What is the difference between the native and non-native speaker of English?

The article is composed of three parts. Each part contains discussion of a secondary question the original question entails. The first part will focus on the premise of the discussion, the very existence of nativeness division. The second part will revolve around the pros and cons of non-native teachers of English, using their native counterparts for reference. The third part will shed light on the improvement non-native teachers of English could make from a pedagogical perspective.

1 Is nativeness a distinction between speakers?
There are countries like the UK or the US, where English is not only spoken as the first language to the majority but as a de facto official language in all settings. Nationals of these countries are native speakers of English. Also, there are countries where English plays no roles whatsoever, such as China or Korea. The nationals of these countries are non-native speakers of English. It, therefore, seems to be conventional wisdom that the difference between native speakers of English (NSs) and their non-native counterparts (NNSs) is clear cut. However, there are regions in the world where English serves as lingua franca, plays a crucial role in ritual or governmental settings but remains not the first language. Are people from these regions seen as native speakers too?
To address this question, we would first like to elaborate on how the English-speaking region is defined and classified in academia. J Jenkins (2000, 2007) discusses how English spreads around the world and classifies different English varieties based on their users. She believes English has three specific involvements in different countries: English as a native language (ENL), a second language (ESL) and a foreign language (EFL).  Another influential model is proposed by Kachru (1985). In his three circles of English, there are three groups of English-speaking regions concerning historical and literary contexts: the Inner Circle, the Outer Circle and the Expanding Circle. Regions such as the UK, the US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand belong to the Inner Circle. Their nationals either speak English as the first, native or official English and are generally regarded as textbook examples of native speakers. People in the outer circle speak English as the second or additional language. The societies of the outer circle tend to be multilingual or multi-glossic. At the same time, English remains functional for historical reasons, which is in contrast with the expanding circle where English is learned as a foreign language, spoken between international communities and serving no official roles whatsoever. 
It is the discussion of the outer circle where confusion and controversy arise. On the one hand, it is hard to define whether people in the outer circle are native speakers or whether they are as "native" as the British or American people. On the other, as speakers of ESL and EFL outnumbers those speaking English as L1 (Crystal, 2003), some argue that it is no longer necessary giving credits to the native speakers in terms of English learning. The original nativeness division does not seem to represent the linguistic reality of English-speaking regions. Hence challenges of the very notion "native" arise.
Such an argument is two-fold that the nativeness distinction is both unnecessary and detrimental. It is unnecessary because every English speaker is a native speaker of their kind of English, detrimental because looking at the native speakers as the ultimate standard will dishearten non-native teachers of English in their teaching practices.
From the pedagogical perspective, the nativeness distinction is subject to fierce debate. Davies (1991) believes that the difference between the two groups is neither "unique" nor "permanent".  Phillipson (1992) also asserts that being a native speaker does not equal being a good teacher. He argues that the attributes the native speaker brings to the classroom are bridgeable through teacher training. He even takes one more step claiming that conscious learning enables non-NESTs to become more qualified teachers. 
From the sociolinguistic angle, the division is also under challenges. Crystal (2003) in his book English as a global language maintains that as English becomes the language spoken globally, its ownership is debatable. He claims that whoever learns English, owns English, and by so doing, one has the right to use it as they wish. Widdowson (2003 has made a similar claim in his book Defining Issues in English Language Teaching) by saying being an international language means no nation has custody over English any longer. Kachru (1985) argues that standardisation gives way to localisation as the “standard English” speaking community has become a minority.
In linguistic terms, the NSs/NNSs distinction is just as controversial. Many experiments conducted to quantify the nativeness of native speakers ended up inconsistent results, showing that some native speakers are more "native" than others (cf. Crystal, 1985).  Mydgyes (1992) also claims that regardless of their nativeness, all users of English are learners of English. He puts forward the idea of interlanguage continuum to replace the traditional dichotomy of native/non-native distinction.  In short, there is a growing voice that such a division should be "dropped" (Ferguson, 1982).
As much as many NNSs echo these opinions as a way of self-empowerment (Holliday 2005), there are different opinions. Isaiah (2013) contends that the ownership issue is a non-starter in the discussion of nativeness. He claims that even the existence a local variety is subject to a series of limitation and that not all varieties manage to thrive, let alone its ownership. He also proclaims that an English variety does not automatically come into existence and becomes recognised as people there start speaking it. Therefore, the ownership issue should not be non-native speakers’ concern. 
Stern (1983) also stresses the norm-setting function native speakers have in comparison with non-native speakers. He says that native speakers are a useful reference in language teaching.
To understand how a variety comes into existence, Schneider's dynamic model is enlightening. In contrast with Kachru’s circles model, Schneider avoids a purely geographical and historical approach. In his book, Postcolonial English: Varieties around the world (2007), he integrates sociolinguistic concepts in the reciprocal force in local English variety and national identity. He outlines five characteristic stages in the spread of English:
1) Foundation, where English is introduced to a new place and operated with local language with limited interaction
2) Exonormative stabilisation where standard English becomes the language of prominence with a higher proportion of English-speaking population 
3) Nativisation where a local variety comes into systematic existence as a response to the local realities
4) Endonormative stabilisation where a local English variety is not only existent but embraced as part of the new identity, the key features being national dictionaries compiled and local literary words composed 
5) Differentiation where external distinguishing is complete and internal differentiation emerges, spawning secondary local varieties
Schneider's dynamic model is very instructive in understanding the status of the local English variety. Not all varieties go through the 5 phases, some ceasing at a specific phase. Take Chinese English as an example; it is perceived that Chinese English or Chinglish will eventually reach the status as Singlish does in Singapore, due to the similarity between two nations. However, as much as Chinese English has its phonological, lexical features, it never develops into a creole, let alone an influential variety in its own right. It is never regarded as a legitimate variety in communication, especially in formal settings like teaching where standards of English still heavily derive from Englishes in the inner circle like Received Pronunciation and General American. Speaking Chinese English will be perceived as deficient in language. Moreover, this variety never manages to associate itself with national identity. No national dictionaries regarding this variety are compiled, and no literary works in it composed. In this case, the establishment of such a variety is not a question of when, but a question of if. In short, it is a stillborn variety that ceases to live before it thrives.
The point of exemplifying Chinese English is to assert that the nativeness distinction is not just substantial; it is essential. Many non-native teachers of English intend to empower themselves in teaching practices by denying the division. To do this is to cure the right disease with the wrong prescription. 
Cite Mydgyes as an example; even though he believes language proficiency is more a continuum than a dichotomy, he nonetheless also agrees that such progress of language learning subjects to different factors, of which the most substantial is country of birth and education. Mydgyes also points out that this factor is extremely influential, so much as that it is not to be cancelled out by other factors prevalent in the learning situations. To simply put, by putting NSs and non-NSs into a continuum does not eliminate their differences. It just quantifies them. 
That said, realising NSs and NNSs are two different groups is not saying the former is superior to the former. It is true there is a substantial difference between non-native teachers of English and their native counterparts, some of which are structural and deeply rooted in language proficiency. However, there are also many empirical types of research, some from NSs' perspective (Kachru, 1981; Pride, 1981; Nickel, 1985; Sheorey, 1986; Coppieters, 1987; Edge, 1988; Kresovich, 1988; Medgyes, 1992; Matsuda, 1997; Canagarajah, 1999; Porte, 1999; Barratt & Kontra, 2000; McKay, 2003; Cook, 2005; McNeill, 2005; Nemtchinova, 2005;), others from perspectives of non-native teachers of English in different linguistic environments (Reves & Medgyes, 1994; Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999; Tang, 1997; Liang, 2002; Maum, 2003; Morita 2004; Canagarajah, 2005; Golombek & Jordan's, 2005; J. Liu, 2005; Sifakis & Sougari, 2005; Bayyurt, 2006; Moussu, 2006; Butler, 2007;). All of these pieces of literature share a similar point that the gap is not necessarily resulted from language but from other cognitive factors such as experience, beliefs. The teaching performance could be improved as NNSs receive a quality education.  
Furthermore, just because we credit the nativeness division does not mean the gap between the two communities is unbridgeable. In his scholarly article, English as an Asian language, Kachru (1998) put forward two concepts concerning the nativeness, genetic nativeness and functional nativeness.  The former is what characterises native speakers, the linguistic ceiling which most non-native speakers fail to attain even through learning. The latter, however, is what people in the expanding circle could achieve after learning. Retake China as an instance; of the 13 functional domains Kachru lists in his article, English is only absent in the government domain. As for the rest circumstances such as scientific research and corporate trade, NNSs are possible to be functionally native if adequately trained.
Therefore, the purpose of reiterating the divergence is not to acknowledge inferiority but to customise education for non-NESTs on its basis. A typical example of this is language education for non-native speakers of English.  Medgyes (1999) conducts relevant studies in ESL and EFL contexts, discovering that there is need for non-NESTs to receive extra language training instead of reduplicating traditional NESTs courses. Kamhi-Stein (1999, 2000, 2004) also highlights the importance of courses, but from a cross-curricular perspective, to foster the non-native English-speaking teachers’ self- image and better prepare them for their career. Brutt-Griffler and Samimy (1999) approach the issue by the graduate seminar to raises self-cognition of non-NESTs as language teachers, learners and contributors to the advancement of the teaching profession.  

Summary of the chapter
To summarise, the focus of the first part is the division of nativeness. We refute the view that there is no such distinction and that everyone is a native speaker of their English variety. We believe this perception will not bring NNS community higher authority over English. Instead, by confusing features with errors, its negative linguistic impact on language learning is more profound than the psychological implication this self-deceiving behaviour brings about. Meanwhile, we also make clear that accepting the non-native speaker identity is not conceding inferiority in language teaching and learning. An NNS could achieve native-like language proficiency in most functional domains if they are rightly guided, which include teaching. The argument serves as a lead-in to the next part: if they are not inferior in teaching, what potential advantages non-native teachers of English may have in their teaching practices?

2 Are non-native teachers of English less valuable in teaching?
The second part revolves around the discrepancy in language competence between the two communities. First off, we will examine essential pieces of literature regarding how non-NESTs evaluate themselves in terms of their teaching performance. We then move on to the third party’s perspective, students’ perception.
To do this requires a sequence of literature review.  A historical overview of the research in the field will be provided, with highlights in self-recognition. We also briefly summarise the research results and propose possible pedagogical implication.

Teachers’ self-evaluation of teaching performance
Throughout the research history of self-knowledge of non-NESTs, non-native English teacher Peter Medgyes is pioneers the study of non-NESTs with more and more scholars beginning to explore this field in the following decade. The research in recent years has seen a drastic surge. Part of the reason can be attributed to the establishment of a core group of non-native English-speaking teachers (non-NESTs) in 1999. At the TESOL conference held in Baltimore in 2003, there were more than 20 keynote speeches on the research of non-NESTs, most of which were conducted by non-NESTs themselves. Such a surge of studies shows that the voice of non-NESTs in the core group is getting louder, and they are getting more critical with their non-NESTs status. Throughout literature in the field, these studies have three characteristics: researchers are non-NESTs; quite a few involve students' attitudes and their perceptions towards the issue; most are conducted in the ESL and EFL contexts.
Reves and Medgyes conducted a study of 216 native and non-native teachers from 10 countries in 1994.  According to their research, 68% of the participants admit that NESTs and non-NESTs have different performance in their teaching practices; 84% of non-NESTs believe that they have various difficulties, of which vocabulary and language fluency are the most problematic, followed by speaking, pronunciation and listening comprehension. Only 25% of the participants claimed that their language difficulties would not adversely affect teaching. Reves and Medgyes believe that various mother tongue input and language improvement training can improve the language dilemma of non-NESTs.  Besides, in order to be more self-cognitive, they should be made aware of their advantages as language teachers. 
Samimy and Brutt-Griffler survey and interview 17 foreign teachers who were studying for masters or doctorate degrees in TESOL at American universities. These teachers are from South Korea, Japan, Turkey, Suriname, China, Togo, Burkina Faso, and Russia, and they are considered "quite outstanding non-NESTs." In addition to using questionnaires to collect quantitative data, researchers also collect qualitative data through classroom discussions, in-depth interviews, and self-description by subjects. Near 90% of the participants recognise the differences between NESTs and non-NESTs. They believe that the NESTs are more casual in speaking, fluent and accurate in language, experts at using techniques and methods flexibly, more frequent in constructing dialogues, more acute to the implicit meaning in the language, using authentic, natural discourse, giving students more positive feedback, and employing communicative approach. Non-NESTs, on the other hand, are more likely to rely heavily on textbooks, good at making use of the difference between mother tongue and English,  resorting to mother tongue more in class, aware of the negative transfer and psychological factors in learning activities, more sensitive to the needs of students, having a deeper understanding of the background of students and more often than not, exam-oriented. However, the participants do not think native English-speaking teachers are better than non-native teachers.
Ofra Inbar-Lourie (2001) conducts her doctoral research Native and non-native English teachers: Investigation of the construct and perceptions in two stages. The results show that the differences between the two communities exist only in certain aspects, such as language proficiency, confidence in teaching, and relationships with students. However, the two groups do not display significant disparity in light of teaching performance, testing, students’ knowledge of language and goal achievement. 
Llurda and Huguet (2003) studied 101 non-NESTs from Spanish municipal primary and junior high schools. Through one-on-one interviews with them, it was found that junior high school teachers showed greater confidence than primary school teachers in language skills, especially in comprehensive skills, grammar, and reading comprehension. Although primary school teachers admit that they experience some difficulties in teaching, they do not attribute these difficulties to the lack of language proficiency.
Nemtchinova (2005) studies non-NESTs in a classroom setting. The research targets teacher trainees on the basis of host teachers' evaluation. The study indicates that non-NESTs have three relative merits. 
1) Non-NESTs are good at choosing and preparing teaching materials. They also perform well when it comes to handout design, games and follow-up activities.
2) Non-NESTs are more relatable to, supportive of and engaging with students.
3) Non-NESTs are more empathetic to students as measured with their shared language learning experience and cultural background. 
These characters help teachers to establish a positive connection with students and facilitate their learning.
However, there are also two weaknesses that non-native teacher trainees need to overcome. 
1) They have language competence problems, especially in terms of pronunciation.
2) They lack teaching skills and classroom behaviours. 
    Of the two problems, the latter could be solved as practitioners accumulate enough experience, but the former requires systematic language education and conscious learning strategies.
Medgyes (1992) publishes two articles in the "English Language Teaching Journal": The schizophrenic teacher (1983) and Native or non-native: who’s worth more? (1992), which underpin his classic academic book "The non-native teacher". In the book, he combines his personal experience as a non-native English-speaking teacher with direct observations of other non-NESTs, and boldly discusses the controversial topics that are rarely involved.
Medgyes believes that NESTs and non-NESTs belong to two different types. According to this view, he made four assumptions. He believes NESTs and non-NESTs are different in terms of their language competence and teaching experience. Teaching practice is a variable all teachers share. Language competence is a factor much harder in bridging because non-NESTs are norm independent imitators of the language. Nevertheless, Medgyes also states there are six major advantages non-NESTs have over their native counterparts, offsetting their lesser command of language. 
The first and foremost advantage of non-NESTs is that they are able to set learning models for English learners. The head of the phrase “English learning” is “learning”. So, despite the fact that NESTs are more proficient English speakers, they have little resemblance concerning the learning experience of non-native students.  The non-NESTs, on the other hand, are more convincing examples of success or failure in language learning due to their similar backgrounds with students. Lee (2000) reckons that students will appreciate non-NESTs as successful and motivating role models. Such model effects, as Cook (2005) puts it, lie in their identity as proficient and successful users in action. Non-NESTs lack the native level proficiency, and they nonetheless demonstrate to their students how far a non-native speaker English can reach. Students will trust NESTs more when it comes to a language problem, but it is the successful non-NESTs with similar backgrounds that they look up to as models in terms of learning methodology. 
Such resemblance of learning background grants non-NESTs another strength over their native counterparts: the more acute instinct to anticipate language difficulties. The non-NESTs, especially those with higher command in English, are able to empathise with their students, hence more precise predictions of learning difficulties and science lesson plans. McNeill (2005) discovers that Chinese non-NESTs are instinctively able to anticipate the difficult bit in class for Cantonese-speaking EFL students. Such a claim resonates with personal experience: before we headed for the UK, the university for which we work proposed a teaching scheme allowing every non-NEST to cooperate with a NEST to advance their teaching. Our observation is that whenever non-NESTs prepare their lessons, they spend a considerable proportion singling out new words in the texts. As people have gone through the similar learning process in the similar learning environment, non-NESTs have more in-depth understanding regarding students' repertoire and therefore are generally more sensitive to predict which part of the lesson is most difficult for students. 
Another upside of non-NESTs is that they can employ teaching strategies more effectively. In learning English, non-native students may resort to various cognitive learning strategies such as language transfer and translanguaging to maximise their learning outcome. These strategies, whether they worked or otherwise, will, in turn, serve as valuable references by the time they become teachers. 
The fourth strength Non-NESTs have is their systemic knowledge of English, especially in descriptive terms. Take pronunciation learning in China as an example; many native speakers master the ability to pronounce English via phonics, a method based on the sounds that letters represent. However, to learn with phonics requires a huge amount of phonetic input to help learners form instinctive patterns of English pronunciation, which is lacking in the expanding circle as English plays little role in public life and communications with native speakers still a rarity. Therefore, most schools in China resort to the international phonetic alphabet (IPA), a set of highly effective phonetic symbols. They make it compulsory that students should learn the phonetic alphabet in as early as primary schools. As a result, by the time these learners become teachers, they are equipped with systemic phonetic knowledge of English and can arguably rely on IPA to explain some of the subtle difference that non-native students find confusing.
The fifth advantage Non-NESTs have, is their empathy to the needs and problems of students. Medgyes (1992) reasons that all users of English are simultaneously learners of English; non-NESTs do not stop learning English as they become teachers. This continuous learning experience is a reminder of what their students are encountering. Barratt & Kontra (2000) also indicate similar opinions, believing that native English-speaking teachers might dishearten their students owing to their inability to compare and contrast with students’ first language. Arva & Medgyes' (2000) conduct a similar study in ESL contexts, and it leads to a similar conclusion.
Last but not least, non-NESTs share the same cultural bond with their students, especially by speaking the same mother tongue. It is not just beneficial when it comes to code-switching. By sharing the same cultural background, the non-NESTs are more explanatory in cross-cultural topics or translation studies. 

Students' views on non-NESTs
Another perspective of non-NESTs evaluation is from the third party, their students. There is an increasing number of researchers conducting research on how students perceive non-NESTs. Among them, Lucie Moussu's English as a Second Language Students' Reactions to Non-native English-Speaking Teachers is a pioneering work in this field. Moussu's research object is four non-NESTs from Japan, Argentina, Ecuador and Switzerland and 84 students from 21 countries, who speak English as a second or foreign language, aged 17 and over. In the research, the participants complete two questionnaires, one in the first class and the second in the last class 14 weeks afterwards. The study finds that at the beginning of the semester, students had a positive attitude towards non-NESTs. 68% of the participants believe that they could learn as much knowledge from non-NESTs as they do from native English teachers, and 79% of students express respect for non-NESTs.
Kristy Liang's research (2002) also surveyed students' attitudes towards non-NESTs. Specifically, she investigates the attitudes of 20 English-speaking students towards the accent of six teachers, of whom five are non-NESTs, and one is a native English teacher. The results show that as much as students value teacher's pronunciation and accent, this factor does not reduce their overall positive attitudes. 

Summary of the chapter
The theme of the second part is what makes non-NESTs who they are. Numerous researches reveal that despite the inherent drawbacks of non-NESTs such as lesser command of the language, they are not necessarily more inferior teachers. Quite the contrary, their empathy, shared background and cognitive learning strategies all empower non-NESTs with unique advantages to help make English teaching a frictionless process.  
Having elaborated on the pros and cons of non-NESTs, the last question this article intends to address is: what pedagogical implications can we draw from the discussion and make non-NESTs better teachers as a result?

3 What can non-NESTs do to be better teachers?
In the last part, the article focuses on measures non-NESTs can take to improve their teaching. It progresses through two levels: what non-NESTs can do as individuals and what can be done externally to help them become good teachers.  

Individual efforts
The first thing non-NESTs can do is to strengthen their roles as a learning model. Edge (1988) asserts that in language teaching, it is of importance for students to learn from the real model, "real" in the sense of sharing the cultural, social and emotional experience with them. This is something non-NESTs can do naturally. 
Though the importance of language proficiency is never stressed enough, we should also realise there are other factors at play to foster a good English teacher. J. Liu (1999) investigates what factors impact teaching experiences, and he discovers that besides language command, other factors such as students' level of language, teaching methods also matter. 
Deeper in psychological construct, non-NESTs should stop self-degradation. Most of the non-NESTs feel inferior or a lack of confidence in teaching because they cannot have a native command of English. NESTs indeed have significant advantages when it comes to oral skills, vocabulary and cultural issues (Mahboob, 2003). Nevertheless, as are discussed in the previous chapter, non-NESTs can also be advantageous by the merits of their cognitive learning strategies and shared background with students. Besides, non-NESTs generally have stricter standards and are more sensitive to error judgement and error corrections (Barratt & Kontra, 2000) which are all assets in helping students acquire English. 
The essential character of a good teacher is professionalism. Cheung (2002) conducts a study aiming to see what is essential in teaching.  It is worth noting from students' perspective, professional skills such as knowledge of the subject, lesson preparedness, ability to vitalise teaching and ability to motivate students are what decides a good teacher. Language ranks second in this regard.
That said, the significance of language proficiency should never be stressed enough. As important as it is to have professionalism in teaching, it could not be less professional if a teacher of English ceases pursuing higher language command. The ideal state, as Medgyes (1992) puts it, is for non-NESTs to achieve a near-native degree of proficiency in English. Moreover, if non-NESTs are less deficient in English, they will have a higher chance to achieve professional success. To do that requires constant, frequent and committed language education.
Furthermore, language education is as external as it is individual. As research (Medgyes, 1999) suggests, however high demand in education is, if the administrators do not see the need to proceed, education will not effectively take place.

External factors
If we agree on the nativeness distinction, we should also agree on specialising teacher education to fit in different needs. Many scholars have made relevant researches on TESOL programme (Polio & Wilson-Duffy, 1998; Govardhan et al. ,1999). The studies show there is a gap between the needs of non-NESTs and what they are offered in TESOL programme with very few courses related to teaching English in EFL contexts. 
To enhance the quality of education, improvements in various respects could be made to TESOL programme. In terms of language learning, Cullen (1994) stresses the importance of language courses to prepare student teachers in their future career better. From a practical viewpoint, Flynn & Gulikers (2001) suggest that more courses in applied linguistics and curriculum design should be provided. By making practicum compulsory, student teachers will be able to observe host teachers' teaching and have the first-hand experience. In light of cross-cultural communicate, Kamhi-Stein (1999) advocates to include courses on relevant issues in EFL teaching as a way of empowerment. He (2004) also notices the value of specialisation of curricula, saying it would “increase the future teachers’ motivation and therefore their self-esteem” and “would allow non-NESTs to develop an understanding of their assets, values, and beliefs.” 
By whatever means, the shared goal of refining teacher education is to help the non-native students gain a sense of self as a teacher, to foster respect, and to set norms of behaviour and discipline (Brinton 2004:). To sum up, by bettering what to teach, we can help the non-NESTs teacher better.

Summary of the chapter 
In the last chapter, the article offers measures to improve non-NESTs teaching performance. It progresses in two respects. On self-improvements, non-NESTs should hold on to their strengths as empathetic learning models who share a similar background with learners. They should, at the same time, tackle their language deficiency seriously and embed professionalism into teaching. On external measures, we advocate that the fabrics of TESOL factor in issues related to non-NESTs such as providing practicums, courses of applied linguistics, of curriculum design and English language. 

4 Summary of the article
The first chapter addresses the argument of nativeness divergence.  The argument is that deliberately ignoring the nativeness division will not empower the non-native group. It will instead reduce our teaching performance by losing language reference. At the same time, we argue that just because non-NESTs are rule-independent imitators of English does not indicate they are inferior teachers. In linguistic terms, a non-native speaker could achieve functionally native proficiency under proper circumstances. In pedagogical terms, good teaching comprises not only fluent English but other factors as well.
The theme of the second chapter is that non-NESTs are not necessarily more mediocre teachers, irrespective of the inherent drawbacks of non-NESTs, such as lesser command of the language. In this chapter, we discuss what merits non-NESTs exclusively possess. Relevant researches reveal that their empathy, shared background and cognitive learning strategies are what make non-NESTs advantageous in ESL contexts.
Grounded on the pros and cons of non-NESTs, we intend to answer the question: what can we do to make non-NESTs better teachers? We divide the questions into two parts. Individually non-NESTs should stick to their advantages and bridge the gap of language command. They should also be aware of the importance of professionalism. On a macro scale, we advocate better teacher education by refining TESOL programmes. 
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