The Non-Native Speaker: room to grow in languagenimg, role to play in language teaching

That English is the lingua franca of the world tpdsan undisputed fact, but any reference to ttesh number of people who speak English on the
planet is always prefaced by numerous caveats @mglderations. Authors grow even more reticent whey need to mention statistics that
distinguish those speakers as native and non-n&iystal (2012) cautiously suggests the use aff@verage of the most recent estimates, arriving a
the figure of between 1.5 and 2 billion Englishale's, of which only between 400 and 500 milliom mative speakers of the language (p. 154-5).

The difficulty in coming up with those numbers agdrom the fact that the distinction between reaéimd non-native speakers — so deceptively easy on
the surface — is in fact a complex matter. In ttezdture on the topic, tentative definitions aresented only to be questioned and proclaimed
inadequate in some or in many ways. Medgyes (20211-16) spends no less than six pages pointibglbthe different faults to be found in the
definitions most frequently repeated.

The layman concept would probably be expresseddardance with one of the older definitions ofteligd: ‘The first language a human being
learns to speak is his native language; he isiaengpeaker of this language’ (Bloomfield, 1933 d&@ook 2016, p. 177). Comparing that view to one
formulated later in the 20th century, it is possillready to remark on a change of focus from cofleanguage acquisition to the use of a languamge:
a more recent definition produced in the 1990'siive speaker is ‘a person who has spoken a cdaaguage since early childhood’ (McArthur, 1992
apud Cook 2016, p. 178). Regarding both these vi€ask points out the immutability of the histotli€acts of a person’s acquisition of their first
language and their upbringing, which leads heh&cdonclusion that ‘any later-learnt language cabea native language by definition; your second
language will never be your native language regasdbf how long or how well you speak it’ (p. 1718)more recent studies the lines separating
natives and nonnatives have become more opaquinampedagogical implications of that shift for laage teaching are noteworthy — an issue this
essay will address below.

Several of the publications cited here delve ihdifficulties of defining ‘nativespeaker’, dissuisg the characteristics that have been presested a
distinctive of that group. Medgyes (2021, p. 11;X®wever, is the most thorough of the debatetacking and dismantling each of those purported
traits with surgical precision.

These are the aspects he lists for a native speéksarglish, followed by his objections:



was born in an English-speaking country;

acquired English during childhood in an English&peg family or environment; These are the mostlgaefuted characteristics. Medgyes invites us
to consider the children who move away before tarafcquiring English as L1; countries whose statiEnglish-speaking is not clear; the length of
time considered ‘childhood’; what ithe dominantdaage is if the child is bilingual or trilingual.speaks English as his/her first language;

Medgyes reminds us that the term ‘native languageot easily distinguishable from others like ‘tmet tongue’, ‘first language’, ‘L1’, ‘home
language’, ‘dominant language’, which might be arse of confusion.

has a native-like command of English;
The same argument applied in item 3 against lackaoity applies here: ‘command of English’,

‘knowledge of English’, ‘competence in English’,daiproficiency in English’ are imprecise terms,igasative-like'. Medgyes’ very acute question is
‘Where does nativeness begin on a test with,aawyndred items?’ (2021, p. 12).

has the capacity to produce fluent, spontaneoesulise in English;
Not even native speakers are always fluent andtapeaus, depending on the task. Also, basic stegtre automatized by non-natives too.

In regard to items 4 and 5 above, Guerra (20179p) proposes the use of the term ‘language exipettte place of ‘native speaker’ when specifically
referring to the communicative aspects of language purpose of the new terminology is to emplekiowledge as opposed to nationality.

uses the English language creatively;
Creative use of English is not easily defined. Alson-natives can be linguistically creativity i@ too.
In regard to creativity, the extraordinary levethiaved by authors Joseph Conrad and Vladimir

Nabokov are ubiquitous as references of nativepikdiciency. Cook (2016, p. 178) asks whethes ifeasible or desirable for the L2 user to match
these components of the native speaker’. We shmiklthat the question of desirability is extrenyadytinent, but to question if it is feasible inaot
point, as it has already been done — multiple tirog$er own admission.



has reliable intuitions to distinguish right ancowg forms in English.
There are both linguistically naive and refinedveaspeakers. Not every native speaker’s intuitemesreliable.

As can be surmised from what was exposed abovdintgebetween natives and non-natives have begredland it is befitting to question, as did
Medgyes (2021, p. 11), whether the native/non-eassue is the case of a dichotomy or a contintgnillustrates the degree of frustration the terms
cause by referencing different authors whose piiipons range from proclaiming the death of the veaspeaker to suggesting the term be displaced or
dropped altogether. Although he acknowledges thatdichotomy [nativeness and non-nativeness] doestand up to close scrutiny’, in his view the
fact remains that we are all still categorizediisee native or non-native speakers of a certaiglage (2017, foreword p. iv).

Inadequate as they are, the convenience of thestaiative’ and ‘non-native’ is acknowledged byiallthe simple fact that its use is maintained in
much of the literature about the issue to this @dgarly, there is still a need to refer to themmifiar albeit imprecise concepts.

Cook (2016, p. 178) takes a three-tiered approaclefining native speakers. In addition to the @latbirth and upbringing criteria, she proposes a
second and a third way. The second considers sbthe aspects discussed above — characteristicevéna initially taken to be exclusive to native
speakers but are now seen as achievable by amsumaller of non-natives. The third criterion she ka®to distinguish natives from non-natives is the
identity aspect of the language speaker, whiclkargqularly relevant in the case of bilinguals andltilinguals language — which of the languages he
or she identifies with?

The moment we speak we reveal to others a greabauai facts concerning our identity: age, clagsication, place of birth. We also make known
where lies our linguistic loyalty. The conceptsioheritance’ and ‘affiliation’ are key in the styaf language identity. Guerra (2017, p. 195) exyzla
the term ‘inheritance’ as a reference to langudgatity that originates from tradition and histasgmething that you inherit and pass on, while
language ‘affiliation’ refers to a sense of attaemtborn of choice, of a sense of belonging toreaegroup.

In her discussion of identity Cook (2016, p. 17®ahes the conclusion that ‘it raises the questiavhich group we wish the students to belong to —
the community of native speakers of which they mwawer be full members or the communities of L2 s@eflthough | see the merit of raising the
students’ level the awareness of their own langudgyetity in class, | object to the phrasing of itiea. | do not consider that ‘which group we wish
the students to belong to’ is a valid question.tTeaision is not the teacher's to make. Learrlezady suffer too much outside influence and caltur



pressure that inevitably comes with the procedsasfing a language. Let the decision of where titigolace their linguistic allegiance be one thaty
make on their own.

The issue of identity is also brought up as possgiplanation for failure to learn a second langu#ge reason being a rejection of a perceivedthre

to the community or the language the learner ifiestvith. In English in Brazil: views, policiesid programs, a book that discusses the many
obstacles in English language teaching and leaiinitigat country, Leffa (2016, Position 84 of 3708)s ‘patriotic indoctrination, nationalistic ple

for being monolingual, and xenophobic feelingssaatiments that might affect negatively a studemiivation to learn English. He further explains
that ‘Learning somebody else’s language is serthegnterests of a foreign country, in detrimenbné’s country sovereignty. In a divided society,
love and admiration for another language and cellfme seen as alienation, treated with contempiraedted to hate’. In my understanding, this s th
view of an extremely small part of the populatipmgbably circumscribed to major urban areas. IreBrthe hegemony of Portuguese is indisputable —
although Brazilians are heavily influenced by Angbxon culture and Portuguese is very open (sonudveay excessively open) to loans from
English. A resistance to English as an attemptatept one’s identity does not seem to be an issue.

The teacher’s linguistic identity is relevant ire tiearning process. As the primary models (in nlloa@ one sense) of L2 in the classrooms, they are a
reference to the students, which leads Miller antbdta (2013 p. 246) to their reflection that untarding teachers is a necessary step to understand
language teaching and learning; their identity playole in the process of which they are in charge

Not surprisingly after Crystal’s statistics condagithe number of non-native speakers of Englisthéworld nowadays, Celce-Murcia call our
attention to the fact that (2014, p. 64) ‘in a migyoof environments, it is now more common to haveEnglish teacher who is a non-native speaker
than a teacher who is a native speaker’. Thanisnaber that undoubtedly desserves great atterrioom language teaching researchers. These are the
professionals at the chalkface in whose handsfalhjor part of the responsibility to lead Englshguage learners to fluency. Recent studies have
shown a concern for this circumstance and an ist&meNNESTs (Non-native English speaker Teach@itsks is Robinson’s position on the matter:
‘Treating the native speaker as the model for se¢amguage learning is falling into the same triputbordinating the group of L2 users to the group
of native speakers, to which they could never bglopdefinition. The alternative is to treat susfekL2 users as the model against which L2 users
are measured’ (2013, p. 454).

The gain in status NNESTSs are enjoying now — wieh probably be linked to that growth in the numifaron-native speakers of English on the
planet — has highlighted aspects of language teg¢hat used to go unnoticed. Cook brought to theudsion of the native/non-native issue a novel



point of focus, one that escaped my attention cades of teaching: the role that non-native spegiasy in the coursebooks we use. She points out
that in the books our students learn with, L2 speakf English are often ‘ignorant tourists andrrssginner students’, which are not inspiring medel
for the learners. Instead of presenting speakek? @fs ideal models who use English as an acqpioeeer, what the learners often see is L2 speakers
in an ‘unflatteringly powerless status’ (Cook 200p8173-7). That is certainly a missed opportutotyntroduce inspirational models.

Medgyes (2021, p. 54-72) explores the various adgms a NNEST can offer L2 learners:

a) students have in front of them a model of leayrduccess, as well as a language model; b) sadantbenefit from the wealth of languagelearning
strategies their teacher acquired in his/her ommiag; c) although students may not know it, NNE&ife often more aware of the foreign language
than NESTs as a direct result of having learnedipn#rough extensive use of grammar books andodiaties; d) students can count on their teacher
being able to anticipate the language difficultlesy will face; e) their teacher is more likelyampathize with their difficulties because he/she
remembers what it was like; f) the L1 they sharthwheir teacher can be used to clarify instructjonake requests, etc.

| thought of a few additions to the list of advayea of a NNEST: 1) He/she can get the studentshimgavhen a NEST may not because the instances
of interference from the mother tongue are easitpgnizable to those who share na L1: In Englishpronunciation of the —ed suffix, the absence of
the schwa...

2) Having gone through the same difficultioes ieittown path to fluency, A NNEST can easily anttgand prepare for certain items in the
vocabulary or grammar of the material to be taudlgat will present difficulties to the students —igthwords are false cognates that will hinder the
comprehension and which are cognates which wilkviothe students’ favor; which structure in L2 darore intensive practice because of how
diferente it is from L1.

Upon reflection, one major advantage of teachifyeign language as a nonnative speaker is thethviesdught by the experience of having learned

a) a foreign language, any language; and b) thetifsplanguage we are now teaching. We are modaides, and sometimes inspiration to the
students who are now on the long and hard pathave Wwalked. A NNEST does not speak the languagsttlients are learning because he/she
happened to be born in a certain country, but wibHard to achieve fluency. Their teacher was abtmhquer the obstacles they are facing now and is
concrete evidence that it can be done.



In a reference to Kachru’s circles, Celce-Murciggdicts that ‘the future will envolve greater séngy to and explicit training in varieties of Ehgh

in inner-circle, outer-circle, and expanding-circtauntries’. In that diagram, Brazil is placed e texpanding circle, which gives extra strengtth®
need to empower the NNESTS. In the context of dI&bglishes Celce-Murcia suggests that teachen& tiipbally and act locally. Promoting teacher
autonomy and sensibility seems to be the rightt@ayo in a country where NNESTSs are the overwheymmajority and are better equipped to deal
with local socio-cultural particularities anywayid Celce-Murcia’s prediction that ‘published nréés intended for global use will become
increasingly irrelevant as more appropriate locatenals are developed and used in outer-circleeapdnding-circle classrooms’ (Celce-Murcia
2014, p. 67-9).

The discussion of NNESTSs often contemplates hogssful their job can be as a result of feelingmeécurity, fear of exposure, students’ unflattgrin
perception, and unfair competition with NESTs ia jbb market. It is Robinson’s point of view thekposing future teachers to research on
multicompetence or the ideology of non-nativendissva many of them to imagine themselves as muitigetent and bilingual rather than as deficient
speakers of English (2013, p. 247). On my paranl attest to the empowering capacity of this regadirsimultaneously shows limits and possibilities
In any way, this discussion may soon cease to:eXisgtrra, concluding his study, poses that it salbn be irrelevant any comparison of NESTs or
NNESTSs as teachers. Their intercultural competethed; teaching skills, and their language compegenill be the object of assessment (2017, p.
196).

In addition to the advantages of being a NNEST,spahking as a NNEST studying second languageitepdtwould like to address the novel
viewpoints we acquire by studying SLA and expandaingknowledge beyond empirical personal experieReading in this area we often recognize
our lived experiences in the theories describedimmaany reseach findings presented (inner spaectg-switching, the distinctions between native
and non-natives...). It is an interesting expemetacsee your personal experience — somethingéemhed to be singular, yours exclusively —
scientifically explained and described so accuyatsttter than you could have done yourself. Repdbout NNESTSs often felt like having someone
explain my mind to me.

In fairness to NESTSs, | felt obliged to list a feivthe disadvantages | perceive in being a NNESIE most present | can observe in my own practice
is that in countries like Brazil, where classrooBnglish is a precious opportunity to expand thengjtiaand quality of the English input of the
students, the use of L1 with learners can easitpine excessive and dimish the amount of exposut2 o the classroom.



Another, which | have no means to measure, isthigatact that the students are easily understodtidiy NNEST teacher may create a misleading
notion that they would be undertood just as edsjinative speakers of the target language. Thetaohstruggle to make oneself understood — perhaps
a necessary step in language learning — is absémeir comfortable interaction with their NNEST.

| will pursue more information on this issue be@aasits relevance to my professional practice asraNEST, but also because | know that doing so
means | will be learning about myself, about theuiistic learning experience that has made merbfegsional that | am and largely contributed to
forming my identity.

The reasons why | code-switch in class.

a) The languages of a bilingual or multilingual aleays activated; executive control is the ongsen why one is chosen over the other(s) and
maintained in a certain context. b) Sometimes tbelwou need occurs to you in L2 and the trangiainol1 is not immediate. You use the foreign
word while waiting for the L1 version to come touyor for someone to help you translate. ¢) Theedsis the case that a word from another language
occurs to a bilingual because it seems to expresstain idea more succinctly, more precisely orerawlorfully. If the receptor happens to be
monolingual in such an occasion, the speaker magsghto use the word nonetheless — to satisfyraer o express an idea precisely —and follow it
with an explanation of the concept of the foreigm. | find that this is often the case when | aaching the L2 and it is my view that it is notyonl
permissible but desirable, as it enriches the cartkthe class. It seems to me that the origithisf practice is the same that explains why speaker
every language resort to the use of such foreignd@nd expressions bisdungsroman, deus ex machina or zeitgeist and | believe that if we allow
ourselves to make use of similarly useful termslass it would count as stimulating input in theyé language. Cook mentions ‘oneupmanship’ as a
possible motivation for code-switching in thosegimstances, but | believe that in language teadhiaitydea can be discarded.

In the same line of thought, it is relevant to rember that in the context of English being taughBrazil the use of English words and expressions is
commonplace in the media and adopting that prastickass is bound to contribute to the expansidhe students’ vocabulary.

WORKS CITED

Celce-Murcia, Marianne. ‘Teaching English in thetext of world Englishes’ in Celce-Murcia, Marianmzinton, Donna M.; Snow, Marguerite Ann
(Ed.) (2014). Teaching English as a second ordor&nguage (4th edn.). Boston: Heinle-Cengageriiegr (p. 63-70)



Cook, Vivian (2016). Second Language Learning aadguage Teaching 5th edn. New York: Routledge.t@ryBSavid. ‘A global language’ in
Seargeant, Philip and Swann (Ed.) (2012). Enghighe World: history, diversity, change. Abingd&uoutledge. (151-177)

Guerra, Luis. ‘Students’ perceptions and expectatad native and non-native speaking teachers’ativd and Non-Native Teachers in English
Language Classrooms, by Agudo, Juan de Dios Mar{tee.) (2017). Boston: De Gruyter Mouton. P 183-20

Leffa, Vilson J. ‘Preface’ in English in Brazil:eivs, policies and programs, by Finardi, Kyria Reb@d.) (2016). Londrina: EDUEL. Kindle edition.
Medgyes, Peter. The Non-Native Teacher (2021) a@dér: Swan Communication.

Miller, Elizabeth R. and Kubota, Ryuko. ‘Seconddaage identity construction’ in The Cambridge Haowlbof Second Language Acquisition (2013)
by Herschensohn, Julia and Young-Scholten, Mai) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Robinson, Peter (Ed.) (2013). The Routledge Emperlia of Second Language Acquisition. New YorkufRage.

VanPatten, Bill; Smith, Megan; Benati, AlessandrqZ®20). Key Questions in Second Language Acqgarsitan introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.



The Non-Native Speaker: room to grow in language lear ning, roleto play in language teaching

That English is the lingua franca of the world tpdman undisputed fact, but any reference to tteash number of people who speak English
on the planet is always prefaced by numerous cavaat considerations. Authors grow even more mgtisen they need to mention statistics that
distinguish those speakers as native and non-n&iystal (2012) cautiously suggests the use aff@verage of the most recent estimates, arriving a
the figure of between 1.5 and 2 billion Englishae's, of which only between 400 and 500 milliom mative speakers of the language (p. 154-5).

The difficulty in coming up with those numbers agdrom the fact that the distinction between reaéimnd non-native speakers — so deceptively
easy on the surface — is in fact a complex mdtiahe literature on the topic, tentative definisoare presented only to be questioned and prostaim
inadequate in some or in many ways. Medgyes (26d4nds no less than six pages pointing out alliififerent faults to be found in the definitions
most frequently repeated.

The layman concept would probably be expresseddardance with one of the older definitions ofteligd: ‘The first language a human
being learns to speak is his native language; henative speaker of this language’ (Cook 2018,7, citing Bloomfield, 1933). Comparing that view
to one formulated later in the 20th century, passible already to remark on a change of focus fsader of language acquisition to the use of a
language: in a more recent definition produced@&1990’s a native speaker is ‘a person who hasespa certain language since early childhood’
(Cook 2016, p. 178, citing McArthur, 1992). Regaglboth these views, Cook points out the immutghbdf the historical facts of a person’s
acquisition of their first language and their uplgring, which leads her to the conclusion that ‘Etgr-learnt language cannot be a native langugge b
definition; your second language will never be yoative language regardless of how long or how wall speak it’ (p. 178). In more recent studies
the lines separating natives and non-natives hagerbe more opaque and the pedagogical implicatibtieat shift for language teaching are
noteworthy — an issue this essay will address helow

Several of the publications cited here delve ihwdifficulties of defining ‘native speaker’, digsing the characteristics that have been
presented as distinctive of that group. Medgye&12thowever, is the most thorough of the debasgtacking and dismantling each of those
purported traits with surgical precision. The seaspects of a native speaker of English that Meslgg#ected are listed below, followed by
objections and considerations from several authors:



Aspect 1: was born in an English-speaking country;
Aspect 2: acquired English during childhood in arglish-speaking family or environment;

These are the most easily refuted characteridflesgyes invites us to consider the children who enaway before or after acquiring English
as L1; countries whose status as English-speakingticlear; the length of time considered as dttobd’; what the dominant language is if the child
is bilingual or trilingual.

Aspect 3: speaks English as his/her first language;

Medgyes reminds us that the term ‘native languageot easily distinguishable from others like ‘tmet tongue’, ‘first language’, ‘L1’, ‘home
language’, ‘dominant language’, which might be arse of confusion.

Aspect 4: has a native-like command of English;

The same argument applied in aspect 3 againsoladiarity applies here: ‘command of English’, ‘kmedge of English’, ‘competence in
English’, and ‘proficiency in English’ are impreeiterms, as is ‘native-like'. Medgyes’ very acutestion is ‘Where does nativeness begin on a test
with, say, a hundred items?’ (2021, p. 12). A catgpkhange of the direction of our focus is suggkby Cook, taking into account that very few L2
learners ‘can ever pass for natives’; in her vi&iA research should be concerned with the typacdlievement of L2 learners in their own right
rather than with that of the handful of exceptiondividuals who can mimic native speakers’ (2096,177). An even broader perspective of the issue
considers the impact that unquestionable prodi@irnpossibility of a non-native achieving natikeless would have on second language studies:
‘the question behind all of the questions in tleddfiof SLA is whether L1 acquisition and L2 acquasi are the same thing [...] If we had definitive
evidence that learners can’t become nativelikd, wloauld suggest a major difference between L1 adddquisition’ (VanPatten, Smith and Benati
2020, p. 185).

Aspect 5: has the capacity to produce fluent, spwdus discourse in English;

Medgyes’ response is that not even native speakeralways fluent and spontaneous, depending aiaskeAlso, basic structures are
automatized by non-natives too.



In regard to items 4 and 5 above, Guerra (201799) proposes the use of the term ‘language exjpetite place of ‘native speaker’ when
specifically referring to the communicative asgeuftlanguage. The purpose of the new terminoledyg emphasize knowledge as opposed to
nationality.

Aspect 6: uses the English language creatively;

Medgyes questions that view saying that creatieeafi€nglish is not easily defined. Also, non-nasican be linguistically creativity in L2 too.
In regard to creativity, the extraordinary levathi@ved by authors Joseph Conrad and Vladimir Nabake ubiquitous as references of native-like
proficiency. Cook (2016, p. 178) asks whether itaasible or desirable for the L2 user to matatsthcomponents of the native speaker’. We should
note that the question of desirability is extrenyadytinent, but to question if it is feasible imaot point, as it has already been done — multipies,
by her own admission.

Aspect 7: has reliable intuitions to distinguishtiand wrong forms in English.
There are both linguistically naive and refinedvetpeakers. Not every native speaker’s intuit@anmesreliable.

As can be surmised from what was exposed abovéingsbetween natives and non-natives have begredland it is befitting to question, as
did Medgyes (2021, p. 11), whether the native/native issue is the case of a dichotomy or a contimiHe illustrates the degree of frustration the
terms cause by referencing different authors wipospositions range from proclaiming the death efrnltive speaker to suggesting the term be
displaced or dropped altogether. Although he ackedges that ‘the dichotomy [nativeness and nonvaatss] does not stand up to close scrutiny’, in
his view the fact remains that we are all stillecairized as either native or non-native speakeasoaftain language (2017, foreword p. iv).

Inadequate as they are, the convenience of thestaative’ and ‘non-native’ is acknowledged byialthe simple fact that its use is maintained
in much of the literature about the issue to tlag. CClearly, there is still a need to refer to th&smiliar albeit imprecise concepts.

Cook (2016) takes a three-tiered approach to definative speakers. In addition to the place dhland upbringing criteria, she proposes a
second and a third way. The second considers sbthe aspects discussed above — characteristice/éna initially taken to be exclusive to native
speakers but are now seen as achievable by asnmalier of non-natives. The third criterion she kesto distinguish natives from non-natives is the
identity aspect of the language speaker, whiclarsqularly relevant in the case of bilinguals andltilinguals language — which of the languages he
or she identifies with?



The moment we speak we reveal to others a greabewuai facts concerning our identity: age, clagsication, place of birth. We also make
known where lies our linguistic loyalty. The contepf ‘inheritance’ and ‘affiliation’ are key in ¢hstudy of language identity. Guerra (2017, p. 195)
explains the term ‘inheritance’ as a referencabglage identity that originates from tradition &mstory, something that you inherit and pass on,
while language ‘affiliation’ refers to a sense tthahment born of choice, of a sense of belongirg ¢ertain group.

In her discussion of identity Cook (2016, p. 173ahes the conclusion that ‘it raises the questiavhich group we wish the students to
belong to — the community of native speakers oftilthey can never be full members or the commundfd.2 users?’ Although | see the merit of
raising the students’ level the awareness of their language identity in class, | object to thegsimg of the idea. | do not consider that ‘whicougy
we wish the students to belong to’ is a valid goestThat decision is not the teacher's to makarmers already suffer too much outside influenae an
cultural pressure that inevitably comes with thecpss of leaning a language. Let the decision efrg/the will place their linguistic allegiance beeo
that they make on their own.

The issue of identity is also brought up as possgtabplanation for failure to learn a second langu#ge reason being a rejection of a perceived
threat to the community or the language the leadwsttifies with. In English in Brazil: views, poles and programs, a book that discusses the many
obstacles in English language teaching and leatnitigat country, Leffa (2016, Position 84 of 3708)s ‘patriotic indoctrination, nationalistic ple
for being monolingual, and xenophobic feelingssaatiments that might affect negatively a studemixivation to learn English. He further explains
that ‘Learning somebody else’s language is serthegnterests of a foreign country, in detrimenboé’s country sovereignty. In a divided society,
love and admiration for another language and cellwe seen as alienation, treated with contempiraedted to hate’. In my understanding, this i th
view of an extremely small part of the populatiprgbably circumscribed to major urban areas. IrzlBrthe hegemony of Portuguese is indisputable —
although Brazilians are heavily influenced by Arglixon culture and Portuguese is very open (sonuédveay excessively open) to loans from
English. A resistance to English as an attemptatept one’s identity does not seem to be an issue.

The teacher’s linguistic identity is relevant ire learning process. As the primary models (in niloa@ one sense) of L2 in the classrooms, they
are a reference to the students, which leads Miler Kubota (2013) to their reflection that undeamsling teachers is a necessary step to understand
language teaching and learning; their identity playole in the process of which they are in charge

Not surprisingly after Crystal’s statistics conaaghthe number of non-native speakers of Englistméworld nowadays, Celce-Murcia call our
attention to the fact that (2014, p. 64) ‘in a migyoof environments, it is now more common to haveEnglish teacher who is a non-native speaker



than a teacher who is a native speaker’. Thanisnaber that undoubtedly deserves great attentaon fanguage teaching researchers. After all, these
are the professionals at the chalkface in whosdd&all a major part of the responsibility to l€aaglish language learners to fluency. Recent ssudie
have shown a concern for this new setting in setamguage teaching, as well as an increased interBBNESTs (Non-native English speaker
Teachers). Cook argues that nativelikeness is possible measure of success for second languagetsaf we are working with the definition of a
native speaker as ‘a person who has spoken arcé@atgjuage since early childhood’ (2016, p. 1889 iaa that way we are denying our students
achievable goals and thus setting them for faidume frustration. This is Robinson’s position on thatter: ‘treating the native speaker as the mfudel
second language learning is falling into the samae of subordinating the group of L2 users to tteug of native speakers, to which they could never
belong by definition. The alternative is to treatsessful L2 users as the model against which eBsumre measured’ (2013, p. 454).

The emphasis of second language teaching so fallWwags been on the native speaker, be it in theetsgresent in textbooks, in the
preference for native speakers as teachers, beinhoice of pronunciation models. There seeme thdwever, a new paradigm just around the
corner, which has only made itself noted in theaesh studies, not in the textbooks, not in schaold certainly not in the perception of the gehera
public. The premise of this new trend is eloqueeipressed by Cook when she says that by teacmggidge learners only what native speakers can
do ‘we are limiting the students’ horizons’ (20p6,183). That is to say, we are failing to explire powers that people acquire when they become
bilinguals.

One of the powers speakers of a second languagesgandeswitching — changing from one languagantmther mid-speech or mixing words
or sentences from different languages. That idodityethat is exclusive to those who have acquigesecond language and is employed in a diversity
of situations, such as keeping certain informatrom the monolinguals around you, quoting somedse, ®r mixing structures from two language for
some effect (humor, for instance; Brazilian speakemetimes add the English suffibon to a Portuguese word to make it funagrolation,
atrapalhation). Codeswitching has particular pedagogical sigaifce in language teaching when the teacher is-@ative and share L1 with his
students, meaning that the switching from L1 toalil? not happen exclusively among the learners. ICe®es the phenomenon as a natural occurrence,
given the context, and that what is unnatural kénigga monolingual L2 situation (2016). Agudo (2Dprovides a sociocultural point of view to the
discussion informing that when L1 is used in classners are closer to their zone of proximal dgwelent.

My reading about codeswitching led me to reflechonown reasons to codeswitch in class and heheifruit of that reflection: a) The
languages of a bilingual or multilingual are alwaygsivated; executive control is the only reasoly whe is chosen over the other(s) and maintained in
a certain context. b) Sometimes the word you needrs to you in L2 and the translation to L1 is matnediate. You use the foreign word while



waiting for the L1 version to come to you or fonsgone to help you translate. c) There is also déise that a word from another language occurs to a
bilingual because it seems to express a certamnu@e succinctly, more precisely or more coloyfuli the receptor happens to be monolingual in
such an occasion, the speaker may choose to usetbenonetheless — to satisfy an inner to expaiesgea precisely —and follow it with an
explanation of the concept of the foreign termndifthat this is often the case when | am teacthied_2 and it is my view that it is not only

permissible but desirable, as it enriches the cardkthe class. It seems to me that the origithisf practice is the same that explains why speaker
every language resort to the use of such foreigngend expressions as bildungsroman, deus ex n@achieitgeist and | believe that if we allow
ourselves to make use of similarly useful termslass it would count as stimulating input in they& language. Cook (2016) mentions oneupmanship
as a possible motivation for code-switching in thoscumstances, but | believe that in languagehteg that idea can be discarded. In the same line
of thought, it is relevant to remember that in ¢bhatext of English being taught in Brazil the u$&nglish words and expressions is commonplace in
the media and adopting that practice in class isddo contribute to the expansion of the studerdsabulary.

The gain in status NNESTSs are enjoying now — wisexh probably be linked to that growth in the numifanon-native speakers of English on
the planet — has highlighted aspects of languaagghteg that used to go unnoticed. Cook broughteadiscussion of the native/non-native issue a
novel point of focus, one that had so far escapgattention in decades of teaching: successfuleamplowering roles of L2 users are not found in
textbooks. In fact, the role that non-native speskéay in the course books that we use is inganit. Cook points out that in the books our stiislen
learn with, L2 speakers of English are often ‘igmdrtourists and near-beginner students’, whichnatenspiring models for the learners. Instead of
presenting speakers of L2 as ideal models who ngbdi as an acquired power, what the learners ke is L2 speakers in an ‘unflatteringly
powerless status’ (Cook 2008, p. 173-7). That dmezement gained with such arduous and prolonge#,vand one that is so useful and desirable
worldwide be relegated to a minor role in textboskan error in judgement that one hopes will sberorrected. For the moment, however, not
introducing these inspirational models is certaalyissed opportunity to lure the learners’ interes

Medgyes (2021) explores the various advantagesBINNcan offer L2 learners: a) students have intfobthem a model of learning success,
as well as a language model; b) students can lhdrwafi the wealth of language learning stratednesrtteacher acquired in his/her own learning; c)
although students may not believe it, NNESTs atenafnore aware of the foreign language than NESEsdirect result of having learned mainly
through extensive use of grammar books and diatiesiad) students can count on their teacher betihg to anticipate the language difficulties they
will face; e) their teacher is more likely to entgae with their difficulties because he/she remerslvehat it was like; f) the L1 they share with thei
teacher can be used to clarify instructions, makgests, etc.



| thought of a few additions to the list of advagea of a NNEST: 1) He/she can get the studentshmgavhen a NEST may not because the
instances of interference from the mother tongeeeasily recognizable to those who share an L1English, the pronunciation of thed suffix, the
absence of the schwa... 2) Having gone througldhee difficultioes in their own path to fluencyNNEST can easily anticipate and prepare for
certain items in the vocabulary or grammar of tlatenal to be taught that will present difficultiesthe students — which words are false cognags t
will hinder the comprehension and which are cognhatieich will work in the students’ favor; which gtture in L2 need more intensive practice
because of how diferente it is from L1.

Upon reflection, one major advantage of teachify@gn language as a non-native speaker is théweaught by the experience of having
learned a) a foreign language, any language; atttabypecific language we are now teaching. Werm@els, guides, and sometimes inspiration to
the students who are now on the long and hardweathave once walked. A NNEST does not speak tlgubkege the students are learning because
he/she happened to be born in a certain counttywbrked hard to achieve fluency. Their teacher algle to conquer the obstacles they are facing
now and is concrete evidence that it can be done.

In a reference to Kachru'’s circles, Celce-Murci@l2, p. 67-9) anticipates that ‘the future will atve greater sensitivity to and explicit
training in varieties of English in inner-circleyter-circle, and expanding-circle countries’. lattdiagram, Brazil is placed in the expanding eircl
which gives extra strength to the need to empoleNNESTSs. In the context of global Englishes Géllegcia suggests that teachers think globally
and act locally. Promoting teacher autonomy andibéity seems to be the right way to go in a coymthere NNESTSs are the overwhelming majority
and are better equipped to deal with local socitutal particularities anyway. It is Celce-Murcigisediction that ‘published materials intended for
global use will become increasingly irrelevant agenappropriate local materials are developed aed in outer-circle and expanding-circle
classrooms’

The discussion of NNESTSs often contemplates hogssftul their job can be as a result of feelingmeécurity, fear of exposure, students’
unflattering perception, and unfair competitionhnMMESTSs in the job market. There are also flagnaistonceptions in the public opinion, sometimes
associated with racism, as can be seen in Milldrkarbota’s report of a case of false beliefs hglchbn-Caucasian teachers. They believed that ‘their
ESL students thought only white people could béevaapeakers of English and that only white pedplewreal English’ (2013, p. 246). As is often
the case, one proposed intervention to solve tblelgm is to educate the ill-informed. It is Robinsopoint of view that ‘exposing future teachers to
research on multicompetence or the ideology of matn+eness allows many of them to imagine themsehgemulticompetent and bilingual rather than
as deficient speakers of English (2013, p. 247)n@rpart, | can attest to the empowering capadithis reading. It simultaneously shows limits and



possibilities. Regardless, if some of the predigtimade above come true, this discussion may smsedo exist: Guerra, concluding his study, poses
that it will soon be irrelevant any comparison &3IT's and NNESTSs as teachers. Their interculturalpetence, their teaching skills, and their
language competence will be the object of assedsmgardless of their origins (2017).

In addition to the advantages of being a NNEST, spehking as a NNEST studying second languageitggdtwould like to address the
novel viewpoints we acquire by studying SLA andangiing our knowledge beyond empirical personal egpee. Reading in this area we often
recognize our lived experiences in the theoriesrilgsd and in many research findings presente(ispeech, code-switching, the distinctions
between native and non-natives...). It is an iisténg experience to see your personal experiersmanething that seemed to be singular, yours
exclusively — scientifically explained and descdls® accurately, better than you could have donesgif. Reading about NNESTSs often felt like
having someone explain my mind to me.

In fairness to NESTSs, | felt the need to come ughailist of at least a few of the disadvantagesrteive in in my performance as a NNEST.
The most present | can observe in my own pracsitiea reverse of one of the advantages mentiormceathe ability to interact with the students in
their L1. In countries like Brazil, where classro&mglish is a precious opportunity to expand thantgiy and quality of the English input of the
students, the use of L1 with learners can easitpine excessive and diminish the amount of expdsut@ in the classroom.

Another, which | have no means to measure, istttgatact that the students are easily understodtddiy NNEST teacher may create a
misleading notion that they would be understoot gsseasily by native speakers of the target laggushe constant struggle to make oneself
understood — perhaps a necessary step in langeageng — is absent in their comfortable interactath their NNEST.

| am certain that | will pursue more information this issue because of its relevance to my prafaaspractice as a NNEST, but also because
| know that doing so means | will be learning abmyself, about the linguistic learning experientat thas made me the professional that | am and
largely contributed to forming my identity, bilinglthat | am.
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