed that they had learned
more from courses taught by their Chinese teachers. The suggestion was made from
this study that native and non-native English teachers could complement each other

with their strengths and weaknesses.

Ling and Braine (2007) conducted similar research on non- native English
teachers in Hong Kong. As ESL/EFL students were the majority of English language
learners, the researchers aimed to explore the perceptions of these students on their
preference towards non-native English teachers. The data were collected through a
questionnaire and an interview. The researchers also investigated whether differences

in level of study can affect students’ preference.

The result showed that third-year undergraduate students held more positive
attitudes towards their non-native English teachers than freshmen students. Also, most

students reported that they did not have a problem studying with non-native English
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teachers because both native and non-native English teachers were competent in their
teaching. The researchers claimed that sharing a first language, which was Chinese,
was an asset of being a non-native English teacher. Faced with difficulties in
explaining some English grammar, non-native English teachers could make use of
Cantonese to clarify complex rules. Also, the students reported that non-native
English teachers were capable in materials design. The teachers could create effective

materials to support their learning.

Last but not least, this research suggests that Hong Kong institutions and the
government should reconsider hiring native English teachers with a higher salary than
the host language teachers. Professionalism and teaching experiences could be the
most important criteria for employing a language teacher. As perceptions of Hong
Kong students revealed similar perceptions towards both types of the teachers, the
researcher also suggested that training non-native English teachers in the country to
be more efficient can save millions of dollars rather than recruiting and employing

only few native English teachers in Hong Kong.

Similarly, Xiaoru (2008) studied Chinese college students’ perceptions of
Non-native English teachers in China. The findings from the students’ perceptions
revealed that most students, who were majoring in English, initially preferred
studying with their native English teachers. However, the rate of preference seemed to
decrease at the end of semester after those students had more experience with non-
native English teachers. At the end of the semester, the students were likely to have
more preference for studying with their Chinese teachers who were regarded as a non-

native English teacher. According to the students’ perceptions in this study, native
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English speaker teachers were capable of pronunciation and cultural knowledge,
while non-native English teachers were professional in strategies of learning and had

experience as a second language learner.

A similar study relating to the duration of contact time to native and non-
native English teachers was conducted through the students’ perceptions. A research
on ESL students’ perceptions towards non-native English teachers was recently
conducted by Lucie Moussu (2010) in order to find variables that influence
perceptions. Students who enrolled in Intensive English Programs in the United States
were the sample of this study. Moussu investigated the influence of variables that
affect students’ perceptions towards their non-native English teachers. Such variables
included: (1) teacher-contact time, (2) students’ and teachers’ first language, (3)

English proficiency level, and (4) expected grade.

The results showed that students were satisfied with both non-native and
native English teachers at the beginning of semester, but their preference towards
non-native seemed to be greater at the end of the semester. As a result, the length of
contact time with non-native English teachers was likely to affect students’
perceptions as these teachers were perceived more positively than native English
teachers at the end of the semester. Another finding presented was that sharing the
first language between the students and the non-native English teachers showed a
significant result that it helped to increases positive attitudes towards the teachers. As
students’ attitudes had an influence to their perceptions, it could be inferred that these
students perceived their non-native English teachers to have better understanding in

terms of student leaning. The culture and educational tradition aspect also showed



34

significant effect towards the students’ perceptions of their teachers. For instance,
Asian students, such as Koreans, perceived their native English teachers more
positively than students in the other countries such as Spain. However, these Asian
students were likely to prefer more non-native English teachers after long exposure to
English with the teachers over the whole semester. English proficiency level was
another influential variable affecting students’ perceptions towards their language

teachers.

Moussu (2010) found that perceptions towards an ideal language teacher could
not rely solely on being native English speaker, but instead depended on the expertise
of the teachers themselves. Teachers’ ability in being able to communicate fluently
was not the most important element of being a professional teacher. According to the
study, a “good teacher” could be defined as a teacher who has abilities in linguistics
and knowledge in teaching pedagogies, which means that non-native English teachers
who have the qualified skills, can also be a professional language teacher.
Furthermore, expected grade also affected students’ attitude and preference towards
non-native English teachers. Students’ positive perceptions were related to their
attitude towards their final grade. So, students’ received grade could lead to positive
perceptions towards their teachers. These students seemed to prefer a teacher who

gave them a good grade.

Last but not least, Moussu (2010) suggested that teacher training was
important. She recommended that teacher training programs with opportunities to
experience and practice pedagogical and professional teaching strategies are needed

for future teachers. These programs are necessary for language teachers, student
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teachers and administrators in order to prepare to become a professional language

educator in the future.

Therefore, people involved in hiring practices such as language educators and
school administrators should reconsider what a good teacher is: not only those who
area native speakers, but everyone who has teaching expertise. According to the
previous findings, non-native English teachers who are professional and sufficient in

teaching can also teach students effectively.

Another study found that non-native English teachers could simplify teaching
and learning in class. The students in this study revealed that they preferred the ease
of lessons, the teaching styles and the communicative skills that their non-native
teacher provided. The significant findings were found from secondary school
students’ perceptions towards native and non-native and native English speaker. This
study showed the results of the advantages and disadvantages of both types of the
teachers. The researcher, Lai Ping Florence Ma (2012), investigated 30 secondary
students in three different schools in an EFL country, Hong Kong. The data were

collected from group interviews.

The students replied to the interview questions with regard to the benefits and
handicaps of their native and non-native English teachers. Ma aimed to conduct this
study in order to assure the inconsistent previous findings related to perceptions of
both type of teachers. Based on the students’ perceptions, the results showed that
native English teachers were well-qualified in English proficiency and in supporting
students’ learning, but non-native English teachers were preferred by the students in

other several aspects including; first language proficiency, understanding of students
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difficulties, ability to comfort students, and simple communication. It was also found
that the disadvantages of both types of teachers contrast the advantages of the other
(Lai Ping Florence Ma, 2012). Through the interview, Hong Kong secondary students
expressed that they preferred certain teaching styles of their local English teachers
(LETSs), who are non-native English teachers. The students added that they did not
have difficulties in making a close relationship with non-native English teachers, but
they seemed to have anxiety when interacting with native English speaker teachers
although the teachers provided a more enjoyable classroom atmosphere than their

local English teachers.

In Thailand, only a few studies about this critical pedagogy relating to non-
native English teachers have been conducted. Recently, a study on how Thai students
perceive their language teachers in foundation English classes was conducted
(Grubbs, S et al., 2010). The researchers aimed to compare perceptions of 600 Thai
undergraduate students who studied with native English teachers and 600 students
who enrolled in classes with non-native English teachers at five universities in
Thailand. Both groups of students were asked to reveal their perceptions towards the
two types of teachers. These students had similar backgrounds as a foreign language
learner. They had experiences in studying with both non-native and native English

speaker teachers before taking this course.

The results showed that the students felt relatively the same way with their
native and non-native English teachers. Both groups of students revealed positive
attitudes towards either type of teacher. The study showed that students’ perceptions

did not rely on types of teachers but on the teaching expertise of individuals. The



37

findings also showed that most students seemed to prefer their native English teachers
more in regards to oral skills. The students expressed that native English teachers
could improve their English proficiency. Yet, a majority of them preferred Thai
teachers on grammar and writing. The students stated that Thai teachers could make
lesson easier for them. Thus, the researchers suggested that as long as non-native and
native English teachers are perceived by students equally in teaching status, either
non-native or native English teachers can facilitate the students’ language learning

successfully because both of them have advantages in their own terms.

According to the previous findings above, it can be inferred that non-native
English teachers are perceived to have advantages in terms of grammatical
competency, teaching pedagogies, sharing the same (first) language as students,
having experiences as a second language learner, having an understanding of
students’ needs and cultures, having close relationship to students, having an easy
instruction, etc. The strengths of non-native English teachers based on this research
can be used as a strong argument to supports the quality of teaching and the
importance for being a non-native English teacher. Based on the findings, it is
obvious that perceptions can be used to find and to understand how individuals
perceive things differently. Studies on students’ perceptions play a crucial role in
language education. Research on perceptions benefits both students and teachers

themselves.

In conclusion, further studies on students’ perceptions need to be conducted in
order to elicit students’ needs and thoughts with regard to teaching and learning in

class. Teachers can develop appropriate practices for their students once the students’
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perceptions are explored. The findings may help English teachers to properly manage
their teaching for students which may help to support students learning achievement.

The students can be successful learners once they are taught by professional teachers.



CHAPTER 11

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter deals with the research methodology used to explore the
preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers. It includes the
following topics: research design, context, population and samples, research

procedure, research instruments, data collection, and data analysis.

3.1 Research Design

This exploratory survey was a cross-sectional research design in which the
data were gathered at one point in time (Lavrakas, 2008). A survey was used to
investigate the findings of this study. The data were collected through a closed-ended
questionnaire and a semi-structured interview. All of these instruments were utilized
to explore preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers with
regarded to the nine domains of knowledge for being a professional English teacher,
which include: Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning
and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers, Measurement and Evaluation,
Educational Research, and Teachership.

3.2 Context

This study collected data from preservice teachers in the Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) International Program at the Faculty of
Education, Khon Kaen University.

Khon Kaen University (KKU) is a public research institution for higher
education in Thailand. The university is one of the leading universities in the country

that is involved in a centralized development plan for tertiary education. It was
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established to serve the needs of education in the northeast region of Thailand in
1964. The university is the central hub for education in the northeast. Many programs
are offered for a wide range of students. One of the programs that is offered at Khon
Kaen University is the Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL).
This program is an international program offered by the Faculty of Education to serve
students who are interested in being English instructors. The students who attend this
program are called preservice teachers. These preservice teachers are taught by both
native and non-native English teachers in their program.

3.3 Population and Sample

The population was non-native teachers of English who were planned to be
English teachers. The sample was Thai undergraduate students who were preservice
teachers attending the Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
program at the Faculty of Education of Khon Kaen University. The sample of
preservice teachers was chosen by the random sampling method.

This study applied Taro Yamane’s formula to find the appropriate number of
participants. It determined 0.05 was an acceptable sampling error, and that one-
hundred and three preservice teachers (out of the one-hundred and thirty-nine in the
program) were the lowest number of the sample population that was suitable. Initially,
the researcher aimed to collect the data from one-hundred and ten pre-service
teachers. However, five preservice teachers were absent during the data collection
period. The total number of the sample in this study was one-hundred and five

preservice teachers.
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3.4 Research Instruments
The instruments used in this study were the Non-Native Teacher Perception
Questionnaire and the Semi-Structured Interview. The questionnaire and interview

protocol was conducted in Thai.

34.1 Non-Native Teacher Perception Questionnaire

The close-ended questionnaire was constructed to investigate the preservice
teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers and being a non-native English
teacher. The preservice teachers’ perceptions were surveyed to explore the knowledge
of non-native English teachers based on nine domains: Language, Content,
Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning and Classroom Management,
Psychology for teachers, Measurement and Evaluation, Educational research, and
Teachership. These domains of knowledge were necessary for being a professional
English teacher.

The Non-Native Teacher Perception Questionnaire was divided into three

parts:

Part 1: Background information (Personal Data);

Part 2: Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers; and

Part 3: Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English

teacher.

Instead of constructing a five-point Likert scale, this study adopt a four-point
Likert scale format questionnaire with the deletion of the third “neutral” point to find
students’ perceptions. The four-point Likert scale format consisted of (1) Strongly
Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Agree, and (4) Strongly Agree. The benefit of constructing

the four-point Likert scale questionnaire was to avoid a situation in which the students
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may have chosen a ‘Neutral’ choice when they did not want to reveal the truth. Also,
it was difficult to interpret and elicit students’ perceptions when the students answered
with the “Neutral” choice.
The criteria for evaluating the preservice teachers’ perceptions were divided
into four scales as follow:

1.00 - 1.50 = strongly disagree

1.51 - 2.50 = disagree

2.51 - 3.50 = agree

3.51 - 4.00 = strongly agree

3.4.2 Semi-Structure Interview

The purpose of constructing the semi-structure interview was to investigate the
preservice teachers’ perceptions. The findings from the interview were used to
triangulate with the questionnaire findings.

A semi-structured interview consisted of five open-ended questions that
allowed the samples to respond to the questions based on their perceptions. Each
question was constructed from several concerns that were found from the findings of
classroom observation. Based on the questionnaire data, three preservice teachers
from the sample were chosen randomly to interview. Their perceptions were

descriptively analyzed to triangulate with the data from the questionnaire.

3.5 Research Procedure
There were two main stages of research procedure. The first stage provided

information about the preparation of instrument construction for the main study.
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The second stage presented the implementation of the instruments used in the main
study. Figure 3.1 illustrated the research procedure of this study.
Figure 3.1

The stages of research procedure

Stage 1: Planning

Stage 1.1: Analyzing documents
Stage 1.2: Constructing the instruments

Stage 1.3: Developing the instruments

[t

Stage 2: Implementation (main study)

Stage 2.1: Conducting the main study
Stage 2.2: Analyzing the data
Stage 2.3: Reporting the findings

3.5.1 Planning

3.5.1.1 Analyzing documents

In this stage, documents relating to non-native English teachers, which
included the Thailand standards of teaching professional knowledge, the National
Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), the Common
European Framework (CURF), and recent studies in the field, were reviewed. These

documents were compared to find correlations as shown in Table 3.1.
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According to Table 3.1, the Thailand standards of teaching professional
knowledge, the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE), the Common European Framework (CURF), and the current studies are
reviewed as a guideline for constructing the main instruments.

The nine standards of teaching professional knowledge that regulate all
teachers in Thailand include Language and Technology for Teachers, Curriculum
Development, Learning Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational
Measurement and Evaluation, Classroom Management, Educational Research,
Educational Innovation and Information Technology, and Teachership. Based on the
regulations, every teacher needs to have knowledge of the language used to
communicate with students. Knowledge about some basic technologies—a computer
and a projector, and innovation technologies—a PowerPoint presentation and internet
are necessary for teachers. These teachers should have knowledge on how to make
use of these technologies to facilitate their students’ learning. In order to have
knowledge on curriculum development, a teacher should have learned about
philosophy, concepts and theory of education. To be an effective teacher, teachers in
Thailand need to know how to develop the curriculum to fit with students’ needs. All
teachers need to have knowledge on learning and classroom management in order to
provide effective instruction to students as well. Teachers are required to have
knowledge about basic psychology relating to human development. The knowledge
can help teachers in order to understand the characteristics of diverse students in their
class. The teachers also need to know how to guide and to give counsel to their
students. Importantly, teachers need to have knowledge on principles and techniques

of educational measurement and evaluation in order to assess students’ learning
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effectively and accurately. Moreover, professional teachers need to have knowledge
on doing education research, for example, knowledge about research theory, research
design and research procedure, to develop learning and teaching in class. Last but not
least, teachers need to realize the important of the teaching profession and have a
positive attitude towards the teaching profession. They should understand their roles,
duties and workload and know about professional ethics for teachers.

The TESOL International Association created the P-12 ESL teacher education
standards and technology standard as a guideline for English teachers. According to
the standards of the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE), English teachers need to have knowledge about language acquisition and
development. They should understand cultures as it affects student learning. In
addition, teachers are required to have knowledge on planning, implementing and
managing instruction in order to facilitate students’ learning effectively. In order to
elicit the actual competence of students, knowledge on how to assess English
language learners is crucial to have. Furthermore, teachers need to understand
professional development and should develop their teaching professionally based on
the knowledge they have. The TESOL International Association also set the
technology standards for English teachers to follow. The standards include
foundational knowledge and skills in technology for professional purposes,
integration of pedagogical knowledge and skills with technology, application of
technology in record-keeping, feedback, and assessment, and utilization of technology
to improve communication, collaboration, and efficiency.

Another document used as a guideline for constructing the instruments of this

study is the Common European Framework. The Language Policy Division, Council
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of Europe constructed a guide book for English teachers. The necessary competencies
that all English teachers should have include general competencies and
communicative language competencies. General competencies involve declarative
knowledge that teachers need to have of the world, sociocultural knowledge and
intercultural awareness. Moreover, English teachers need to understand English skills
and know how to boost students’ learning of those skills. Communicative language
competencies are also essential for all English teachers. These teachers need to have
linguistics competencies, sociolinguistic competencies and pragmatic competencies
all together in order to boost students’ achievement in English learning.

The previous documents are useful for creating a conceptual framework which
aided in the construction of the instruments used in this study. However, it is
necessary to compare the findings from the current studies with those three documents
in order to find the scope of qualities needed for preservice English teachers. The
research from Moussu (2006); Ling and Braine (2007); and Grubbs, Jantarach and
Kettem (2010) were selected to review.

Moussu (2006) conducted her research with ESL students in the United States.
She believed that English teachers needed to have both quality in teaching and an
ability to understand their students. English teachers needed to be a role model who
the students wished to emulate and be able to link students’ interests and expectations
to implement effective teaching. The accent of English teachers should not impair
students’ comprehension and learning. Teachers’ knowledge about grammar should
be adequate in order to facilitate students’ learning. Essentially, the teachers needed to
understand students’ learning obstacles and respond to students’ questions with

understanding. Another important characteristic for English teachers was their
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physical appearance. Teachers should not behave in an inappropriate manner that
might negatively affect the students’ attitudes towards the teachers. Lastly, teachers
needed to be prepared and organized for class.

Likewise, Ling and Braine (2007) revealed that non-native English teachers
had the ability to use students’ mother tongue in teaching which could facilitate
students’ second or foreign language learning. Understandings about culture and
obstacles in students’ learning were necessary for English teachers. English teachers
who had effective pedagogical skills could also help students to achieve in learning.
However, the crucial characteristic that all English teachers should have was about
Knowledge in English language. As English teachers had to teach students to be
competent in the language, teachers’ competency on English grammar and how to
construct sentences accurately were important. English teachers should also have
positive personality traits which lead to close relationships with and kindness to the
students.

Lastly, Grubbs, Jantarach and Kettem (2010), conducted research relating to
non-native English teachers in Thailand. The researchers show that English teachers
should have the ability to manage the classroom and skills in both English and
teaching. English teachers needed to use English in class frequently in order to make
students more comfortable the language. They also needed to have general English
skills including grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, reading, writing, speaking, and
listening. Furthermore, teaching skills such as making lessons easier, making lessons
more enjoyable and facilitating students to improve language skills were essential for
English teachers to boost students’ learning achievement. Encouraging students to

learn was another skill that English teachers should have. Motivation played an
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important role in student learning, so encouraging the students to learn could help

them to acquire the language.

In this study, the research aimed to construct survey instruments for
investigating students’ perceptions. Therefore, a classroom observation method was
used to explore the real context. The data from the observation helped to elicit
necessary information in order to construct the main instruments. According to the
documents presented above, a table of description for classroom observation was
constructed. The description of reviewed documents was created in order to make a

guideline for a field-note observation (see Appendix A).

3.5.1.2 Constructing the Instruments

This section explained the processes of constructing the main instruments: a

closed-ended questionnaire and a semi-structured interview.

The instruments construction could be divided into two main parts: Non-native
Teacher Perception Questionnaire construction, and Semi-structured Interview
construction. After the documents were reviewed, the closed-ended questionnaire and
the semi-structured interview were constructed based on the classroom observation

findings.

Non-Native Teacher Perception Questionnaire Construction

A non-participant classroom observation was used to explore data that were
presented in the real context in order to create the conceptual framework of this study.
The conceptual framework helped in the construction of the questionnaire for the

main study.
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Classroom Observation

The non-participant observation helped to ensure whether the authentic
environments, situations or teachers’ and students’ behaviors in classes in context
could be relevant to the reviewed documents. Opie (2004) stated that a non-
participant observation is a method that researchers used to collect or record data from
the subjects without interaction in activities in class. The researchers take role as an
observer and cannot ask the subjects being observed questions. The advantage of a
non-participant observation is that it is easier to record information. The observers can
take notes during the observation, so they can collect everything they see. In this
study, the non-participant observation helped to find the conceptual framework that
would be beneficial to the main instruments’ construction.

During the 2" semester of the academic year 2012, fifteen (third-year)
preservice teachers in a Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
International Program at Faculty of Education of Khon Kaen University were
observed. There were three classes involved in this process including Creation of
English Teaching Projects, Introduction to Linguistics, and Methods of Teaching
Literature in the English Classroom. The teachers who taught Creation of English
Teaching Projects and an Introduction to Linguistics class were Thais, while a third
teacher who taught Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom class
was Pilipino.

The observation started with the Creation of English Teaching Projects class.
All situations and behaviors that were found during the observation were written
down into the field-note observation form. Then, the researcher went to observe

another class—the Introduction to Linguistics class. The processes of observation
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were the same as the first observation. After observing the second class, the data from
the observation of the two classes were compared. It was found that the students and
teachers’ behaviors in each class were similar. The learning processes were quite the
same. However, the researcher needed to ensure that the data were accurate so it was
necessary to observe one more class. As the teachers who taught students in the first
two classes were both Thais, a class taught by a Pilipino teacher was chosen to be
observed. In the Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom class, the
students and teacher were observed with the same processes of observation. It was
found that the teacher in this class had similar styles in teaching as those of the first
two teachers. After the data were compared, the observation was stopped as the data
from the three classes were consistent.

Findings from Classroom Observation

After the observation was done, the data from the field-note observation was
coded to find the conceptual framework for the questionnaire. The Descriptive Code
was categorized for constructing the main domains. The examples of the excerpt are
presented in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2

Descriptive Codes from the Excerpts of Observation

Classroom Observation Descriptive
Excerpts Codes

English was used as the main language of instruction, but Thai was used
sometime when greeting and discussing difficult concepts with students. Most Language
teachers speak English fluently, especially a teacher from the Philippines who
taught Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom.

Every teacher presented the concept of study, explained and gave examples
about the content to students in the presentation step. In the Creation of English
Teaching Projects class, the teacher summarized concepts of lesson plan design
and presented the concepts using a PowerPoint presentation .

Content




Table 3.2 (Continue)

Descriptive Codes from the Excerpts of Observation

Classroom Observation Descriptive
Excerpts Codes
Teachers made use of basic technologies such as a computer, a projector, a
microphone, etc. in the presentation step of teaching. Every teacher summarized Technology
concepts of study for students to learn in a PowerPoint presentation and gave
the students handouts while teaching.
Teachers designed activities that encouraged students to work both in groups
Curriculum

and as individuals for the entire semester. In the Creation of English Teaching
Projects class, students had to write a reflection piece to give feedback to the
teachers after finishing each class.

Development

Teachers started the lesson with a warm-up activity to call students’ attention
and finished the lesson by giving a conclusion before asking students to give
feedback. The teacher, who taught Methods of Teaching Literature in the English
Classroom, gave students a handout that presented_an example of a short story
before explaining how to teach the literature step by step using the story that
he prepared. In the Creation of English Teaching Projects class, the teacher
encouraged students to speak English by asking them to do a ‘check-in’ and
‘check-out’ activity.

Learning and
Classroom
Management

Teachers explained each concept of study slowly and asked students to repeat
what the teachers said in order to check the students’ understanding. Some
teachers had to respond to the same questions that students asked more than
three times. For example, the teacher in a Creation of English Teaching Projects
class explained to students about how to design materials and rubric scores to
match with the lesson plan three times in class and give examples from students’
prior knowledge. Teachers also spoke Thai when students seemed not to
clearly understand what he/she explains in English.

Psychology
for Teachers

In the Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom class, the teacher Educational
commented on the students’ presentations and gave feedback. The teacher Measurement
asked other students in class to give feedback and suggestions to their friends and

who were the presenters Evaluation
Teachers wrote down comments during students’ presentations. The teacher

of a Creation of English Teaching Projects class asked students about problems

and obstacles in doing their project. Then, she wrote down the students Educational
comments in her notebook. The teacher of a Creation of English Teaching Research

Projects class assigned students to write a reflection paper to give feedback of
learning and teaching in each class.
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Table 3.2 (Continue)

Descriptive Codes from the Excerpts of Observation

Classroom Observation Descriptive
Excerpts Codes

During class, teachers always said “listen to me” and asked “Did you hear me
clearly in the back?” or “Do you understand?” to the students. Students came
to talk with teachers when they had some questions to ask individually during Teachership
and after class. Students always raised their hands and asked guestions to
teachers during classes.

After the excerpt was coded, the results were interpreted in order to ensure that
these nine domains could be used as a conceptual framework to construct the main
instruments. The interpretation was made based on the following evidences:

Language:

Teachers used both English and Thai in classes. English was used as the main
language of instruction, but Thai was used sometimes when greeting and discussing
difficult concepts with students. So, the use of English was found in the real situation.

Content:

Based on the observation data, the knowledge of content that the teachers have
could be seen in class. Teachers presented the study concept, explained and gave
examples about the content to students in the presentation step.

Technology:

It was found that technology was used in every class. For example, one
teacher summarized concepts of that day’s lesson plan design and presented the
concepts using a PowerPoint presentation through a computer. So, this domain could

be used to construct the instruments for the main study.



54

Curriculum Development:

Some activities that the teachers did in class, such as assigning students to
write a reflection paper to give feedback to the teacher on their teaching, could be
interpreted as the teachers effort to collect the information from students’ opinions in
order to develop their teaching and curriculum in the future.

Learning and Classroom Management

The teaching steps such as warm-up and wrap-up showed evidence of learning
and classroom management of the three teachers in classroom. Teachers also managed
activities to fit with the students’ skill levels and time in class. This evidence showed
that learning and classroom management existed during class time.

Psychology for Teachers

A relationship between students and teachers was evident in terms of
behaviors and asking questions in class. For instance, when students did not fully
understand some concepts that they studied in class or they did not listen well when
the teacher explained the concepts to their friends, they asked the teachers to explain
it to them again. Some teachers had to respond to the same questions that students
asked more than three times. Also, students came to talk with the teachers when they
had some questions to ask individually, and did not look nervous when raising their
hands to ask questions to teachers during classes.

Measurement and Evaluation

It was found that one teacher collects students’ proposals and a paper on work
progression to assess students’ work prior to presentation date and returned the paper
with comments and suggestions. She also wrote down some comments and

suggestions while students in each group gave a presentation. Another teacher who
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taught a Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom class also
commented on students’ presentations. He scored the students’ performance in
presenting and evaluated students’ work during the presentations.

Educational Research

In one instance the teacher of a Creation of English Teaching Projects class
asked students about problems and obstacles in doing their project. Then, she wrote
down the students’ comments in her notebook. She also assigned students to write a
reflection paper to give feedback about how they were learning and her teaching in
each class. So, she might need this feedback to find problems with her teaching or that
students are having in class in order to do research.

Teachership

The three teachers came to class and finished class on time. They encouraged
students to pay attention in class and checked students’ readiness and understanding
by always saying “listen to me”, and asking “Did you hear me clearly in the back?”
or “Do you understand?”.

In sum, the nine domains of knowledge for being professional English
teachers which include Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development,
Learning and Classroom Management, Psychology for teachers, Measurement and
Evaluation, Educational research, and Teachership, were found within teaching the
processes of the three non-native English teachers in the three different classes. Some
domains, including language, content, technology, learning and classroom
management, psychology for teachers, and teachership, were clearly observed in
class, while some other domains such as curriculum development, educational

measurement and evaluation, and educational research were not obviously seen
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during class time. However, there was evidence to support that these domains related
to knowledge for teachers and could be effectively used as a conceptual framework
for questionnaire construction. The interpreted data supported that these nine domains
that were found from the classroom observation could be used as a conceptual
framework for constructing instruments for this study. The observation process was
beneficial because the actual data helped to construct instruments that were valid and

reliable for the main study.

Figure 3.2 presented the conceptual framework created from integrating the
document review and the classroom observation. The document review included the
Regulation of the Teachers Council of Thailand on Professional Standards and Ethics
B.E. 2548 (2005), TESOL International Association (2012), The Common European
Framework (2001), Moussu, L. (2007 & 2010), Ling, C. Y. and Braine, G. (2007),
and Grubbs, S. J. et al (2010). These documents were summarized to integrate with
the classroom observation findings. The data were carried through the construction of

the main research instruments—a questionnaire and interview protocol.



Figure 3.2

The conceptual Framework of this study

Thailand standards of teaching professional knowledge include:
Standard 1: Language and Technology for Teachers.
Standard 2: Curriculum Development.

Standard 3: Learning Management.

Standard 4: Psychology for Teachers.

Standard 5: Educational Measurement and Evaluation.
Standard 6: Classroom Management.

Standard 7: Educational Research.

Standard 8: Educational Innovation and Information Technology.

Standard 9:Teachership.

The standards from NCATE involve:

Domain 1: Language

Domain 2: Culture

Domain 3: Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction
Domain 4: Assessment

Domain 5: Professionalism

The technology standards involve:

Goal 1: foundational knowledge and skills in technology for
professional purposes

Goal 2: integrate pedagogical knowledge and skills with
technology to enhance language teaching and learning.

Goal 3: apply technology in record-keeping, feedback, and
assessment.

The conceptual framework
of this study

9 domains of knowledge for a

professional English teacher include:

Goal 4: use technology to improve communication, collaboration, 1.  Language
and efficiency. 5 Content

3. Technology
The qualities of English teachers/learners based on the CURF: 4. Currirfulum Development
1. General competences 5. Learning and Classroom
1.1 Declarative knowledge (savoir) Management
1.2 Skills and know-how 6. Psychology for Teachers
1.3 ‘Existential’ competence 7. EducatlonaI_Measurement
1.4 Ability to learn and Ev_aluatlon
2 Communicative language competencies 8. Educational Research

9.  Teachership

2.1 Linguistic competencies
2.2 Sociolinguistic competencies
2.3 Pragmatic competencies

Previous studies show that NNETs should have the qualities as
follow:
(Moussu, 2006)
(1)Role model, (2) Liking, (3) Learning difficulties, (4) Accent,
(5) Grammar (grammar and knowledge of grammar), (6)
Teacher responses, (7) Appearance (physical appearance), (8)
Preparedness
(Ling, C. Y. & Braine, G., 2007)
1. Ability to Use Students’ Mother Tongue in Teaching
2. Effective Pedagogical Skills
3. Knowledgeable in English Language
4. Positive Personality Traits
(Grubbs, S. J. et al, 2010)
1. Classroom management
2. Skills
- English skills - Teaching skills




58

Semi-structured Interview Construction

Another instruments used in the main study was a semi-structured interview.
The processes of construction were similar to those of the questionnaire construction.
The semi-structure interview was constructed based on the data from the classroom

observation that were presented in the questionnaire construction process.

Review of the Questionnaire Data
The data from findings of classroom observation were used to construct
interview questions. According to the data from the classroom observation findings,
the nine domains of knowledge for a professional English teacher included:

Language

Content

Technology

Curriculum Development

Learning and Classroom Management
Psychology for teachers

Measurement and Evaluation

Educational research, and

© oo N o g B~ w D PE

Teachership

These domains were used to construct five questions in order to explore
preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers.

3.5.1.2 Developing the Instruments

Instrument validation was a crucial process for developing the instruments.
The questionnaire and the interview were validated based on two main steps: Expert

Validity and Pilot Study.



59

Non-Native Teacher Perception Questionnaire Development

There were two steps for the development of the questionnaire as follow;

Expert Validity

The questionnaire was submitted to confirm the validity of the content by

three experts who were professionals and had experience in the field of English

teaching. One of the experts was a professor at Chulalongkorn University Language

Institute, while the other two experts were professors at the Faculty of Education and

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences at Khon Kaen University. The

questionnaire (Parts 2 and 3) and the Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC)

format were sent to the three experts to check the validity of the content of each item

of the questionnaire. It was found that the 10C index of Parts 2 and 3 of the

questionnaire were 0.59 and 0.67, respectively. A content validity index was higher

than 0.50 indicates that the content of the two parts of the questionnaire were valid

and acceptable (Pinyoanuntapong, 2003). Based on the results from the three experts,

the 10C index of each item is presented in Tables 3.3 and Table 3.4:

Table 3.3

The Analysis of the Index of Item Objective Congruence (Part 2)

Analysis of
No Items I%((:pl;rr(z;n Sltgu(r:e Results
1]2]3
1 | Language
1.1 | NNETs always speak English in class. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
1.2 | NNETSs explain difficult concepts in English clearly. +1 | +1| 0 | 0666 | Valid
1.3 | NNETs know the English grammar very well. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
1.4 | NNETs always correct students’ grammar. +1 | +1 0.666 | Valid
1.5 | NNETSs’ accent is easy to understand. -1]0 -0.333 | Invalid
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Analysis of
I0C from 10C
No Items Experts Score Results
1[2]3
2 | Content
2.1 | NNETSs know content knowledge very well. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
2.2 | NNETSs can make the lesson easier to understand. -1 0| -1|-0667 | Invalid
2.3 | I have learned a lot of content knowledge from NNETS. 0 | +1 | +1 | 0666 | Valid
2.4 | I can learn content knowledge better with NNETS. +1 [ +1 | +1 1 Valid
3 | Technology
31 NNETSs a-lways mtegr.ate techno!ogles, Sl.JCh gs computer, il |+ 1 valid
PowerPoint Presentation, etc. with teaching in class.
3.2 NNETs cr_eate materials using various kinds of |1 |+ " valid
technologies.
33 NNETs gncourage students to use technologies while o l+1!+1 0666 | valid
learning in class.
4 | Curriculum Development
4.1 | NNETSs always choose good practice activities. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
42 NNETSs a}lways improve his/her teaching to facilitate o |+l osss | Valid
students in class.
43 NNETs b.rmg. students’ feedbacks to improve teaching |+ 1 valid
and learning in class.
5 | Learning and Classroom Management
5.1 | NNETSs always manage steps in teaching appropriately. +1 | 1 | +1 Valid
5.2 | NNETs are well-prepared before teaching. +1 1 |+ Valid
53 Nl\!E.S.-l'S motivate students to participate in class v ]| +1] 0333 | 1nvalid
activities.
5.4 | NNETSs use various strategies in teaching. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
5.5 | NNESTs teach in a manner that helps students to learn. +1| 0 | +1 | 0666 | Valid
NNETS alw ncour n k English in .
£ 6 s always encourage students to speak Englis alalo 0 Invalid
class.
£ 7 NNET_s encoqra}g_e students to do their best in learning al+lo 0 valid
and doing activities.
6 | Psychology for teachers
6.1 | NNETs understand students’ needs. +1 | +1 0.666 Valid
6.2 | NNETSs always answer students’ questions. +1 ] -1 0 Invalid
63 NNETS speak Thai when students do not understand a4l ol osss | Valid
lessons.
6.4 NNETSs explain difficult concepts slowly for students to |41 | w1 1 valid
understand.
6.5 ,;:L\Iafl-{/s help students to understand content knowledge |+ | w1 1 valid
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Analysis of
I0C from 10C
No Items Experts Score Results
1[2]3
7 | Measurement and Evaluation
71 NNETSs always give comments to improve students e |41 |41 1 valid
works.
7.2 | NNETs evaluate students” works fairly. 0 [+1 | +1 | 0666 | Valid
NNETS use appropriate assessment methods to evaluate .
+1 | 0 | +1 | 0.666 Vali
73 different kinds of students’ work. alid
7.4 | NNETSs always use peer assessment in class. +1|+1| 0 | 0666 | Valid
8 | Educational Research
8.1 NNETs allow students to give feedbacks on his/her o l+1|+1 0666 | Valid
teaching.
ETs al i ’ to i .
8.2 NN sa wa-ys bring students’ comments to improve o l+1| ol 0333 | Invalid
his/her teaching.
NNETSs do educational research based on students’ .
8.3 . 111 -1 Invalid
problems in class.
8.4 | NNETSs always improve his/her teaching. 0 | +1 | +1| 0666 | Valid
9 | Teachership
9.1 | NNETSs always come to class and finish class on time. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
9.2 | NNETSs have responsibility in teaching. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
9.3 NNETS alv&_/ays_concern about students’ understanding el 1 valid
while learning in class.
If I do not understand the lesson, | would always ask m .
9.4 Y Y 1o |-1]0/|-0333] nvalid
NNETS.
If I do not understand the lesson in class, | would talk .
. . [ { . [N -1 10 0 | -0.333 | Invalid
95 with my NNETSs about it during his/her office hours.
9.6 | feel comfortable talking about personal concerns with a0l ol 033! mnvaid
NNETSs.
9.7 In the future, I would rather imitate my NNETs a1l o -0667 | Invalid
manners.
9.8 | NNETs are role models of a good English teacher. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
9.9 | NNETs are ideal teachers for me. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
Average Score 0.59 Valid
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Analysis of
10C from 10C
No Items Experts Score Results
1]2]3
1 Language
1.1 | I always feel comfortable using English in class. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
1.2 | 1 do not have any problems in using English to teach. +1 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
1.3 | I can use English all the time in class. +1 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
1.4 | I rarely make grammatical mistakes when | write. 110 -0.333 | Invalid
1.5 | I rarely make grammatical mistakes when I speak. 1] -1 -0.666 | Invalid
I understand almost everything when listening to native .
16 . ything 2 0|-1|0-033] Invalid
English speakers.
2 | Content
2.1 | I can explain grammar rules clearly. 0 | +1 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
2.2 | I think I know the content knowledge very well. +1 | 0 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
2.3 | I'think I can teach English effectively to students. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
24 I c?an correct students’ grammar when they make R 1 valid
mistakes.
3 | Technology
31 | ca.n use basic technologies, such as computer and |+l s 1 valid
projector.
3.2 | | feel comfortable using technologies in class. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
3.3 | I make use of technologies to create materials. +1 | 0 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
| — : : _
34 do not have any problems in using basic technologies o l+11 1| oees valid
to teach my students.
4 | Curriculum Development
I have learned how vel rriculum suitable for .
a1 ave ez?l ed _o to develop a curriculum suitable fo al+1l o oses valid
students in Thai context.
I can design appropriate lesson it the learnin .
49 c_a o!esg appropriate lessons to suit the learning al+1l ol oses valid
objectives.
I can analyze the curriculum used before and after .
43 analy 0 | +1 | +1 | 0.666 Valid
teaching.
5 | Learning and Classroom Management
I will be able to bring strategies that | have learn .
5.1 gst at_eg es that | have learned 111 -1 Invalid
from my NNETSs to use with my future students.
5.2 | | can choose appropriate lessons to teach. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
5.3 | I can create my own lesson to fit with students’ needs. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
54 | can create approprlate materials to facilitate my o | +1|+1| o666 valid
students’ learning.
5.5 | I can deal with unexpected situations in class. 0 | +1 | +1 | 0.666 Valid




Table 3.4 (Continue)

The Analysis of the Index of Item Objective Congruence (Part 3)

63

Analysis of
I0C from 10C
No Items Experts Score Results
1[2]3
6 | Psychology for teachers
6.1 I und.erstand Thal students’ needs and problems in o] 41| 41 n valid
learning English.
I can motivate m n inter in learnin .
6.9 cal . otivate my students to be interested in learning g lala 4 Invalid
English.
6.3 I can simplify the lesson to help my students to |1 |+ " valid
understand clearly.
6.4 I cgn .choose appropriate tgachmg strategies to fit with o |1l +1] 06es | Valid
individual student’s behavior.
7 | Measurement and Evaluation
71 I have learned _how to evaluate and assess students al 1l a 1 valid
works appropriately.
79 I clea.rly understand how to evaluate and assess students o] 41| 41 n valid
learning.
23 I think | can choo?e appropriate assessment methods to ||+ 1 valid
assess my student’s work.
7.4 | 1think | can assess students’ works fairly. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
8 | Educational Research
8.1 | I know how to do educational research. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
8.2 | I'think I can do educational researches. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
8.3 I do not have any problems if | have to do educational o l+1l+11 0666 | Valid
research in English.
9 | Teachership
9.1 | I am ready for being a non-native English teacher +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
9.2 I will understand my students’ needs the as same as my W]+ | 41 1 valid
NNETS do.
9.3 | I think I can be a good role model for my students. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
9.4 | | believe that NNETS can teach English effectively. +1 | +1 | +1 1 Valid
95 I thll’l-k being NNETs do not affect students’ English o | 41| 41 L valid
learning.
Average Score 0.67 Valid

According to the Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) of parts 2 and 3

and the comments from the three experts, the invalid items were either deleted or

revised. Some of the valid items on which the experts gave comments and suggestions
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were also revised. Table 3.5 presented the items that needed improvement with the

wording.

Table 3.5

The original and revised version of the questionnaire items

Part Original Revised
1.4 NNETs always correct students 1.4 NNETs correct students’ grammars.
grammars.
3.1INNETs always integrate technologies, 3.1 NNETSs always integrate technologies,
such as computer, PowerPoint Presentation,  such as computer, Projector, etc. with
etc. with teaching in class. teaching in class.
2 6.INNETSs understand students’ needs. 6.1 NNETs understand students’ natures
and needs.
6.3NNETS speak Thai when students do not 6.3 NNETS speak Thai when students do
understand lessons. not understand complex lessons.
7.2NNETs evaluate students’ works fairly. 7.2 NNETs evaluate students’ works
appropriately.
1.2 1 do not have any problems in using 1.2 | do not have any problems using
English to teach. English to study.
1.3 I can use English all the time in class 1.3 | can use English to teach various
kinds of contents.
3 2.1 | can explain grammar rules clearly. 2.1 I know English grammatical rules.

2.2 | think 1 know the content knowledge
very well.

6.4 | can choose appropriate teaching
strategies to fit with individual student’s

behavior.

2.2 | think I have adequate knowledge in
teaching contents.

6.4 1 can appropriately teach to suit the
individual students’ learning styles.

The expert validity helped to ensure that the questionnaire was valid and

correlated to the objectives of the study. After the IOC score calculation was

completed and the items of the questionnaire was revised, the questionnaire

comprised of three parts: Part 1. Background information (Personal Data); Part 2:

Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers (34 items); and Part

3: Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English teacher (33 items)

was distributed to twenty-nine preservice teachers in the program to prove

reliability.
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Pilot Study

The pilot study was very crucial for questionnaire construction. It helped to
ensure that the instruments could be used to report the reliability of the questionnaire.
The instruments were distributed to twenty-nine preservice teachers in the program
who did not participate as a sample in this study. The twenty-nine preservice teachers
were randomly selected from the first-to the fourth-year preservice teachers in the
program. These preservice teachers had approximately ten minutes to do the
questionnaire.

It was found that some students were not able to finish doing the questionnaire
in this time, so the time to complete the questionnaire needed to be expanded when

conducting the main study with the sample.

After collecting data from pilot study, the data was computed by applying the
Reliability Coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) formula in order to determine the reliability
of the questionnaire. Table 3.6 presented the Reliability Coefficients of part 2 and part
3 of the questionnaire (0.87 and 0.84, respectively). It could be interpreted with

results that were higher than 0.80 that the questionnaire was reliable.

Table 3.6

The Reliability Coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha)

Part Questionnaire The Reliability Coefficient

(Cronbach’s alpha)
Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-
2 . . 0.87
native English teachers.
3 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a 0.84

non-native English teacher.
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Semi-structured Interview Development

In order to validate the interview questions, the two steps, Expert validity and

Pilot study, used with the questionnaire construction were also applied.
Expert Validity

The semi-structured interview was submitted to the three experts to validate
the interview questions. The comments and suggestions from the experts helped to
improve the validity of the interview guestions. Suggestions to revise some questions
are shown in Table 3.7.
Table 3.7

The original and revised version of the interview questions

Question Original Revised

No. 1 How do you think about NNETs? How do you think about studying

with NNETSs?

No. 2 What are the strategies that NNETs  What are the teaching strategies that
use in class? NNETS use to support students’

learning?

No. 3 What are the English skills that What are the English skills that you
NNETSs help you learn best? can improve the most in learning

with NNETSs?

No. 4 What are the English skills that What are the English skills that you
NNETSs cannot help you to be can improve the least in learning
improved? with NNETS?

No. 5 How do you about being NNETs? ~ How do you think about being

NNETSs in EFL countries?

Pilot Study
Some preservice teachers who were asked to participate in the pilot study
process of the questionnaire were asked to participate in the pilot test of the interview
as well. In this step, only three preservice teachers were chosen randomly. They were

interviewed for thirty minutes. The interviews were done on time, but it was found
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that question No.2 and No. 5 needed to be revised because the preservice teachers

looked confused with the questions and asked the researcher to explain more details.
The data from the respondents’ responses that were found to have some

problems were descriptively analyzed after the pilot study and revised as shown

below:

Table 3.8

The original and revised version of the interview questions

Question Original Revised
What are the teaching strategies that What are the teaching strategies that
No. 2 NNETS use to support students’ NNETSs use to help you learn best?
learning?
No. 5 How do you think about being NNETs  How do you think about being NNETS
' in EFL countries? in Thailand?

After the questionnaire and the interview were developed based on the two
main steps—Expert validity and Pilot study, the revised version of the two

instruments was used in the main study.

3.5.2 Implementation

3.5.2.1 Conducting the main study

After the processes of instrument validation were completed, the questionnaire
and the semi-structured interview were utilized with the sample of this study. The
questionnaire was distributed to one-hundred and five preservice teachers in the
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) International Program at
the Faculty of Education, Khon Kaen University. The preservice teachers who were
the samples of this study were asked to respond to the questionnaire truthfully based

on their perceptions. Then, the interview was utilized with the three respondents who
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were the randomly selected in order to ensure the accuracy of the data collected from

the questionnaire.

3.5.2.2 Analyzing the findings

This stage needed to be intentionally investigated. The data from the close-
ended questionnaire and semi-structured interview were compiled and analyzed. Data
from a questionnaire were analyzed using the Descriptive Statistics, the One-way
Analysis of Variance (One-way ANOVA), and correlations method through the SPSS
program. Descriptive statistics were used to explore the answer to the research
questions of this study. The ANOVA was applied to investigate the differences of
findings among the nine domains. Finally, the correlation was applied to analyze the
findings of the comparisons of the nine domains. Then, the findings from the semi-
structure interview were analyzed by the content analysis method to triangulate with

the questionnaire’ findings.

3.5.2.3 Reporting the findings

The questionnaire data were presented in terms of descriptive statistics, One-
Way ANOVA and correlations of the nine domains shown in tables. The tables show
how the preservice teachers perceive their non-native English teachers with regards to
the nine domains based on the conceptual framework of this study. Then, the
interview data were triangulated with the data from the questionnaire. The findings
were presented descriptively in order to show the results of this study. Some
discussions, comments, and suggestions were made based on the findings for further
studies or people who might have interest in this field. The findings from this study

can help to find suitable practices for language teachers and teaching.



69

3.6 Data Collection

Before constructing the main instruments, data was collected from classroom

observation in the planning stage.
3.6.1 Classroom Observation

This study observed students in a real context in order to collect and elicit
useful information that helped to construct a questionnaire and an interview. The
observation process was held for approximately two weeks during December 2012,
The sample who participated in the observation was fifteen preservice teachers who
were third-year students in the program. The situations and the behaviors of the
preservice teachers and their non-native teachers in three different classes were
observed and written down into the field-note observation form.

After finishing the classroom observation process, the data that were found
from the observation were analyzed by the Content Analysis Method. The results
from the analysis were used to create the conceptual framework of this study.

The instruments used for the main study were a questionnaire and an interview
from which data were collected from samples. In the implementation stage, these
instruments were utilized and collected during the second semester of Academic Year
2012 at the Faculty of Education, Khon Kaen University.

3.6.2 Non-Native Teacher Perception Questionnaire

The final version of the questionnaire was distributed to the one-hundred and
five preservice teachers who were the sample of this study. The sample was asked to
respond to the questionnaire for fifteen minutes after class. Then, the researcher

collected the questionnaire for analysis.
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3.6.3 Semi-Structure Interview

After the semi-structured interview was constructed, three preservice teachers
were selected for a follow-up interview. These preservice teachers were chosen
based on the random sampling method from the sample of this study. During the
group interview, the researcher asked students questions relating to non-native
English teachers’ qualifications. The students’ responses were noted and tape-
recorded for analysis. The interview data from preservice teachers were used to
ensure the accuracy of the data from the questionnaire. All data helped to elicit the
findings of this study.

3.7 Data Analysis

The data from both the questionnaire and the interview were analyzed by
applying different statistics that could elicit the results and was appropriate to each
type of instruments. The data analysis helped to answer the research questions of this
study. According to this study, there were two research questions as follow:

Research Question 1: ‘What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of
non-native English teachers?’

Research Question 2: ‘What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of
being a non-native English teacher?’

In order to answer the two research questions, the data from the questionnaire
were analyzed by the descriptive statistics, the One-Way Analysis of Variance (One-
Way ANOVA) and correlations through the SPSS program. The analyzed data of the
descriptive statistics was shown in terms of mean and standard deviation (S.D.) in
order to find the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers and

of being non-native English teachers. The One-Way ANOVA method was applied to
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analyze the differences of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English
teachers, and of being a non-native English teacher among the nine domains. Then,
the findings of the nine domains were analyzed using the Pearson Product Moment
Correlations (PPMC) method to find the correlations.

Finally, the qualitative data from the interview was transcribed analyzed and
coded using the Content Analysis Method in order to explore the answers to the two
research questions. The preservice teachers’ responses were used to triangulate with
the analyzed data of the questionnaire. The interview data were beneficial in order to
ensure the accuracy of the questionnaire data. Triangulation helps to confirm that the
findings of this study were accurate and reliable.

Table 3.9 shows the data analysis of each instrument based on the research
questions.

Table 3.9

The data analysis methods for a questionnaire and an interview

Research Question Instrument Analysis
Descriptive Statistics/

Questionnaire One-way ANOVA/
Correlations

#1.What are the perceptions of pre-service
teachers of non-native English teachers?

Interview Content Analysis

_ _ Descriptive Statistics/
#2.What are the perceptions of pre-service Questionnaire One-way ANOVA/
teachers of being a non-native English Correlations

teacher?

Interview Content Analysis




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Chapter four presents the findings from the close-ended questionnaire and the
semi-structured interview. The findings were examined in relation to two research

questions:

1. What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of non-native English teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of preservice teachers of being a non-native English
teacher?

In this chapter, the quantitative data from the questionnaire and the qualitative
data from the semi-structured interview are presented. It is divided into two main
sections as follows:

4.1 Background of preservice teachers

4.2 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers

4.3 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English teacher

In order to answer the research questions, the findings from the questionnaire
are presented in term of the descriptive statistics, the One-Way Analysis of Variance
(One-Way ANOVA) and correlations. Then, the findings from the interview analyzed
by the content analysis method are presented to support the findings from the
questionnaire.

4.1 Background of preservice teachers

Table 4.1 presents preservice teachers’ background. The highest number of
participants of this study was found to be third year students (28.57 %) because they

had a larger number of students in class than students in the other years.



73

Table 4.1
The frequency and percentage of the preservice teachers classified by the year of

study (n=105)

The year of the study Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
= First 26 24.76
= Second 27 25.71
* Third 30 28.57
= Fourth 22 20.95

Table 4.2 shows the preservice teachers’ gender. It was found that the number
of female preservice teachers was higher than the male respondents, 89.52 % and
10.48 %, respectively.

Table 4.2

The frequency and percentage of the preservice teachers classified by gender (n=105)

Gender Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
=Male 11 10.48
=Female 94 89.52

According to Table 4.3, most preservice teachers who participated in this
study were between the ages of 20-21 years old (45.71 %). Meanwhile, only three
respondents were less than 18 years old (2.86 %).

Table 4.3

The frequency and percentage of the preservice teachers classified by age (n=105)

Age Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
=|ess than 18 years 3 2.86
=18-19 years 27 25.71
»20-21 years 48 45,71

=more than 21 years 27 25.71
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Table 4.4 shows that the preservice teachers had experiences studying English
for 5 years, at least. Many of the preservice teachers had been studied English for
more than 15 years (38.10 %).

Table 4.4

The frequency and percentage of the preservice teachers classified by years of study

(n=105)
The year of studying English Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
= |ess than 5 years 0 0
» 5-10 years 26 24.76
= 11-15 years 39 37.14
= more than 15 years 40 38.10

Nonetheless, it was found that most preservice teachers have never studied
abroad (74.29 %). There were only 27 preservice teachers (25.71%) who had study
abroad experience as showed in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

The frequency and percentage of the preservice teachers’ study abroad experience

(n=105)
The study abroad experience Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
=Yes 27 25.71
* No 78 74.29

Table 4.6 presents the length of time preservice teachers studied abroad. It was
found that most studied short English courses in other countries rather than attended

the full-immersion study abroad programs.
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Table 4.6

The frequency and percentage of the duration study abroad (n=105)

Duration Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
= 0-5 month(s) 97 92.38
= 6-10 months 3 2.86
= 11-15 months 2 1.90
= more than 16 months 3 2.86

4.2 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers

This section presents the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native
English teachers. Mean score (X) and standard deviation (S.D.) were used to analyze
the perservice teachers’ perceptions in response to the two research questions.
According to the findings, the preservice teachers agreed that their non-native
teachers had knowledge on Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum
Development, Learning and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers,
Educational Measurement and Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership.
The mean score of the overall result of this part of the questionnaire was 2.97 (S.D. =
0.40). It could be interpreted that non-native English teachers were perceived to have
adequate knowledge based on the nine domains.

The items that achieved the highest mean scores were “item 3.1NNETSs always
integrate technologies, such as computer, projector, etc. with teaching in class
(Mean=3.24)”, “item 6.2 NNETs speak Thai when students do not understand
complex lessons (Mean=3.10)”, “item 9.2 NNETs have responsibility in teaching
(Mean=3.10)”, and “item 7.1 NNETs always give comments to improve students’
works (Mean=3.09)”, respectively. The items that gained the lowest mean scores were

“item 1.1 NNETs always speak English in class (Mean=2.74)”, “item 8.1 NNETSs
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allow students to give feedback on his/her teaching (Mean=2.83)”, and “item 8.3
NNETSs always improve his/her teaching (Mean=2.84)".
The findings of each domain presents as follows:
Domain 1: Language
Table 4.7

The mean and standard deviation of the language domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
1. Language 2.86 0.57 agree
1.1 NNETSs always speak English in class. 2.74 0.78 agree
1.2 NNETSs explain difficult concepts in English clearly. 2.86 0.77 agree
1.3 NNETs know the English grammar very well. 297 0.79 agree
1.4 NNETS correct students’ grammars. 290 0.75 agree

n =105

Table 4.7 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of language of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the language domain
was 2.86 (S.D. = 0.57). This means that the preservice teachers agreed that non-
native English teachers have knowledge about language.

The findings from the semi-structured interview found similar result. The
preservice teachers revealed that non-native English teachers did not have any
problems in using English. Most teachers used English as a medium of instruction.
Those teachers were likely to understand students’ learning difficulty in studying
English as a foreign language, so they usually used simple and easy words when they
were teaching. Additionally, non-native English teachers, especially Thai teachers’
accents were easy to understand although their accents were not as good as native

English teachers’ accent. The preservice teachers stated that:
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“...NNETS’ accents were not so good, but Thai
teachers’ accent is familiar so it is easy to understand...”
(Preservice teachers # 1&# 2)
“...I've learned with NNETs who have a good accent.
It helps me to understand easily because the teachers
use easy words in teaching...” (Preservice teacher #3)

The preservice teachers also revealed that speaking and listening skills are
the English skills that they can improve the most when learning with non-native
English teachers.

“...speaking...because students have many
opportunities to speak. We do not shy and afraid to speak
because NNETs will suggest us so we know our mistakes...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)
“...yes, speaking. I agree...” (Preservice teacher # 1)
“...listening is the first skill...NNETs know
whether we understand or confuse so they help by emphasizing
words and finding synonym of words to make it easy
to understand...another skill is speaking... NNETs always

focus on practice speaking. ”(Preservice teacher # 3)

On the other hand, their writing skill is improved the least as they have less
opportunity to practice writing in classes that are taught by non-native English
teachers.

“...1 think writing because of fewer opportunities

to write in comparing to the other skills...”



(Preservice teacher # 1)
“...1 agree, writing skill is improved at least...”
(Preservice teacher # 2 & #3)

“...writing skill is improved at least because we

mostly study in writing courses with NETs...S0 NNETS

rarely teach about writing... ”(Preservice teacher # 3)

Domain 2: Content

Table 4.8

The mean and standard deviation of the content domain
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Domain X SD  Meaning
2. Content 3.01 048 agree
2.1 NNETs know content knowledge very well. 3.01 0.67 agree
2.21 have learned a lot of content knowledge from
NNETS. 3.05 0.62 agree
2.31 can learn content knowledge better with NNETS. 3.00 0.62 agree

n=105

Table 4.8 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the content

knowledge of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the content domain was

3.01 (S.D. = 0.48). This means that the preservice teachers agreed that non-native

English teachers have knowledge about content.

Based on the interview findings, the preservice teachers agreed that non-native

English teachers had good knowledge of content. The teachers taught difficult

concepts in ways that are easily understood. One of the preservice teachers claimed

that:
“...NNETs always teach to help us understand

the contents easily...” (Preservice teacher # 3)



79

It was also found that the teaching strategies that non-native English
teachers use to help the preservice teachers learn best are various kinds of activities
both in groups and individually. The preservice teachers stated that non-native
English teachers were likely to use more variety of teaching strategies than native
English teachers in class. They revealed that they had learned the content effectively
through the activities such as Jigsaw activity and reflection activity as the statement
showed below.

“...NNETs use various activities such as Jigsaw activity
that teacher assigns students to read reading text and
move to another group to explain and listen to friends
in the new group to share their reading text...”
(Preservice teacher # 1)

Domain 3: Technology
Table 4.9

The mean and standard deviation of the technology domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
3. Technology 3.06 051 agree
3.1 NNETSs always integrate techno!oglgs, such as 394 054 agree
computer, Projector, etc. with teaching in class.
3.2 NNETS create materials using various kinds of
technologies.
3.3 NNETSs encourage students to use technologies while

learning in class.
n=105

3.05 0.62 agree

291 0.69 agree

Table 4.9 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of technology of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the technology
domain was 3.06 (S.D. = 0.51), indicating that the preservice teachers agreed that

non-native English teachers have knowledge about technology.
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Based on the interview findings, non-native English teachers did not have any
problems with. Technology such as a computers, projectors and Power Point
Presentations were used to support teaching and learning in class. The preservice
teachers revealed that:

“...NNETs are good at using various kinds
of Technologies such as computer and projector...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)
“...technologies were used in almost every
Class...” (Preservice teacher # 3)
“...NNETs use PowerPoint Presentation and
Internet in teaching...”” (Preservice teacher # 1)
Domain 4: Curriculum Development
Table 4.10

The mean and standard deviation of the curriculum development domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
4. Curriculum Development 296 0.64 agree
4.1 NNETs always choose good practice activities. 3.04 0.66 agree

4.2 NNETs always improve his/her teaching to facilitate

students in class. 296 0.74  agree

4.3 NNETS bring students’ feedbacks to improve teaching 290 081

D agree
and learning in class. g

n =105

Table 4.10 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of curriculum development of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the
curriculum development domain was 2.96 (S.D. = 0.64), indicating that the preservice
teachers agreed that non-native English teachers have knowledge about curriculum

development.
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The preservice teachers responded that non-native English teachers had
knowledge about curriculum development as they had seen that the lessons and
activities in class were usually revised and improved. One of the preservice teachers
clarified that:
“...as I've seen...NNETSs always develop curriculum
and activities, for example, they improve activities to be
more effective and fun to support students’ learning...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)

Domain 5: Learning and Classroom Management

Table 4.11

The mean and standard deviation of the Learning and Classroom Management

domain

Domain X SD  Meaning

5. Learning and Classroom Management 299 0.55 agree

5.1 NNI_ETs always manage steps in teaching 299 067 agree
appropriately.

5.2 NNETSs are well-prepared before teaching. 3.09 0.63 agree
5.3NINETSs use various strategies in teaching. 2.87 0.69 agree
I5.4NNEST5 teach in a manner that helps students to 302 067 agree
earn.

n =105

Table 4.11 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of learning and classroom management of non-native English teachers. The mean
score of the learning and classroom management domain was 2.99 (S.D. = 0.55).
This means that the preservice teachers agreed that non-native English teachers have
knowledge about learning and classroom management.

Non-native English teachers seem to manage learning and classroom

effectively. A preservice teacher stated that:



“...NNETs use various kinds of activities that

interrelate to contents of study... ”(Preservice teacher # 1)
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Another preservice teacher added that non-native English teachers were well-

prepared before coming to class.
“...NNETs prepare themselves before teaching
so they can manage time and activities in the
classroom well...” (Preservice teacher # 3)
Domain 6: Psychology for Teachers

Table 4.12

The mean and standard deviation of the Psychology for Teachers domain

Domain X SD  Meaning

6. Psychology for Teachers 3.02 0.50 agree
6.1 NNETs understand students’ natures and needs. 292 0.67 agree
6.2NNETSs speak Thai when students do not understand 3.10 0.78 aaree
complex lessons. g
6.3NNETSs explain difficult concepts slowly for students 306 063 agree
to understand.
6.4NNETS help students to understand content knowledge 3.01 0.64

agree
clearly.

n =105

Table 4.12 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

of psychology for teachers of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the

psychology for teachers domain was 3.02 (S.D. = 0.50), indicating that the preservice

teachers agreed that non-native English teachers have sufficient knowledge about

psychology for teachers.

It was found that being a non-native English teacher had benefits when it came

to understanding in natures, needs and learning difficulty of second or foreign

language learners. Thus, the non-native teachers knew how to assist with those

students in order to facilitate their learning. The preservice teachers claimed that:
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“...NNETs understand us because they have
learned about characteristics of Thai students so
they try to adjust their teaching to fit with the students
which makes us easy to understand...”
(Preservice teacher # 1)
“...NNETs know students very well so they know
how to teach English effectively to Thai students...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)
“...NNETs are Asians so they understand
Asian students ’ nature... ”(Preservice teacher # 3)
Domain 7: Educational Measurement and Evaluation
Table 4.13

The mean and standard deviation of the Educational Measurement and Evaluation

domain
Domain X SD  Meaning
7. Educational Measurement and Evaluation 299 052  agree
\kérEISN ETs always give comments to improve students 309 060 agree

7.2 NNETs evaluate students’ works appropriately. 3.07 0.69 agree

7.3 NNETS use appropriate assessment methods to
evaluate different kinds of students’ work. 2.98 060 agree

7.4 NNETS always use peer assessment in class. 2.85 0.80 agree

n=105

Table 4.13 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of educational measurement and evaluation of non-native English teachers. The mean
score of this domain was 2.99 (S.D. = 0.52), indicating that the preservice teachers
agreed that non-native English teachers have knowledge about educational

measurement and evaluation.
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The preservice teachers believed that their non-native English teachers had

sufficient knowledge about Educational Measurement and Evaluation as they revealed

that non-native English teachers always gave students criteria for evaluation at the

first day of class and when assigning students work. For example, they said that:

“...NNETs inform students about criteria for

evaluation before doing and presenting our works...”

(Preservice teacher # 1)

“...Ithink NNETs evaluate students’ works

fairly because they have criteria for evaluation...’
(Preservice teacher # 2)

“...NNETs have criteria for evaluation...also

)

inform the criteria clearly...” (Preservice teacher # 3)

Domain 8: Educational Research

Table 4.14

The mean and standard deviation of the Educational Research domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
8. Educational Research 2.85 0.65 agree
8.1 N_NETs allow students to give feedbacks on his/her 283 081 agree
teaching.
8:2 NNETs a_lways bring students’ comments to improve 289 0.73 agree
his/her teaching.
8.3 NNETSs always improve his/her teaching. 2.84 0.72 agree

n=105

Table 4.14 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

about educational research of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the

educational research domain was 2.85 (S.D. = 0.65). This means that the preservice

teachers agreed that non-native English teachers have knowledge about educational
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research. However, it gained the lowest mean score when comparing to the other
domains.
Based on the interview findings, the preservice teachers were not in total
agreement that their non-native English teachers have knowledge about Educational
Research. They explained that they rarely saw the teachers do research in class.
However, some teachers taught in a research class so they should know how to do
educational research. Also, the preservice teachers thought that most non-native
English teachers may have competence in doing classroom research as the teachers
always assigned them to write a reflection paper at the end of the class to reflect on
their teaching. The statements below are the examples of the preservice teachers’
responses during the interview.
“...some NNETs have knowledge about
educational research because they teach so they
may do it themselves... ” (Preservice teacher # 3)
“...not sure because | have rarely seen in class...”

(Preservice teacher # 2)

“...NNETs assign students to write reflection

paper after class so they may bring the comments to

improve their teaching. They may do research based

on the problems in class... ”(Preservice teacher # 1)



Domain 9: Teachership
Table 4.15

The mean and standard deviation of the Teachership domain
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Domain X SD  Meaning

9. Teachership 297 0.58 agree
9.1 NNETSs always come to class and finish class on time. 2.86 0.84 agree
9.2 NNETSs have responsibility in teaching.* 3.10 0.64 agree
9.3_NNETS_ al\yays concern about students’ understanding 302 072 agree
while learning in class.

9.4NNETSs are role models of a good English teacher. 3.01 0.72 agree
9.5 NNETS are ideal teachers for me. 290 0.79 agree

n=105

Table 4.15 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

of teachership of non-native English teachers. The mean score of the teachership

domain was 2.97 (S.D. = 0.58). This means that the preservice teachers agreed that

non-native English teachers have knowledge about teachership.

The preservice teachers claimed that non-native English teachers were good

role models. The non-native English teachers understand the differences in learning

behaviors and nature of students in their classes. They also taught students about

morality of being a good teacher while teaching in class. The examples of the

preservice teachers’ responses as shown below:

“...NNETs have their own unique characters

that we can imitate them... ”(Preservice teacher # 1)

“...NNETs are good role models because
they teach us about morality and ethics for being

a good teacher... ”(Preservice teacher # 3)

As non-native English teachers have advantages in their own right, the

preservice teachers perceived that being a non-native English teacher in Thailand is
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important. One of the preservice teachers said that their non-native English teachers
have had personal experience in studying English as a second or foreign language so
they are likely to understand ESL or EFL students’ experience of learning English.
This means that most non-native English teachers somewhat understand the students’
natures and needs. Even though non-native English teachers do not have as good an
accent as native English speakers, the preservice teachers still positively perceive that
non-native English teachers are considered as good role models. The preservice
teachers said that:

“...NNETs are good role model. They were L2

learners so they understand students who are non-native

English speakers... ’(Preservice teacher # 1)

“...English accent is the problem of NNETs

because students need to have a native-like accent but

content knowledge and understanding of students’ nature

ismore important which are the advantages of NNETs...”

(Preservice teacher # 2)

“...being a NNET has benefit because his/her can

understand problems and needs of Thai students...”

(Preservice teacher # 3)

In sum, it was found that the domain of Educational Research gained the

lowest mean score (Mean = 2.85, S.D. = 0.65). On the other hand, the domain of
Technology shows the highest mean score perceived by the preservice teachers (Mean

=3.06, S.D. =0.51) as presented in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.16
The summary of mean score and standard deviation of the perceptions of the

preservice teachers of non-native English teachers classified by domain

Domain

= T 5 _Z
— N— ~ c =
—~ ) = CIC) = qc) =& T O ® = =2
s T £ 2§ 955 Zp 582 55 %
s = e 39 £9% ©ac 55 =L @
> e £ £e EZ2& §TG <Sagw oS§ S
s 5 3 53 §<S3 28 32T B8 3
Results — O ~ 0N 402 o+ w=8 W o —
Mean(x) 2.86 3.01 3.06* 2.96 2.99 3.02 2.99 2.85** 297
S.D. 0.57 0.48 0.51 0.64 0.55 0.50 0.52 0.65 0.58

Meaning agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree

* the highest mean score
** the lowest mean score

When compared to the preservice teachers’ perceptions, the domains that
reveal the highest mean scores were Technology, Psychology for Teachers and
Content, respectively.

However, the findings from the comparison of the nine domains of the
preservice teachers’ perceptions were not different. The preservice teachers agreed
upon their non-native English teachers’ knowledge of all domains. Table 4.17 shows
that a one-way ANOVA was used to determine differences among the nine domains
and it showed no statistically significant different, F (8, 936) = 1.526, p >.05.

Table 4.17
The result of the One-Way ANOVA of the perceptions of the preservice teachers of

non-native English teachers

The preservice

teachers’ perceptions Mean S.D. MS F Sig.

Non-native English 297 0.40 498 1.526 .144
teachers

*p < .05, n = 105
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The relationship of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native

English teachers

Table 4.18

The relationship of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English

teachers
) § -8 = E\ —E-E -— o

3 _ g 5E S5 g8, EEE S5 3
S g g 32 =S¥ 22 ®5% ®s 2
2 £ § 53 §%5 S8 SEL 2% %
ki 3 e 36 3Yo= &2 BsSg G«¢ e
S 8 e 5 ) o) S © e

(1) Language 1.00

(2) Content 0.45** 1.00

(3) Technology 0.38** 0.34** 1.00

(4) Curriculum

Development 0.52** 0.47** 0.46** 1.00

(5) Learning and

Classroom 0.66** 0.42** 0.40** 0.58** 1.00

Management

() Peychology or g g« 0.37%+ 0.35%* 0.36** 0.61** 1.00

(7) Educational

Measurementand ~ 0.47** 0.44** 0.41** 0.32** 0.64** 0.58** 1.00

Evaluation_

(® Educational g 3gwx  0.30%% 0.44%* 0.34** 058** 050 061** 1.00

(9) Teachership 0.42** 0.37** 0.30** 0.34** (0.58** 0.53** 0.65** 0.61** 1.00

**p < 01

Table 4.18 shows the correlations of mean scores of the nine domains. The

Pearson Product Moment Correlations (PPMC) coefficients helped to test the strength

of the relationship between two variables (Mackey and Gass, 2012). According to the

findings, the correlation among the nine domains of the preservice teachers’

perceptions of non-native English teachers (0.30<r<0.66) indicated that all the pairs of

the domains were significantly correlated at the .01 level. It was also found that the

domain of Language and Learning and Classroom Management was very strongly

correlated, r = 0.66, p < .01 (n = 105). This means that there was a very strong

relationship between the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the two domains.
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4.3 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English teacher

This section presents the preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-
native English teacher. The mean score (X) of the overall result of the questionnaire in
this part was 2.95 (S.D. = 0.37), indicating that the preservice teachers agreed that

they had knowledge based on the nine domains.

The items that achieved the highest mean scores were “item 3.1 1 can use
basic technologies, such as computer and projector (Mean=3.30)”, “item 3.2 | feel
comfortable using technologies in class (Mean=3.21)”, and “item 3.3 | make use of
technologies to create materials (Mean=3.19)”, respectively. On the contrary, the
items that gained the lowest mean scores were “item 8.3 | do not have any problems if
| have to do educational research in English (Mean=2.58)", “item 8.1 | know how to
do educational research (Mean=2.68)", and “item 2.2 | think | have adequate
knowledge in teaching contents (Mean=2.72)”, respectively.

The findings of each domain presents as follows:
Domain 1: Language
Table 4.19

The mean and standard deviation of the language domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
1. Language 2.86 0.57 agree
1.1 | always feel comfortable using English in class. 3.04 0.66 agree

1.2 | do not have any problems using English to study. 2.74 0.74 agree

1.3 I can use English to teach various kinds of contents.  2.87 0.63 agree
n =105

Table 4.19 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards their
knowledge of language. The mean score of the domain of language was 2.86 (S.D. =

0.57), indicating that the preservice teachers had knowledge about language.
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Based on the interview findings, the preservice teachers mentioned that
they always speak English in class. They felt comfortable using the language because
the interaction among the teachers and friends was conducted in English during class.
The preservice teachers claimed that:

“...Students in class always speak English to discuss
about several topics... ”(Preservice teacher # 1)
“...I had to speak English with teachers and
friends in class...and I felt comfortable using it”
(Preservice teacher #2)
“I don’t have any problems using English to teach...”
(Preservice teacher #3)
Domain 2: Content
Table 4.20

The mean and standard deviation of the content domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
2. Content 2.83 0.58 agree
2.1 I know English grammatical rules. 293 0.64 agree

2.2 | think | have adequate knowledge in teaching

contents.** 2.72 0.68 agree

2.3 1 think I can teach English effectively to students. 2.84 0.73 agree
2.4 I can correct students’ grammar when they make 283 0.74 agree
mistakes.

n=105

Table 4.20 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the content
knowledge. The mean score of the content domain was 2.83 (S.D. = 0.58). This
means that the preservice teachers perceived themselves to had knowledge about

content.
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The preservice teachers stated that they had knowledge about grammatical

rules so they thought that they could teach English to their students effectively.

“...1 think I can teach English grammatical rules

because I have learned them for more than 10
years...”(Preservice teacher # 1)
“...I study about English and use it every day so
| think 7 can teach English effectively...”
(Preservice teacher # 3)
Domain 3: Technology
Table 4.21

The mean and standard deviation of the technology domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
3. Technology 3.20 0.66 agree
3.1 _I can lise basic technologies, such as computer and 330 0.70 agree
projector.
3.2 | feel comfortable using technologies in class.* 3.21 0.70 agree
3.3 1 make use of technologies to create materials.* 3.19 0.77 agree
3.4 1 do not have any problems in using basic 310 0.78 agree

technologies to teach my students.

n=105

Table 4.21 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

of technology. The mean score of the technology domain was 3.20 (S.D. = 0.66),

indicating that the preservice teachers perceived themselves to had knowledge about

technology.

The findings from the interview found that the preservice teachers always use

computer and power point presentation in class. They did not have any problems in

using basic technologies such as computer and projector. The preservice teachers

claimed that:



93

“...Idon’t really have problems in using
computer... ” (Preservice teacher # 1)
“...I use computer and projector to
present my work to friends in class...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)
“...1 think technology helps us a lot when
designing materials for our students...”
(Preservice teacher # 3)
Domain 4: Curriculum Development

Table 4.22

The mean and standard deviation of the curriculum development domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
4. Curriculum Development 296 0.64 agree
4.1 | have learned how to develop a curriculum suitable  3.04  0.57

for students in Thai context. agree
4.2 | can design appropriate lessons to suit the learning 3.11 057 agree
objectives.
4.3 | can analyze the curriculum used before and after 2.94 0.63 agree
teaching.

n =105

Table 4.22 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the curriculum
development knowledge. The mean score of this domain was 2.96 (S.D. = 0.64). This
means that the preservice teachers perceived themselves to have knowledge about
curriculum development.

The preservice teachers claimed that students in the program had to study
about how to design and develop curriculum. They had opportunities to practice doing

it themselves.



“...In the curriculum development class, students

had opportunities to design lesson that

appropriate with Thai curriculum and students...

(Preservice teacher # 2)
Domain 5: Learning and Classroom Management

Table 4.23

2
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The mean and standard deviation of the learning and classroom management domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
5. Learning and Classroom Management 299 0.55 agree
5.1 | can choose appropriate lessons to teach. 293 0.64 agree
i.e2e éscan create my own lesson to fit with students 290 058 agree
531 can,creatg appropriate materials to facilitate my 306 055 agree
students’ learning.
5.4 | can deal with unexpected situations in class. 291 0.65 agree

n=105

Table 4.23 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

of learning and classroom management. The mean score of learning and classroom

management domain was 2.99 (S.D. = 0.55). This means that the preservice teachers

perceived themselves to have knowledge about learning and classroom management.

The findings from the interview found that the preservice teachers have

learned about activities and materials design in order to facilitate students’ learning

appropriately. They had experience about learning and classroom management in the

authentic situation. Thus, they said that they have knowledge about learning and

classroom management.

“...I have learned about activities and games

that are appropriate with specific lesson and

students in different level... ” (Preservice teacher # 2)

“...I had opportunities to manage learning with

students in school... ”(Preservice teacher # 3)



Domain 6: Learning and Classroom Management

Table 4.24

The mean and standard deviation of the psychology for teachers domain
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Domain X SD  Meaning
6. Psychology for Teachers 3.02 0.50 agree
6.1 I_understapd Thai students’ needs and problems in 310 067 agree
learning English.
6.2 | can simplify the lesson to help my students to 298  0.65 agree
understand clearly.
6.3 | can appropriately teach to suit the individual 306 063 agree

students’ learning styles.

n =105

Table 4.24 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

of psychology for teachers. The mean score of this domain was 3.02 (S.D. = 0.50),

indicating that the preservice teachers perceived themselves to have knowledge about

psychology for teachers.

The preservice teachers claimed that understand students’ difficulty in learning

a second language because they are a second language learner. Also, they had learned

about students’ different learning style so they can appropriately teach their students.

“...1 know EFL students’ needs because 1
had experience as an L2 learner...”
(Preservice teacher # 1)

“...I have learned about students’ learning
styles so I think | can appropriately teach

my students...” (Preservice teacher # 3)



96

Domain 7: Learning and Classroom Management
Table 4.25
The mean and standard deviation of the educational measurement and evaluation

domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
7.Educational Measurement and Evaluation 299 0.52 agree
7.1 | have learned how to evaluate and assess students’

. 2.88 0.64 agree
works appropriately.
7.2 | clearly understand how to evaluate and assess
students’ learning.
7.31 think I can choo’se appropriate assessment methods 287 058 agree
to assess my student’s work.

7.4 1 think | can assess students” works fairly. 3.07 0.66 agree
n =105

280 071  agree

Table 4.25 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge
of educational measurement and evaluation. The mean score of educational
measurement and evaluation domain was 2.99 (S.D. = 0.52). This means that the
preservice teachers perceived themselves to have knowledge about educational
measurement and evaluation.

The preservice teachers claimed that they were taught about how to evaluate
students’ works and measure students’ ability.

“...We were taught and trained about how to
set and design appropriate criteria to evaluate
students’ works...” (Preservice teacher # 2)
“...1I used to find appropriate criteria to fit

with the activities that I design for my project...’

(Preservice teacher # 3)



Domain 8: Educational Research

Table 4.26

The mean and standard deviation of the educational research domain
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Domain X SD  Meaning
8. Educational Research 266 0.74 agree
8.11 know how to do educational research. ** 2.68 0.84 agree
8.2 I think I can do educational researches. 2.75 0.85 agree
8.31 do not have any problems if I have to do 258  0.80 agree

educational research in English. **

n=105

Table 4.26 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the knowledge

about educational research. The mean score of educational research domain was 2.66

(S.D. = 0.52). This means that the preservice teachers agreed that they had

knowledge about educational research.

The interview findings reveal that the preservice teachers had learned about

how to do classroom research. However, they were not certainly agree that they can

do research themselves.
“...teachers sometimes assign us to read
research articles in order to study about
research methodology...”
(Preservice teacher # 1)

“...I' have learned about how to do research

but I have never done it myself...”
(Preservice teacher # 2)
“...I know steps in doing research but
I am not quite sure that I can do it...”

(Preservice teacher # 3)
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Domain 9: Teachership
Table 4.27

The mean and standard deviation of the teachership domain

Domain X SD  Meaning
9. Teachership 3.04 0.52 agree
9.1 I am ready for being a non-native English teacher. 290 0.76 agree
9.2 I will understand my students’ needs as same as my

NNETSs do. 2.94 0.67 agree

9.3 I think | can be a good role model for my students. 3.11 0.64 agree
9.4 | believe that NNETS can teach English effectively.  3.16 0.65 agree
9.5 I think being NNETs do not affect students’ English 311 069 agree

learning.
n =105

Table 4.27 shows the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the teachership
knowledge. The mean score of teachership domain was 3.04 (S.D. = 0.52). This
means that the preservice teachers agreed that they had sufficient knowledge about
teachership.

The preservice teachers mentioned that they were taught about how to be a
good teacher. They thought that being a non-native English teacher does not
negatively affect students’ learning.

“...we were taught and trained to be a qualified
English teacher so I think being a non-native
English teacher does not negatively affect
students’ learning...” (Preservice teacher # 1)
“...preservice teachers in the program were taught

about morality so we know our role and duty..”.
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In sum, the domain of Educational Research gained the lowest mean score
(2.66). On the other hand, the domain of Technology gained the highest mean score
(3.20), as shown in Table 4.28.

It was also found that the domain which had the highest mean scores among
the nine domains of the questionnaire, regarding the preservice teachers’ perceptions
of being a non-native English teacher, were Technology, Teachership and Psychology
for Teachers, respectively.

Table 4.28
The summary of mean score and standard deviation of the perceptions of the

preservice teachers of being a non-native English teacher classified by domain

Domain

S AN S - S . S

> T S _S5S X2 S8 = =1

s . & 58 Sttt S, 553 Bs5 B

= c S 38 S92 928 Es5> T o

<) ] = = o g a3 G © o gu S 3 5]

s S 8 S53 <88 2§ 32T 33 =

Results - O = QA 402 aF W=2s WwWco =
Mean(X) ,g5 283 320 296 299 302 299 266% 304
SD. 056 058 066 064 055 050 052 074 052

Meaning agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree  agree

* the highest mean score
** the lowest mean score

The One-Way ANOVA was applied to analyze and compare the differences
among the mean scores of nine domains of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of
being a non-native English teacher. The nine domains comprised (1) Language, (2)
Content, (3) Technology, (4) Curriculum Development, (5) Learning and Classroom
Management, (6) Psychology for Teachers, (7) Educational Measurement and

Evaluation, (8) Educational Research, and (9) Teachership.
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In Table 4.29, the One-Way ANOVA test was used to determine differences
among the nine domains and it showed statistically significant difference, F (8, 936) =
6.613, p < .05. This means that there was at least one pair among the nine domains of
the preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English teacher that the
respondents perceived differently.

Table 4.29
The result of the One-Way ANOVA of the perceptions of the preservice teachers of

being a non-native English teacher

The preservice

teachers’ perceptions Wean 2 MS F Sig.

Being a non-native
English teacher

*p < .05, n =105

2.95 0.37 2339 6.613* .000

Then, the Scheffé’s method of Multiple Comparison was applied to study the
pairs that were statistically significantly different.

Table 4.30 shows the Multiple Comparison of the five pairs that were
perceived differently. The five pairs comprised (1) Content and Technology (2)
Technology and Educational Research (3) Psychology for Teachers and Educational
Research (4) Educational Measurement and Evaluation and Educational Research,
and (5) Educational Research and Teachership.

The details of the comparison can be divided into two mains aspects as
follows:

(1) Differences of Content and Technology

It was found that the mean scores of the domains of Content and Technology

were statistically different at a .05 level. The mean score of the preservice teachers’

perceptions of Content was statistically lower than the mean score of the domain of
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Technology. This means that the respondents perceived that they had more knowledge
on Technology than Content.
(2) Differences of Educational Research and other domains

Table 4.30 shows that the mean score of the domain of Educational Research
was statistically different from that of the domain of Technology, Psychology for
Teachers, Educational Measurement and Evaluation, and Teachership. It was found
that the mean score of the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the domain of
Educational Research was statistically and significantly lower than the mean score of
the domain of Technology, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and
Evaluation, and Teachership. This means that the respondents perceived themselves to
have lower knowledge on Educational Research than that of the other four domains.
Table 4.30
The Multiple Comparison of the means of the nine domains of the perceptions of the

preservice teachers of being a non-native English teacher

Domain 2 ¢ £ £ i BE 5 S38EZ 3§ %
5 8 e 38eis50=.LE8f 80 Q& e
Mean 288 283 320 296 299 302 299 266 3.04
Language 2.88
Content 2.83 0.05

Technology 320 0.31 0.36*
Curriculum 296 008 0.13 023

Development

Learning and

Classroom 299 010 015 020 0.02

Management

Psychology

for Teachers 302 014 019 017 0.05 0.03
Educational

Measurement 299 011 016 020 0.02 0.00 0.02
and Evaluation

el 266 021 0.6 052* 029 032 0.35% 032

Research

Teachership 304 016 021 045 007 0.05 002 0.05 0.37*
*p <.05
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The relationship of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of being non-
native English teachers

Table 4.31 shows the correlations of mean scores of the nine domains. The
correlation was used to test the strength of the relationship between two variables
(Mackey and Gass, 2012). It was found that the domains of Educational Measurement
and Evaluation and Learning and Classroom Management were very strongly
correlated, r = 0.64, p < .01 (n = 105), indicating that there was a very strong
relationship between the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the two domains.

The domain of Educational Research was found to have the four pairs that
were not correlated. The domains that were not correlated to the domain of
Educational Research include Language, Curriculum Development, Learning and
Classroom Management, and Educational Measurement and Evaluation.
Table 4.31

The correlations of the preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English

teacher
EINITERS g = -
> [<5) o
® g 5 St %5 EE s Eo 3
g e S =i €09 50 =L = =g @
> [ c o3 =R = - < > < < < <
> = <= 9 S 3 c C o sa 2 S8 =}
& S 8 =3 g=8 28 S3vs T3 5
| (& [ (S J02 L OS5 woe it
S 8 e S ) e S e e
(1) Language 1.00
(2) Content 0.61** 1.00
(3) Technology 0.20** 0.49** 1.00
(4) Curriculum Kok *
Development 0.22 0.23 0.11 1.00
(5) Learning and
Classroom 0.27** 0.30** 0.24* 0.58** 1.00

Management

(©) Poychology for g 3gwx 0,33+ 0.32** 0.36** 0.61** 1.00

(7) Educational

Measurementand  0.31** 0.29** 0.29** 0.32** 0.64** 0.58** 1.00

Evaluation

(8) Educational 0.18 0.37** 0.33** 0.13 0.06 0.24* 0.12 1.00

Research

(9) Teachership 0.35** 0.45** 0.38** 0.25** 0.34** 0.45** 041** 0.40** 1.00

*p < .05, **p < .01
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In conclusion, it was found that all nine domains of knowledge of non-native
English teachers and the preservice teachers as being non-native English teachers
were both perceived positively. The preservice teachers agreed that non-native
English teachers had knowledge based on the nine domains. According to findings
from Part 2 and Part 3 of the questionnaire, Technology was the domain that achieved
the highest mean score among the nine domains. On the contrary, Educational
Research achieved the lowest mean score. The findings of the two research objectives
were as follows:

Firstly, the preservice teachers agreed that their non-native teachers had
knowledge about Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development,
Learning and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational
Measurement and Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership. They
perceived that learning with non-native English teachers did not negatively affect
their learning. This means that non-native English teachers had the necessary quality
for being a professional English teacher. There was no statistically significantly
difference between the findings of each domain. The correlations among nine
domains were significantly correlated. There was a very strong relationship between
the preservice teachers’ perceptions towards the domain of Language and Learning
and Classroom Management, r = 0.66, p < .01 (n = 105).

Secondly, the preservice teachers also perceived that they had knowledge on
the nine domains. However, the domains of Technology, Teachership, and
Psychology for Teachers, respectively, achieved the higher mean scores than the other
domains. There were differences between the domain of educational research and

other domains. The mean score of Educational Research was statistically lower than
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that of Technology, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and
Evaluation, and Teachership. The domains of Educational Measurement and
Evaluation and Learning and Classroom Management were very strongly correlated,
r =0.64, p <.01 (n = 105). However, it was also found that Content and Technology
were not statistically correlated. Technology achieved a higher mean score than
Content, indicating that the preservice teachers had more knowledge on Technology
than Content. Moreover, Educational Research was not statistically correlated with
Language, Curriculum Development, Learning and Classroom Management, and
Educational Measurement and Evaluation. The domain of educational research gained
the lowest mean score in comparison to these four domains.

Lastly, the findings from the semi-structured interview were found that non-
native English teachers were perceived positively by the EFL preservice teachers.
Non-native English teachers were regarded as good role models and competent in
teaching English. The preservice teachers agreed that non-native English teachers
have adequate knowledge based on the nine domains which are the quality of being a
professional English teacher. Therefore, being a non-native English teacher does not

negatively affect students’ learning.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter concludes by summarizing the overall study including the main
objectives, research findings, elaboration on the discussion, and suggestions drawn

from the findings.

5.1 Summary

The numbers of English as second language (ESL) and English as foreign
language (EFL) learners have been rapidly growing. So, the demand of English
teachers was raised. The significant issue concerning about English teachers is about
their qualification. Existing studies that support the importance of the quality of non-
native English teachers are still rare and more studies are needed to confirm such
research findings. As a result, this exploratory survey study aimed to investigate
preservice teachers’ perceptions towards non-native English teachers. The two main

objectives of this study were as follows:

1. To investigate the perceptions of preservice teachers of non-native English
teachers
2. To explore the perceptions of preservice teachers of being a non-native English

teacher

The research design was a cross-sectional survey design using both
quantitative and qualitative methods. It explored the Thai EFL preservice teachers’

perceptions of non-native English teachers, and being non-native English teachers.
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The main instruments used in this study were the closed-ended questionnaire, and

semi-structured interview.

This study was divided into two stages. Stage one was concerned with
planning to construct a research instrument. In this stage, the questionnaire and
interview questions were constructed based on the three sub-stages: (1) analyzing
documents, (2) constructing the instruments, and (3) developing the instruments. The
relevant documents were studied to integrate with the findings from classroom
observation in order to develop the conceptual framework of this study. The
instruments were constructed based on the framework of the nine domains of
knowledge for being a professional English teacher and validated by experts and a

pilot study.

Stage two dealt with the implementation of the instruments for the main study.
This stage comprised three sub-stages: (1) conducting the main study, (2) analyzing
the data, and (3) reporting the findings. During the second semester of the academic
year 2012, the preservice teachers in the Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL) program of the Faculty of Education at Khon Kaen University,
Thailand participated in the study. The questionnaire was distributed to 105 preservice
teachers in the program who were randomly selected as the sample of this study.
Then, three preservice teachers from the sample were randomly chosen to be
interviewed in a group. The quantitative data was gathered and analyzed mainly using
the descriptive statistics, the One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and
correlations. The qualitative data from the interview was analyzed by the content

analysis method.
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The findings of this study indicated the preservice teachers’ perceptions of
non-native English teachers and being non-native English teachers. The findings were
divided into two aspects: 1) preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English
teachers, and 2) preservice Teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English

teacher.

1.) Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers

In response to Research Question One, the preservice teachers agreed that non-
native teachers have knowledge for being professional English teachers including
Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning and Classroom
Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and Evaluation,
Educational Research, and Teachership. It was found that Technology, Psychology
for Teachers and Content had higher mean scores than the other domains. However,
the One-Way ANOVA was used to test differences among the nine domains and it
showed no statistically significant difference, F (8, 936) = 1.526, p > .05. The domain
of Language and Learning and Classroom Management was very strongly correlated,

r=0.66, p < .01 (n = 105).

2.) Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English teacher

In response to Research Question Two, the preservice teachers perceived
themselves positively with regard to the nine domains. They perceived that they have
knowledge on Technology, Teachership, and Psychology for Teachers higher than the
other domains. The One-Way ANOVA testing for differences among nine domains
was statistically significantly different, F (8, 936) = 6.613, p < .05. The mean score of

the domain of Educational Research was statistically lower than that of the domains
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of Technology, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and Evaluation,
and Teachership. According to the correlations’ results, the domains of Educational
Measurement and Evaluation and Learning and Classroom Management were very
strongly correlated, r = 0.64, p < .01 (n = 105). The domain that gained the lowest
mean score was Educational Research. It was not statistically correlated with the
domains of Language, Curriculum Development, Learning and Classroom

Management, and Educational Measurement and Evaluation.

According to the interview findings, the preservice teachers revealed that non-
native teachers did not have a native-like accent. Also, the preservice teachers had
never seen their teachers do research in class, so they were not sure whether non-
native English teachers had knowledge of educational research. However, they
perceived their non-native English teachers positively with regard to all nine domains
of knowledge. Non-native English teachers were likely to use various kinds of
activities to support students’ learning. The teaching strategies that non-native English
teachers used to help the preservice teachers learn best were both group and
individual activities such as the jigsaw activity and reflection activity. Speaking and
listening skills were the English skills that they could improve at most in learning
with non-native English teachers, while writing skill was improved the least. The
preservice teachers perceived that non-native English teachers were considered to be
good role models. Non-native English teachers were likely to understand ESL or EFL
students about difficulty in learning English because they had an experience as L2

learners. Also, they were likely to understand the students’ nature and needs well.
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5.2 Discussion

The findings were discussed on two aspects: 1) Preservice teachers’
perceptions of non-native English teachers, and 2) Preservice Teachers’ perceptions

of being a non-native English teacher.

5.2.1 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers

Based on the findings, the preservice teachers agreed that their non-native
English teachers had sufficient knowledge for being a professional English teacher.
This means that non-native English teachers can also effectively teach English.
Additionally, the preservice teachers agreed that professionalism is more important
than nativeness. Moussu (2010) found similar result that students did not focus on
issue of nativeness, but on an evidence of individual expertise. A study of English
learners in Vietnam was also consistent with the findings of this study. Walkinshaw
and Duong (2012) reveal that Vietnamese teachers were considered as well-qualified
English teachers. The non-native English teachers have qualifications including
teaching experience, qualifications, friendliness, enthusiasm, the ability to deliver
interesting and informative classes, understanding of students’ local culture, and
advanced English communicative competence, for being effective English teachers.
Therefore, non-native English teachers can teach English as effectively as native
teachers (Braine & Ling, 2007; Moussu, 2007).

The domain of Technology, Psychology for teachers, and Content gained
higher mean scores than the other domains. This means that the preservice teachers
perceived that their non-native English teachers had good knowledge on Technology,

Psychology for Teachers and Content. According to Ling and Braine (2007), being a
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non-native English teacher has benefits such as sharing the first language, being
effective in pedagogical skills, and being knowledgeable in the English language. The
current study found that the preservice teachers perceived that non-native English
teachers understood students’ natures and needs. They spoke Thai when students do
not understand complex lessons. Ling and Braine also (2007) stated that when they
were faced with difficulties in explaining some English grammar, non-native English
teachers could make use of the same language to clarify complex rules.

Furthermore, the preservice teachers perceived that non-native English
teachers knew content knowledge well, so they had learned a lot of content
knowledge from the teachers. This finding was also consistent with the findings from
Liu and Zhang (2007). They supported that non-native English teachers were
perceived by the students to have a good teaching quality. The study revealed that
students had learned more on class teaching by non-native English teachers (Liu and
Zhang, 2007). Moussu (2010) has also stated that a “good teacher” could be defined
as a teacher who has abilities in linguistics and knowledge in teaching pedagogies.
This is consistent with the findings of this study as non-native English teachers were
perceived by the preservice teachers to have good knowledge on content. Recently,
Ma (2012) found that students preferred non-native English teachers in several
aspects including first language proficiency, understanding of students’ difficulties,
ability to comfort students, and simple communication. Therefore, having the same
language with students and being knowledgeable in content can be an asset of non-
native English teachers.

On the other hand, non-native English teachers gained the lowest mean score

on Educational Research. Borg (2009) found that 75% of teachers read research
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‘sometimes.” The teachers revealed that the main obstacle for reading research
resulted from a lack of time to read. Thus, non-native English teachers should be
supported by, for examples, providing times and funds for participating in and doing
educational research.

5.2.2 Preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native English

teacher

It was found that the preservice teachers perceive themselves to have
knowledge on Language, Content, Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning
and Classroom Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and

Evaluation, Educational Research, and Teachership.

The domains of knowledge for being a professional English teacher that
gained the highest mean scores were Technology, Teachership, and Psychology for
Teachers, respectively. This finding was consistent with the study of Samimy and
Brutt-Griffler (1999). They found that the non-native English teachers perceived
themselves positively with regard to several aspects including sharing the same (first)
language, understanding students’ needs, having ability to share experience with the
learner, and knowing students’ background.

On the other hand, the domains that gained the lowest mean scores were
Educational Research, Content, and Language, respectively. The preservice teachers
perceived that they had less knowledge of Educational Research than the other
domains. Thus, knowledge about Educational Research needs to be improved the
most. Borg (2010) has stated that research engagement is a productive way for

professional development. Teachers can develop their teaching potentials by either
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reading or doing research. To gain the preservice teachers’ knowledge on Educational
Research, teachers in the program may need to put a greater emphasis on teaching
about Educational Research. It may help the preservice teachers to gain knowledge of
this domain in order to prepare themselves to be a professional English teacher.
Another finding from Reves and Medgyes (1994) was also consistent with the
findings of this study. They revealed that non-native English teachers perceived
themselves as less competent in vocabulary, fluency, speaking, pronunciation, and
listening comprehension than native English teachers. Additionally, Kamhi-Stein et
al. (2004) found that even though non-native English teachers have sufficient
competence in teaching English grammar, they do not prefer teaching it. Teaching
about grammatical rules of the other language may cause anxiety for every teacher.
Because English is not their first language, non-native English teachers may not feel
very comfortable to teach those rules even though they are competent in teaching

English grammar.

5.3 Conclusion

Based on the questionnaire findings of this study, non-native English teachers
were perceived positively with regard to nine domains: Language, Content,
Technology, Curriculum Development, Learning and Classroom Management,
Psychology for Teachers, Educational Measurement and Evaluation, Educational
Research, and Teachership. These domains are necessary for being a professional
English teacher in Thailand.

The preservice teachers perceived that the non-native English teachers have

good competence on the knowledge of Technology, Psychology for Teachers, and
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Content. On the other hand, the preservice teachers found themselves to have more
knowledge about Technology, Teachership, and Psychology for Teachers than the
other domains.

It was also found that Educational Research, Language and Curriculum
Development were the knowledge in which non-native English teachers have the
lowest competence, while Educational Research, Content and Language were the
domains of knowledge that the preservice teachers may need to improve.

The non-native English teachers were perceived to have knowledge about
technology than other domains. This is similar to the findings from the preservice
teachers’ perceptions towards themselves. The preservice teachers perceived
themselves to have good knowledge on technology. Most of the preservice teachers
feel comfortable using various kinds of technology in class.

The knowledge about educational research of non-native English teachers had
lower mean score of perception than the other domains. Similarly, the preservice
teachers also perceived themselves that they have less competence in educational
research than the other knowledge. They somewhat know how to do educational
research but they did not have much opportunity to practice. Therefore, the program
needs to put greater emphasis on teaching about educational research in order to gain
this knowledge of non-native English teachers and preservice teachers in the program.

According to the interview findings, it was found that all domains of
knowledge of non-native English teachers were also perceived positively by the
preservice teachers. However, Educational Research was the domain of knowledge
that both non-native English teachers and the preservice teachers may need to

improve. Also, non-native English teachers were likely to have a problem about their
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accent. However, it did not negatively affect students’ learning. The preservice
teachers revealed that Thai teachers’ accent was easy for them to understand. Finally,
non-native English teachers could also be regarded as a good role model for EFL
students. Non-native English teachers were good at teaching content and understood
students’ natures and needs well. These were perceived as the advantages of being a

non-native English teacher.

5.4 Pedagogical Implementations

This study serves as one of the exploratory survey studies that investigates the
preservice teachers’ perceptions of non-native English teachers and being a non-
native English teacher. It established a proposed framework for being a professional
nonnative English teacher. As being a professional teacher is significant, it is
suggested that the program should encourage the preservice teachers and non-native
English teachers to improve their qualifications and skills in teaching English through

lifelong learning and better salaries (Foley, 2005; Draper, 2012).

Based on the findings of this study, it is suggested that the TESOL program
should create courses that can support the preservice teachers’ learning with regard to
all nine domains of knowledge. The preservice teachers should have learned about
language, content, technology, curriculum development, learning and classroom
management, psychology for teachers, educational measurement and evaluation,

educational research, and teachership when attending in the program.

Also, the preservice teachers and non-native English teachers in the program

need to improve the knowledge of Language, Curriculum Development, and
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Educational Research as they were perceived lower than the other knowledge
domains. They should improve the knowledge of these three domains because all nine
domains of knowledge are necessary for being professional English teachers. One
way that may help to enhance the quality of the preservice English teachers is to
prepare a course that integrates the nine domain of knowledge together. Professional
Development of Skills for English Teachers course, for example, should be created in
order to increase knowledge and develop essential skills for being a qualified English

teacher of preservice English teachers.

In order to improve knowledge and the ability to use language, the program
can support students and non-native English teachers with more opportunity to use
English. Draper (2012) reveal that most of people in the northeast, including Khon
Kaen, speak Isan dialect as their first language, so Thai and English are considered as
the second and third language, respectively. As a result, it is harder for them to
acquire English than those who learn it as a second language. Thus, supporting
students with an opportunity to access the English language is one way to enhance
their English ability. Intensive English courses, for example, may help both preservice
teachers and non-native English teachers in the program to improve all English skills.
The more they have opportunity to use the language, the better they can acquire and
use it effectively. Draper (2012) also suggested that schools and universities in the
northeastern of Thailand may need to increase the number of regular class hours of
English instruction. It may help to increase ability to use English of the people in

preparation to the upcoming ASEAN Community on 2015.
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The knowledge about Curriculum Development and Educational research of
non-native English teachers are also needed to be improved. The program should put
a greater emphasis on these domains of knowledge in order to develop professional
non-native English teachers for both local and global community. One way to gain
this knowledge is to encourage and support the teachers in the program to participate
in educational workshops, seminars or conferences. As the findings reveal that the
preservice teachers lack of confident to do educational research themselves, the
program should also create more courses for students to practice doing educational
research. Borg (2010, 2013) recommended that ‘engagement with research’ by
reading it and ‘engagement in research’ by doing it were the effective ways for

language teachers to develop teaching potentials professionally.

Furthermore, the Ministry of Education should pay more attention on the
quality of English teachers in Thailand. Non-native English teachers should be
received in the form of funds to do educational research or to participate in seminars
in the country or international conferences about English Language Teaching (ELT).
In addition to increasing the number of qualified English teachers, the Bureau of
Teacher Education Personnel Development of Thailand should realize more on the
importance of English teacher professional development by encouraging English
teachers to participate in workshop trainings and seminars that helps to develop their

profession.

5.5 Recommendation for Further Studies

The findings of this study shed light on the preservice teachers’ perceptions

with regards to nine domains of knowledge for being a professional teacher. The nine
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domains were summarized and framed based on the document analysis and the
observation findings from the Thai context. These nine domains are consistent to the
nine standards of teaching professional knowledge that regulates all teachers in
Thailand which includes Language and Technology for Teachers, Curriculum
Development, Learning Management, Psychology for Teachers, Educational
Measurement and Evaluation, Classroom Management, Educational Research,
Educational Innovation and Information Technology, and Teachership. The Ministry
of Education of Thailand regulates that every teacher in Thailand needs to have
knowledge of these nine domains in order to be a professional teacher. Therefore, the
nine domains are important for all English teachers who work in Thailand. Due to the
differences in situations and needs, some domains of knowledge may not be necessary
for students and teachers in other countries. However, based on the framework of this

study, all nine domains are crucial for every English teacher.

Finally, students’ perceptions help to reveal trustworthy results. It is necessary
to explore the qualification of non-native English teachers through students’
perceptions; however, the perceptions from different levels of students may also be
needed to investigate in order to confirm the findings of this study. Additionally,
further studies should examine the non-native English teachers’ actual competency
and proficiency to investigate their ability to teach. A long-term study about students’
English proficiency in learning with non-native English teachers should be conducted

to find the effect of learning with non-native English teachers.
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Guideline for Field-Note Observation
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Field-Note ObservationForm

Class: Number of students:

Nationality of Teacher: Date/Time:
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Appendix C

Data from Classroom Observation

Domain Classroom Observation Excerpts

English was used as the main language of instruction, but Thai was used sometime when
greeting and discussing difficult concepts with students. Most teachers speak English
fluently, especially a teacher from the Philippines who taught Methods of Teaching
Literature in the English Classroom.

Language

Every teacher presented the concept of study, explained and gave examples about the
content to students in the presentation step. In the Creation of English Teaching Projects
Content class, the teacher summarized concepts of lesson plan design and presented the concepts
using a PowerPoint presentation.

Teachers made use of basic technologies such as a computer, a projector, a microphone,
etc. in the presentation step of teaching. Every teacher summarized concepts of study for
Technology | students to learn in a PowerPoint presentation and gave the students handouts while
teaching.

Teachers designed activities that encouraged students to work both in groups and as
individuals for the entire semester. In the Creation of English Teaching Projects class,
students had to write a reflection piece to give feedback to the teachers after finishing each
class.

Curriculum
Development

Teachers started the lesson with a warm-up activity to call students’ attention and finished
the lesson by giving a conclusion before asking students to give feedback. The teacher,
Learning and who taught Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom, gave students a

Classroom handout that presented an example of a short story before explaining how to teach the
Management literature step by step using the story that he prepared. In the Creation of English Teaching
Projects class, the teacher encouraged students to speak English by asking them to do a
‘check-in’ and ‘check-out’ activity.

Teachers explained each concept of study slowly and asked students to repeat what the
teachers said in order to check the students’ understanding. Some teachers had to respond
to the same questions that students asked more than three times. For example, the teacher
in a Creation of English Teaching Projects class explained to students about how to design
materials and rubric scores to match with the lesson plan three times in class and give
examples from students’ prior knowledge. Teachers also spoke Thai when students seemed
not to clearly understand what he/she explains in English.

Psychology for
Teachers

Educational In the Methods of Teaching Literature in the English Classroom class, the teacher
Measurement commented on the students’ presentations and gave feedback. The teacher asked other
and Evaluation | Students in class to give feedback and suggestions to their friends who were the presenters.

Teachers wrote down comments during students’ presentations. The teacher of a Creation
of English Teaching Projects class asked students about problems and obstacles in doing
their project. Then, she wrote down the students comments in her notebook. The teacher of
a Creation of English Teaching Projects class assigned students to write a reflection paper
to give feedback of learning and teaching in each class.

Educational
Research

During class, teachers always said “listen to me” and asked “Did you hear me clearly in the
back?” or “Do you understand?” to the students. Students came to talk with teachers when
Teachership they had some questions to ask individually during and after class. Students always raised
their hands and asked questions to teachers during classes.
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Appendix D

List of experts validating the instruments

. Asst. Prof. Sarintip Raksasataya, Ph. D.

Faculty of Education, KhonKaen University

. Asst. Prof. Nantawan Senchantichai, Ph.D.

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Khon Kaen University
. Chatraporn Piamsai, Ph.D.

Chulalongkorn Language Institute, Chulalongkorn University
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Appendix E

Index of Item Objective Congruence (I0OC) Form
(Experts’ evaluation form)
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Objective 2: To explore preservice teachers’ perceptions of being a non-native
English teacher
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Appendix F

Evaluation form for interview questions

Questions suggestion

1. How do you think about NNETs? | trrereerseeesseeassssasssesenensnencanencans

2. What are the strategies that | ceceieiiiieiiiiiieieereererereecncsnecnsesnnes
NNETS USE IN CIaSS? | cieieiiiieiireieenenececncnecacnsesnacnsnsnnnns

3. What are the English skillS that | ceceiuiniieiiiiiiiiiiiereriereeeeenenens
NNETS help you learn DeSt? | ciieiiiieiiiiiiieeiereeecncneeecacnsennnns

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

4. What are the English skillg that | fro = -sesesesssssssenssssssssssnnssnnens,
NNETS cannot help you to be | wwereeeseseesesessessssssssmsssnnicnncnins
improved?

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

5. How do you about being NNETs? | **tretesesesseseasarassssssneucuccassenenne

Other suggestions:

----------------------------------------

ASSessor
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Appendix G
Preservice teachers’ perceptions Questionnaire
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I D‘]ﬂﬂ Dﬁtijq
91y I:lﬁ’@ﬂﬂ'jw 187 I:l 18-19%) I:lzo—zl'ﬂ I:l N 219
IZHLIANAYITIUNHIDING Y I:l Woonan s 1) I:ls-lo'ﬂ
I:l 11-153 I:lumﬂ'insfﬂ
o 1 ]
dszaumsal lums lfnaeseme I:l 1Y I:l line
Y ]
DAY 5202015 oo
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d‘ Y v K U [ d' 1 "9
ADUN2 NI ‘]_Iqi."UEN‘I«!ﬂﬁﬂ“lslWﬂgﬂi‘)ﬂgfﬂyWENﬂE]HVIMhJGlG]ﬂ%”I"UENﬂ”IHW

@ a =1 =) A =) 3 v < v A
JZAUANUAALHY 1= ]liJLﬁHﬂ'JEmEJNEN 2= IliJL‘I(T‘L!ﬂ'JEJ 3=I1UUAW 4 =INUAWBDYIU

L a 3
ITAVANNAALTIY

T L1 & <
Tavin | Maiwinv | win Wi
Uszidunnunawiu Mg fe A fe
2814 289
& i
Gy G
YV
1. ANUNH 1 2 3 4

19 Ay 19 1 Y % Y
1.1 ﬂEﬂ’ﬁ%ﬂ@ﬂﬂﬂHVI"lllchﬂﬁ]']"’U@Qﬂ'l'ﬂ’]W"ﬂﬂ’ly']@\?ﬂqyiquNﬁﬂu

wwue (NNETS always speak English in class.)

1.2 agmusangui hiladvesnmlsnmsingulunmsesuie

demiienlifidhlaldie (NNETs explain difficult concepts
in English clearly)

o Ay 19 1 Y = Y 4
1.3 ﬂ3ﬂTHTt‘Nﬂf]]eﬂ/lIlili"]ﬂi]WGU@QﬂWHWMﬂ'ﬂllEﬂﬁﬂvhfﬂﬂim

mwdanguiluedisd (NNETs know the English grammar
very well.)

1.4 agmisangui lilmdwesnwud lums 14 lensal

musanguiraliiuindnu (NNETS correct students’

grammars.)
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Uszidunnufaiv

U a <
ITAVANNAALTIY

Taisvin

v
120eld]

y &
2. ANUHIHBDH

o AN g v ~ P o A ~
2.1 ﬂEﬂT}ﬂfNﬂi]};ﬂ/lVlllslf’]ﬂ"l]Tﬂlf]\iﬂﬂ%ﬂllﬂ'ﬂllg!ﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂlu8W1Wﬁ§]u

HJueeed (NNETs know content knowledge very well.)

@ Iy Y dy 1 [} @ @ A 9 1
22 ﬂumlm‘iﬂuglu't‘)ﬂ”lﬁ”lﬂ‘]'t‘)fJN?J”IﬂlI”IfJﬂ‘]JﬂEﬂ?HW@\?ﬂf]HVIN],lIGL%

DU (I have learned a lot of content knowledge
from NNETSs.)

[ k4 j’ ' YA a A [ A
2.3 amiﬂugmammmllﬂﬂclmwwmﬁauiﬂﬂﬂgm‘mmﬂqy‘n

lailHdrvesnimn  can learn content knowledge better with
NNETS.)

3. umnalulag

3.1 Aagmwvangui s wesmp ldmaTuTadswlinmsaon

L} a 4 d
WU AeNNIMeT taz tag nTeamaninalad 1@ udu (NNETS

always integrate technologies, such as computer, Projector,
etc. with teaching in class.)

(% dl ] "9 E) =l d'
3.2 agmwvangui lilmswesnwldina TuTadareesnunuie

msaou(NNETS create materials using various kinds of
technologies.)

3.3 agnwangu il wesmmiaivayuliingnu 1y

maTuTagaen lurtesiieu NNETS encourage students to use
technologies while learning in class.)

4. MUMSHANHANGAS

4.1 agmudangun lilmdrwesnyudennanssuiumng auaoms

Hnuagiawe (NNETS always choose good practice
activities.)

o Ay 19 v Y a o A
4.2 ﬂ3ﬂ’]‘ﬂ’]@\?ﬂﬂHV]Vlllcl(’]ﬂﬁ]']6119\151']'}1']3Jﬂ']iﬂiﬂﬂ§\1ﬂ'ﬁﬁauw\|ﬂ%aﬂ

mivayumsiseuivenindny (NNETSs always improve
his/her teaching to facilitate students in class.)

o Ay 19y o 9 a9 v )
4.3 ﬂ3ﬂThITt‘Nﬂf]‘]eﬂ/lhlili"'lﬂiﬂ*ll’t‘)ﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂﬁl’t‘)llﬁﬁﬁMlﬂiﬂﬂﬂl’t‘)iﬁuﬂllug

yoindAnu lisuissmsiseunsaon (NNETS bring

students’ feedbacks to improve teaching and learning in
class.)
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1

[ FJ
5.1 ﬂgﬂ1B1ENﬂQBﬂvliJal%L%jT’llfNﬂTlnﬂﬁlﬂﬁ?ﬂ‘ﬂmuﬁﬂlﬂuﬂﬁﬁ@u

aguvanzeay (NNETSs always manage steps in teaching
appropriately.)

o i 19 1 Y ] '
5.2 ﬂgﬂTﬁnﬂQﬂQ‘HﬁhljJGl"]ﬂﬂ']"’Uﬂ\jﬂ'ly’]!ﬁ%E]jJﬂ']'uJWiﬂiJﬂ@uﬂ’]jﬁﬂu

HJueeed (NNETS are well-prepared before teaching.)

o A [ "9 9 L A
5.3 agmwvangei ilsswesnw ldnagns lumsasud

vanviate (NNETS use various strategies in teaching.)

[ vy
5.4 agnudangui i lsdwesnwligduuumsdeuibenens

iFeuivonindny1 (NNESTS teach in a manner that helps
students to learn.)

o A q Y Y Yo K = Y
5.5 ﬂgﬂ”ﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂq‘lﬂTlhllli"lﬂﬁ]ﬁl't‘NﬂTH”Iﬂi%ﬂuiﬁuﬂﬁmﬂ%ﬁﬂuglm%

Mmnanssuedaduanuamnsa (NNETSs encourage students to
do their best in learning and doing activities.)

6. NUIAINNEHIUAZ

@ =i 1 "9 Y a
6.1 ﬂ3ﬂ']‘H'IENﬂi]‘]sl‘i/lUlllsl%ﬁ]']"’UfNﬂTH'ILEU']G!i]Glu‘ﬁiiiJ"]fW]LLagﬂ’J'liJ

doamsvenindnyn (NNETSs understand students’ natures and
needs.)

o Ay gy v A
6.2ﬂ:J:ﬂTHTt‘)Qﬂf]HVIMllliﬂﬂﬁ)”ﬁ]@ﬂﬂ?ﬂ”ltlﬂfﬂﬁlﬂ11‘1[]511!ﬂ15ﬁ9u111@

vindnu it ladiemduden (NNETS speak Thai when
students do not understand complex lessons.)

1% Ay 191y a & = ]
6.3ﬂqi.ﬂTBTt‘Nﬂf]HVIMlll‘l%LﬁJ”ISUENﬂTH”I’t‘)‘ﬁU”IEJLHE‘)WW]EJ”Iﬂ’t‘)EJN"]f”IG]

ieldindnuudhla (NNETS explain difficult concepts
slowly for students to understand.)

@ A 91y 1 Y v K a 9
6.4ﬂgiﬂ‘ﬂ']’é)\iﬂi]HVthJGl“]ﬂi]'llefJ\iﬂWH'l%’JfﬂWuﬂﬁﬂ‘kﬂllﬂ’ﬂmslﬂii]

iloranen IdedaFanu (NNETS help students to understand
content knowledge clearly.)

£ 4 % a =2
To mumsiatazdszdiumamamsann

7.1 agmudangu i lmdwesnmIddnausnuzasauves

WnAny el il jeegiene (NNETS always give comments to

improve students’ works.)

o AW 19 1 Y A v ®
7.2 ‘ﬂgﬂTHTOQﬂf]]&lﬂhlllslf’]ﬂ"l]WJ'OQﬂTHWﬂiglﬂuWﬁQTHUﬂﬂﬂ‘H"Wnll

an 939 (NNETSs evaluate students” works appropriately.)
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dsziaunnufawiu
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281389

k% % a =<
7. mumsianazdszdiumamamsanen 1 2 3 4

o Ay 19 v Y Yo A A
7.3 ﬂgm‘mmﬂﬂ‘]ﬂﬂqﬂﬂ‘mfﬂwmm‘yﬂ"lf’.)‘ﬁmﬁﬂﬁzmuwaﬂuﬂ

mingaunuFuau (NNETS use appropriate assessment
methods to evaluate different kinds of students’ work.)

@ cs' ] L Y a U
7.4 ﬂgﬂ']HWNﬂ’L]H“VIVlllGl"]ﬂi]T”UfNﬂTH11"]5’J‘ﬁﬂ'liﬂﬁﬂiﬁillluiﬂﬂﬂqu

1 v
iwou(Peer Assessment) lusuizouagiaruo (NNETS always use
peer assessment in class.)

4 av =
8. ATHUNIIVEENNINIANHI 1 2 3 4

o Ay 1q 1 Y o = 9o
8.1 ﬂ3ﬂTH']f)ilﬂi]HVIVlllGl%!i]'léll@Qﬂ'lHW@la!iy}W]uﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂn’du@uugﬁ

aamsaeuvesng (NNETS allow students to give feedbacks
on his/her teaching.)

9 Ay 19 1 Y o 9 o =
8.2 ﬂ3mmmﬂf]m/l”lllslfmWmmymwamuauummuﬂﬁﬂyﬂﬂ

Wannmsiseumsaeusgiaue (NNETSs always bring students’
comments to improve his/her teaching.)

8.3 Agnangui i lmswesniauinsdousgiaue (NNETs

always improve his/her teaching.)

Y I
9. mummuluﬂg 1 2 3 4

9.1 agm18engu M wesmeuiaeunaziandouasinaiog

e (NNETS always come to class and finish class on
time.)

9.2 agmpBangu lilsdwesnuiinnwsudasoulunsdou
(NNETSs have responsibility in teaching.)

o Ay 1q 1 Y ' D) ~
9.3 ﬂEﬂ“&ﬂ@\?ﬂf]HT/lhlilsl,"]ﬂfl]WGU'E)QﬂWHWﬁuﬁlﬂﬂ@ﬂ]"ﬂl!‘lﬂiﬂiuf‘lTiL'i‘(’Ju

yoaindny1egierue (NNETSs always concern about students’
understanding while learning in class.)

o Ay 19 v Y < VA
9.4 ﬂgm‘lﬂ1ENﬂ’q‘bl‘1/1"lﬁfl"mi]WGIJ’ENm‘H1!,1Jul,L°1J°1JEJEJN°1/m"Umﬂ§ﬁ?Ju

71 (NNETS are role models of a good English teacher.)

o Ay 19 1 Y < '
9.5ﬂ3ﬂ”nen't‘)qﬂf]]%l1/]mlll(lcmflnﬁu@Qﬂ’]‘]&ﬂlﬂuuuﬂaﬂ’mmaﬂﬂg

muvang lugauaavesny (NNETS are ideal teachers for
me.)




148

a o Y o = : & o Ay o1q 1 v
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L1 L1
Taiwine | adedive | wiu Wi

Usziiunnufamiv A e | aw | dhe

0819 G

1. UM 1 2 3 4

L1 sudFnamelalumsldmmsanguynile

(I always feel comfortable using English in class.)

1.2 su'lifidymlums1dawdangslumsisou (1 do not have
any problems using English to study.)

1.3 ﬁummmcl%’mmﬁaﬂqyGlumiaamf‘:ﬂmsinq‘1@3’(I can use
English to teach various kinds of contents.)

v X
2. AMUHIHONN 1 2 3 4

2 19utinnud luvdn henssinwdangy (1 know English
grammatical rules)
2.2 duAnnBuiinnu luilemmsaouaisnediaiioe

(I think I have adequate knowledge in teaching
contents.)

2.3 AuAanduasaaeunusngu linuini eu a1l

iszansam (I think | can teach English effectively to
students.)
3. mumalulad 1 2 3 4

[ Y A j’ 1 A a J
3.1 aummmhmﬂuiawuwugm YU INTDIADUNIUADT LA

mseemenmalaald (1 can use basic technologies, such
as computer and projector.)

3.2 sufdanauielalumsldmaluladludecs e (1 feel
comfortable using technologies in class.)

3.3 fuawsalfina Tuladadredomsizeunsaen’ld (I make
use of technologies to create materials.)

3.4 2u'lifidanlaq lunmsldimaTulaglunsaeu (I do not

have any problems in using basic technologies to teach
my students.)
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4. MUMSHANHANGAS 1 2 3 4

4.1 suldeuimsannudngas Iz auniiniseu (1 have

learned how to develop a curriculum suitable for
students in Thai context.)

o = Y Y o J ) Y
4.2 ﬂ‘u’d']ll']iﬂ’é]’t']ﬂLL‘]J’U‘]J‘VILiEl‘ui“ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂaﬂﬁﬂu@ﬂﬂi%ﬁiﬂﬂ'ﬁlﬁEJ‘L!E

vouriniseu'ld (I can design appropriate lessons to suit
the learning objectives.)

4.3 Fuannsodnsginangasneumaznani W 1Flunmsaend

(I can analyze the curriculum used before and after
teaching.)

5. MUMIIANSIBIUNTTOUIAZMIVANTHOIIBY 1 2 3 4

s.asuamnsadenunizon I 1¥lumsaeu ldegramnzan (1 can
choose appropriate lessons to teach.)
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(I can create my own lesson to fit with students’
needs.)
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problems in learning English.)
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the individual students’ learning styles.)
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(I clearly understand how to evaluate and assess
students’ learning.)
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U a <
ITAVANNAALTIY

Yoy | Naidu | diu | diu
Uszidunnupaiv fe Mo | dw | de
RHAN] RIAN
&9 G
7. Mumsdanazlszfiuwamemsanen 1 2 3 4
7 3% uRRMFuTIsaEenTI maUssiiusuauveainion'ldees
mugaw (1 think 1 can choose appropriate assessment
methods to assess my student’s work.)
7.4 fufaiuauIodsziuwasuinion lded1gasssu (I
think I can assess students’ works fairly.)
8. MUMIIVEMIM AN 1 2 3 4
8.1 #u3IBMsMITenamsiny
(I know how to do educational research.)
8.2 uAaNRUamNIDItenmsanyla
(I think I can do educational researches.)
8.3 wu il lagmindewidsememsanuuiiundingy
(I do not have any problems if | have to do educational
research in English.)
9. Munnnilung 1 2 3 4

o oA v 3| o sy 191y
9.1 ﬂ‘ullﬂ’NllWiE]quluﬂﬁ!‘]JuﬂgﬂTHmﬁﬂq‘H‘VIhliJGl%ﬁ]T’U@\iﬂWB1
(I am ready for being a non-native English teacher)

[ 9 =3 Y v A =} (2 v =
9.2 ﬂul,"’lJ11i]ﬂ\1ﬂ’J']iJG]ENﬂ']i"llﬂQuﬂLiﬂu!ﬂNﬂuﬂﬂﬂgﬂ'l‘ﬂ'lﬂﬂﬂq‘]ﬂﬂ

Tilmdrwesnw (I will understand my students’ needs as
same as my NNETSs do.)

9.3 fudansudunuvedenadmsminzeuld (1 think | can
be a good role model for my students.)

o A o AW g1 Y o ]
9.4 AuFonagnmsengui lilsswesmiaeunpisingyla

agnalidszansam (I believe that NNETS can teach
English effectively.)

o a1 I o AY 19 1 Y 'R A
9.5 ﬂuﬂﬂ')']ﬂ'ﬁl‘ﬂuﬂ3ﬂ']‘kl']'E'Nﬂf]H1/]ullli“]ﬂﬁ]']"ll@\?ﬂ']‘}:«l']ulllﬁxiwa!ﬁﬂﬁ@

msiseuaeainizeu (1 think being NNETS do not affect
students’ English learning.)

OO Ovevouu U NI OO©
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