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Abstract

The issue of native speakerism has been a serious phenomenon throughout the world and has
caused severe influences in the field of English Language Teaching. However, few studies have cov-
ered its influence on the students’ perceptions and non-native English-speaking teachers. The lit-
erature suggests that native-speakerism might cause students’ native speaker bias and undermine
the self-esteem and career development of non-native speaker teachers, whereas whether these
theories could still fit in the context of Chinese English education environment is still unclear.
Therefore, the objective of this research is to explore the influence of native-speakerism on the
students and non-native teachers in two famous English Tutoring & Prep Institutions in China.
This research employed a mixture of quantitative and qualitative method paradigm. The results
manifest that due to native speakerism, Chinese students still show a sign of native-speaker bias,
whereas the non-native English teachers in China do not suffer too many negative influences as
expected.
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3 U2 A W& DA K BHE JEFESC (Non-native English-Speaking Teachers) UM, A R KR
ENHEBD . BAXERRRN, FEARE RS & RS A X T B8 8 ¥ 3L 1 3818 # ) (Native Eng-
lish-Speaking Teachers) {I{R4F, FHXFEHEIEFECH T H B OB R BERITT, ERIXEERR
BRFEEH T ERNISERF IV EMAHR. B, A3CH HREREARE E R KPR EKE
ERYINR R, FEA 3 SO 24 WS DL R BHE RSS2 A TS I . ASCRA e S e ERA
R, HAREERY, FAE Ve EIGERINAETIRSSEEAEX T UIRSCHRHERZ T (S
E{E: NESTs)Hm%E, ER, WAEHRENEHEIERCEMAI(L/ES/E: NNESTs)iERIE £ AT
-2 8

KA
HAEEL, FHEE, HEE, PESVN, PEEEEE

Copyright © 2020 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

4
1. e

H M TETE 1B A8 S TEAE R BRI R, S8R BUM A BHE & 5 2 SN 1 38005 5 0 9l
) — AP METE R[] FESSERCEAUR, A FWEfFECA, B NESTs HT HEEL RN KE, 7L
(1) B ARE SO TS SRR DL SO TR IE R PR (B AN, AR S 1l R A 01 2 o) 3 IR B AR 35 B 2] 1M
5771, NNESTSs W R T I 2 A hBE 15 S8 . MBCT NESTs, A4 T-1A 08 NNESTS & it
A BARMIAEE T80, A AERREAI O & DU R T Z 9B U SRR [2]. X — & “ek
T WA, C RGN BETE ZOE A X NNESTS 3 il K i i 5o mi, 45 i T FR B i (R
2y, SR THOM G () F S AN TR AEAE[3] [4] [5]. BARFETUITIEI S, SR SU A A K
wHigit, 4 Peter Medgyes 7 1983 4E B k% NNESTSs %5 J1i, X — i) SSALLE 52 T YF 2 itk ), 4R
1M Silvana Richardson 7£ 2016 fF 2 R3], JeA 3 LAEFAEE 5 ZUF UK 2 SR fEE . ith4h,
RIAELEILSERERIN, A VF 2 2280 T M BT TRV, ERHIX, JEHE P E, 6T 3A 3 SR
FREAMD . HEIE RN, KRR TR K EA LA T, RAIEERINL
He AR f1T%F T NESTs Al NNESTs (&%, JFHE NNESTs H BT b 32 UM A . EAE R IR, A
(R 52100 6] h V9 T S B I LG TR AN 2 A SL 224, R N PR BT LR A Ay v [ LB B A R 44 B (R RL S22
To TG SR — R iR A TR [ S P PRAR R 2N D S S AR B AR M 3T R R, i IO T AR ST 58 3 SR i
W BIA SR, T G AT TR S R TS B
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2. XEkzEd
21 BEAFENRBHEENEN

FESEF A, 0 A IR WA T SO S ELIIIT ) 0 A 2 R0 B 20 PR
Halliday A8, 34 3L, 10— BB E X" BURA, EREFTN “BREH " A RKE
IR ST, AR “PIRCIL”  TTEF PR 7T USSR SIS
VO P RS 2 M 2616 Halliday S0, BORYEE IR A Bk — FAF OB L
B 5 O ELT) LT OB ) “ BEVA %  FIRE[S]. A544R Phillipson F03 2 74718 3 316 A4
S S B, RPN BRI B O T A B 2 (030 2 S, e 0% R B L 20 it
40060 (F AT 0, 30 F IR T SCRPRIA I 09— R A ER TS St 17 40 I AL U]

ET CBHER 105 WL LGS HIR T R 0B F RS2 6], Chomsk
PR B RO T RHES SRCHRIERO A, B S EMB T | IS R — TSk A
“EUM R A" (9], BRICZ AN, 7 JLTHIA I “BHES " M2 05, R n] B
R R RER I [10] WA, R R TR SR AR A AR EHE RO,
WBHBA NI ST M1V R I BHE . AT, S (BB, IR
WA AE B 27 10 RO A R E . DI, — Sl S0 5T A L AR 6 2
DRI DR MRS, SO A AT ST, BEHA 3 M I04E 20, R BB ER B
I D A6 DL B S AR TR 5 O . Cook FRAJY, R — AT fE SRARAIAE 220 —FifE 25 1
VLR R A R0 DR NTI S IORFAE, 000048 2 RO T, V8 25 SR T PE L I8 5 G
QIR [10]. 35— B G RUE 4 S0 2 201 AN L 5 IR, AR RSCRE . i, fsg—
S A S LTI SRS R S5 1, WA (e BB B e, T 2% 15
ot F I 5 T ARSI 2 Lo SCAFRS . MR TR S B LIRSS REE o B
L, AR T RRES AR RHE % 105 JS AR B SE <B— SRIIEE " i, 115 % T LRIR
GEET PSR S T
2.2. AT XHHBRFNE
22.1. FibhifeE XRIRRS

YRS B AT I A R, ELRE R S SO BB R £ — 1] i
Halliday FFi: “HeFih B 0RO C0 e HE BSR4 L SRR, 5 FFITE 706 A
NSO R ILEERARI: W IRRHES MBI (OB Z LA LA,
R WL E R AP RO SR SOCH 7 (6] 50N LA 3 42 A
T I, AR O RS RO IR S5 BRI RHER R, EALA b4k
BRI, B MR R12]. BRIL2Ah, %5 NNESTs 56 HBE Rt R —
FPRERIOPE L, RISy ST SRR R o TR

PR, FAk X (RS AT T i 2 50 51 RS T AT 07 B SCAG L. RSty 3
BREH [FGEHOT, TGS/ RSO R, X SEURATR [ ISR HCHERE 7 R EE].

222, BERNSEEERL

AN, B AR OB SIS AT AR A S BRI (Monolingual Bias) A iz BFE #8118 (Native Speaker
Fallacy)ik RIE—if2. —iB I3 F 515 I WBRIAT T REEZ M EAEAL, RO “RBREE —FEMRE 1 A
AR SIS R HAR[L3]. 1, A [ i S Z0mEe 71 T E, European Profiling Grid (EPG)
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HZ245HUM “WAITLIEHE R B FRES 6717 E NI development phase 3 6. H 51925 2,
BEE # 2 B0 ITE 5 A, BHEEIRIE S A RIE S ¥ RS R, R EHEE A T HALA
W IFHE S HOM . BeAh, BB R FAE B NNESTs, FHFYNAATEZ 78 2 ASiiiilfe /1. HE
B, X WAL 2NN 5 5 213 B BRE R — BT PR IR ANE 5 % S (BRAT [14] o X il (i WL 00 B
BRI — B B S S IR R AR A . R BRI B B SR A R e T U . T
B P HEUER T, BURRHEA, RERA AR FA R TR M BRI 1
DR PRI A B G A ) H AR E F [15] [16].

ZFREEFZW, HXEHEHNELS FIREWHRML. R, Xeeripnsz 3] 7 HAab S # 1mit
F|. Davies 7E 1991 4F &R 515 I W2 — FiokE 5 HAWIPER K [8]. Paikeday L 224 BETE 2 1 BRAE M I8
B “ R IIIE S #AHR 7 [17]. Phillipson 5t AEREE 22 7T LA B kI 25 008 T PASEAS Bk B0 b
TR ) BEE 3 B RRAE (1 [18]

22.3. BEMBEYE)

AR S NNESTS (100 Al B £ X AT T A5 B BLIE RT o o JEE 5 20E 47 Mk Hp A7 7 R
PEULAT, BT NNESTS (99608 B0 B A AR GZ S A 2 () B EVE IR BNE S heil, Rl T2 EM L2 F 6
23t NNESTs () “ N 7E [ BB4E 7 [3]. BE, X —H USSR —M A RIEES, BRI E
CLAHE HO B3 (0 1 375 72 LA T BEE 3 A1 15[ 18] MHABAEKT , Bernat 4 1 Foft i 4% 5 0 A A7 FERE A 2
B — RN B SZal VR, e —Fh B R B /2 (0138 (shying away), 510 NNESTS []38F i F 9235 ks 51l 5%
FERNREZ R R TRM4]. TEZE, BESHY 8o AR E S mIitE n ik, H2
A H e R AR [19]. X FERE AR A S NNESTs H &, ik H FAMTFHEIRNE S 4 E
LIk

2.2.4. IBEEBN

FITAR 0 SC A A 17 L Sl 2 Rl i 32 A — Fh i #e ik . Halliday 11 Hh 3 SCAR Rl 32 SCFE 7 1 1R 1
Bo X—IGRTEAMEFE T HEE K, JLTAET BT I SHE U 2 A S R 25 HH 5 3 #08 ih R 3
T—Fikf NESTs ffm2[20]. X — I RIEFIEE B pE R R, BONA L IR R R RAEUSRHE &
#1411 Mahboob and Golden BT 7t 2B, “Nativeness” AEFRTE T & b i SR B bR UE, Bk 79%. 49%f¥)
I HL A S A R SR IR Rk A TR e PHE E K [21]. EAEENE, SR BX IR IR, 48
BFEAESRE “TmhE” , MR ENmERHES[S], MRS hEESsFEEE, bl B5
) F R BN W% NESTs, 8 i NESTs Al NNESTs BB A EAFHE 5T

2.3. EEXF NESTs #1 NNESTs B9F %=

FE TG 7 5 A e — e 56 10 BHE 3% ZOM AN 3E 8115 % 20T 195 75 . Benke and Medgyes 1 201 25 i
422 54 0) 5F R AT NESTs Hil NNESTs AV, 45 FaR 0 ik 84% 124 A 75 BEXUE ZM 514 v] LAE
FHRUE 57 BEEAT VB R e (R 80T [22] o B FEEHR 2, BRARIAEE & BRE 3 I 3R RHE & BUT G EBUE I
%=, M RA AN —EB53(5.9%) AR AE H O A FAERRES UM . Lasagabaster and Sierra £ 78 3T 7tk
FPId R S2SG, SeaGas R iR geuh g5 R2RAU[23]. 4RiM, Cheung &% 420 4 753 K A% T Ui
Biaod e, HERART R KA R4 82 NNESTs B, 1AZ NESTs
[24]. 2012 %, Walkisnahw £l Hoang Duong FFJ& | — X5~ =) F dnfaf %) 7 T o 200 28 o1 13k 47 HE 4 it
FL[25]. 3X 7 R B AN E BAE E BRI RE . TR LU T #eeidl . A%
Ji KUFIMERS . AR U R RHESE By, SR ER, BHEHREAZEMRM —TRE. Bk,
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T G N BREF AR — A IEBOT P PR, T 2 AR PR DT 52 0 ) O 2 A0 AU 2 R R B
BAERFEH .
3. fiRiaE
AR LA Bk, AT IR T PRSI IR, AT S I L TN A, AR R
1) G SR s [ B R I L 22 42 60T NESTs A1 NNESTS (&A1) ?
a) AR EF NESTSs [1?
b) A 2 ARl B A NNESTS )2
c) HE AN T NNESTs A NNESTS [{1F 4 {57 7] ?
d) HE AT SR 2 KRR B2 3 7 REE 2 BT W LT R 5200 2
2) YR FE SR AAT I NNESTs /EASEEZE ML R E R O0m 2
a) NNESTS J& il & Rt A7 (1) BEE 2[R F 1) ?

4. ARG *

AR REA Ny 32 4 B AT M NNESTs 1 NESTs £ 1) [E 9515 4 DL K& 8 4 NNESTS.
WEFCRE T et S e B AR R, R T IRE RS R T E AR E T A,

5. fiRGR5SITie
5.1. S54RI NESTs FRREHMLBILE

Tablel. Students’ perceptions of strengths and weakness of NESTs
= 1. 4R NESTs A9k

Appearance Frequency Appearance Frequency

Strengths (Total Number: 32) Weakness (Total Number: 32)
Native English proficiency 100% (32) Inadqufa tghciﬁzwsgetency 81% (26)
Perfect language model for students 25% (8) Cultural barrier with students 53% (17)
et s s o) "y e
Provide imr::\r/?:\éﬁrﬁggtliis:—cclaogmunication 22% (7) Not exam-oriented 9% (3)
Teaching of informal and conversational 31% (10) Difficult to teach 44% (14)

lexis, such as idioms and slangs grammar in English

Crgatlve tt_aachlng n_1eth0ds 9% (3)
and interesting teaching styles

B 1 AT RLEH, SAEATIR AT NESTs S F 2T 6 NJ71 S5 M A 224 — B0l
9 “Native English Proficiency” /& NESTs (A3 . G441 84% 12 Ui &2 E] T NESTs Xf 1 H A5 3tk
(07 A (I an S 18 SCA 3 SO BRI ST A 55) A7 Bl T A A TR 20 B AR 2 S S . ARABAD, 319%1)%%
AARF T PRAG NESTS 2% 20 1] LLAE B — 28R 15, X L8RG22 NNESTs 1R/ 2 #d% . th4h, NESTs
(B SCRE T A4 S Bl 2 AR R 56 56 IG5 B (25%) FINE RF 2R, [AIIS NESTs I REFR AL B S0 1iE & 22 it
IEELE 5 (22%) - 9% E AN NESTSs B 207 WU S A R SE AT G, sl 1 AT 22 ) B .

Fy—7Ji1h, NESTs g 7 —2edk sl A AT SRR BIAS 2 2 tH AR 2R ft vy tH 2 A o PR R AL
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NIERR T AU S 2RA Z [A H1E 5 BEG . TOIXAIE  REAS A B 53— A et A2 2 AR R IR AE [ NESTS
SRR AN (44%) . HBUIERSE S 1 B2 NESTs i 1R B AR 27 A A T7E 1R 55 2 20 v 1) R U (63%)
FFH DA T A ILTEAE ). BEAh, 2583 NESTSs W 2242 AL 1A 2, AT TT RE 22 A 2 )47
FESCALBERE . 2 0E, 55— S ) 5 — N [l 2

5.2. Z4 Rt NNESTs FrRE&HLE ML

Table 2. Students’ perceptions of strengths and weakness of NNESTs
7 2. FHERSP NNESTs FIfiiem

Appearance Frequency Appearance Frequency

Strengths (Total Number: 32) Weakness (Total Number: 32)
Bilingual 72% (23) Inadequate English proficiency 91% (29)
Better communication and 0 : 0
relationship with students 50% (16) Non-native accent 56% (18)
Make cross-cultural or 0 Insufficient knowledge of 0
cross-linguistic comparison 28% (9) English cultural background 25% (8)
Clear explanation of grammar 22% (7) Inflexible teaching styles 13% (4)
Able to identify potential difficulty
and empathize with students 34% (11)
Clear curriculum and 3% (1)

exam-oriented teaching

72 BILT 2 E VNI NNESTS (19 6 R 35 4 R 35 40 72% 0124 A4E 32 31 NNESTS [XUERE /] .
P2 V8 R 125 5 5 NNESTs A8 JF LR E R R . 34%I1 421Ny NNESTSs #Hi4 FHBL
BEYALN, A EE S TGS ATGES PR, Rz 4b, 28%MZ Ui &#2%] T NNESTs 1)
PE AL PSR T HWIAE T o W3 22%I1 22 AR WA 7R B B XCER S NNESTS 7 SJ i8R ANA,  BOAARAT TR 3 H
REVE 5 S)UERVE RN B N 25 5 BRA o (AR, R 7%HI52 U5 # 3R~ NNESTS 4575 5 1] 1 205 kg
e FMEH . BT, K% 91%M 46T NNESTSs FIZHEE S e hEm i T AR . 12
H ) 56%K5 48 H T NNESTS B H & [ @A R IR DT 5 . 25%0) % 428 NNESTS XJ T~ 38 SCAG ) 1 fifAH
B NESTs 2 H AL, EAF T4 MG, b, 13%M54 08 NNESTS ££ Gt FEHR 142 R XS A K
FIF-BOR RS S5, S . Bk, B ANNSEIG W S a3 7 [%.

5.3. FAMNTRIERIN S RFREE

7] 2 VR X 1) 58— 3 ) R ) T 32 ANSZ U ARATTRT NESTs il NNESTS 8 47 F2 /% LA 1~5 2 ik
Ty, SRWMT.
Table 3. Students’ overall preference between NESTs and NNESTs
2 3. FHE%HF NEST #1 NNESTs B9E IR maFit

NESTS Preferred No Clear Preference NNESTS Preferred
13 (40.7%) 11 (34.4%) 8 (25%)

7 3 AT, K& 40.7%M 54 B 3% NESTS, 25%(1) %4 £/~ 8 5%k NNESTs, H AR RIEH B1W
Uf. &k, S AN AR T RIZ, 5 U FOAR[22] [23] [24] [25], NESTSs 7EH [ i K1)
W AT A B IR A o 2w, (B AN [R) F) E X Fh  0 R P A, S ik AN B = S A
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54. BEESNS 7 MEERIDRREEMLR

THE G 2~8 M A5 R AR 4 Fron, HRBL T JSE TR — RBIVILT545 B BEE & 547 1 2 22
PEELEL

Table 4. The importance comparison of the nativeness and other good features

4. SEEFMENTRMABHRNEEM

More significant Equally significant Less significant .
Features than Nativeness as Native ness than Nativeness Mean Rating
Teaching experience 25 (78.1%) 3(9.3%) 4 (12.5%) 1.77
Teaching qualifications related to EFL 17 (53.1%) 7 (21.8%) 8 (25.0%) 2.57
Friendly personality 21 (65.6%) 9 (28.1%) 2 (6.3%) 1.96
Enthusiasm for teaching 23 (71.9%) 8 (25.0%) 1(3.1%) 1.70
Ability to deliver informative 0 0 0
and interesting classes 29 (90.6%) 1(3.1%) 2(6.:3%) 1.50
Familiarity with or understanding
of students” local culture 23 (71.9%) 6 (18.8%) 3(9.:3%) 2.00
Advanced communicative 21 (65.6%) 7 (21.9%) 4 (12.5%) 191

competence in English

IR L, AT DA AL A ER r 2 A T At 7 b o i 00 2 o 1) SR 5 v T 0 (R B
HO

5, AWFFOERR T 220 SE EU ) 3 G FE B 2 KRR 32 BRE S B e ml, 4R EoR,
MR EHES Sy, HEAAEIMERZIT R ALK, Berv, B0, Beeids, AR
T TRECLRARFS BIEE TAE F RE A, BN, B SIS R R —E N R AR R TR

5.5. NNESTs ¥ NESTs B9&F %

MG 1U5 NNESTs BRI, wF LA 550 b (5 (9 NNESTSs % T NESTs A —#ft “ZIHcfi )7 . R
B AT AN BRE A AR BEHE R BUM 2 M 220, ) 0SB iR A S SO ¥ 5, (ER AU I &
WA SRR NESTs JEA R S IIGERN, SOUEE AT BHEE S Mg . f 20
RoR, NESTs RAEXSFr B 2 A M p S B3k o bl WL, SR 3 (AT RE = 51 % NNESTs i+
NESTS [ —LE 2R EL 22 A A7 B G, 3008 1 AR AR 10 P 3 3 2 A 2 ST R LR 3z 75 8 T i 7 A i

AL
5.6. FAE N FTF NNESTs ByIRIL &2

KD Z V2N AR 2 e X A BHEE Gl s, B3, A EEFRKEE SR AET
HIFEREE & & 47 1T J5 58 20 A 280488 T
5.7. FEAZE X T NNESTs B9E W EALL A HE ORI

VBN RN, REEZE— R E M EREE Wi, (HE IR OB XA s 2 6 e
MR, TR NS — 2R E LA 2 i — b IR mR R B 6

F b, AR A AR T %,
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6. &t

AT AT LG Y, S5 1E S A AT (AR 3 SR TR AE . B AR BB S 5 £ 5
HOAE A ST AT HERRTE AN G, KR o r [ 22 2R AT SR BEE 2 9 LU R B — e FE B mZ . o 2%
A ATSME AT NESTSs HIBRE S IE MAGFERE, IFIARA TR 58 6 1015 5 BLE, SIS B A
JETTRESREMA B T I AC . 2#AE NN NESTS 1 REE 3 G4y iT DAFR L2544 B 08 I 068 SCAb i, 6
i T RS LSRN R TEE RS A, R NESTs 52pAd: 2 6] n] G S 17 4E SCAL RS, LA S AR st
E A R A S M R R & 52 0 S — 5T, R 2 AR 0TS 4 NNESTs BT A& 35 . A AT T /% NNESTS
MIRERE ST, 15 S0 FE g 1 DA 4% 25 305 68 006 R T - TABA TSR A5- 47 20 BORH LA —Fh 5 v v 4 [ 77 =X 2
Y. A2, T ESARCEE I NNESTSs B35, 7 WA HhE i 9615 K 8 A, BLAOR 3E S0
R Z R0 T RS RIEARATSE NG SEBURM TR BOE KNG, BOEERR, ME, BEddE, JHsE i
T JE RS, (B2 T NESTs [+ E 22 A4 B 98 K F IR £ 58 =00 NNESTS 1224 .

XA g SO E] NNESTS frIsgma, o gh RS Seiaui i FUiAa LeA A . RS K2 %0 NNESTS #5388
HHERS S, R TR TAENL S, (FR AT A B A%, S22 AR, AL 5 i)
TIAFRIEN 77, I B OO RSB E ML A G AT, 52 G ALK NESTs 3
AT, AT T RHEE R H B — 2 R A 2B DR 7 BN R, X 7E SR I R TR 2

RS, R AT AERE AR, (BT MR m A — b El R ™E, NESTs 1)
IH%Z2 2 H0h B 22 A 5%, EIX P FE R A (45 £ SR . i, BREZ AEHERRE & BT &
SN JE—ANEBERETTN, WA RS2 AE F R AR .

5T R BRI

KR FAA —E R BRI B R AR I R I B B BRI T S i 5 . 5
— R, BTEEER, FEARRRAK, AT R R A B A K . R, fEAE
Fo BT A BL T, AHIFFE 1R U5 7T e 22 R HLSE A TR T8 3 A& - G5 M AR U, T 3R 75 58 n B A4
FIBHRE S B o 5T T MEEE F coding process DL fif s 52 4 HAS S SCAE B — N SE IR 5000 gt 5 vl
DAFAE—ERRLE L A, E IS0 AR S8 1A

BaEEY

AR FERIRIE SR N T Ja P E R SEEBE AE 7, AR B 5EE BOTH R BRI AL, L
S NESTs il NNESTSs % H L2534, AT 5 4 oo R 9 3 KA R AR AR s - ek, BT mT B
A [ 22 A POIR B A T SRR, RS B AR TR B R B BN, AR E H A SR HUT
REEE S

RRAHIAIF FE ] LLEAR T NESTs Al NNESTs Z 8] [ K R, FLUndT7 Z 6] & 75 4775 — L ZIR s I 5K
TR Ak, WA A B RO AR BUEAL T R — AN B 5T 1A
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