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Abstract 
Various features of teacher instruction underpin the criteria used for the evaluation of teacher 
quality. The current study sought to explore whether nativeness/non-nativeness affects the 
criteria teachers consider for teacher quality evaluation. To this end, the participants were 
provided with five video  clips of teaching, each presenting a 10-min lesson taught in a real 
classroom environment. They were requested to rate the quality of the teachers and to point out 
and describe the criteria they used to rate the teachers. Content analysis of the data indicated 
that preparation, caring, classroom management, and instruction constituted the general criteria 
the native and non-native teachers employed to evaluate teacher quality. Considerable 
differences, however, were observed between the two groups regarding a few of the criteria. 
The native teachers valued teachers’ efficient use of learners’ L1 more than the non-native 
teachers, while teachers’ linguistic accuracy and fluency of speech were highlighted by more 
non-native teachers. Besides, issues related to caring, management, and instruction grabbed the 
attention of both native and non-native teachers, while preparation received substantially less 
attention. It can be concluded that the use of video-mediated peer observation can provide a 
platform to uncover the implicit beliefs teachers hold toward teacher quality. 
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Teacher quality has been long regarded as one of the most significant contributing factors to 
student learning (Ingersoll, 2020). It is, then, incumbent on those in the educational sphere to 
be able to evaluate teacher quality most reliably and validly. There has been mounting debate 
in the literature about whether the quality of a teacher should be measured based on (1) teacher 
input such as credentials, (2) teaching process, i.e., teacher practices often measured through 
classroom observations, (3) teaching output, i.e., the impact of teaching on student 
achievement, or a combination of these elements (Stronge et al., 2011). Although teacher 
evaluation systems in several educational contexts still rely upon teacher input and output, it is 
teaching performance that is now regarded as the most significant indicator of teacher quality 
(Gergen & Gill, 2020; Olsen, 2021). This, in turn, has resulted in a serious question: What 
teacher attributes and practices can best define quality in teachers’ performance and hence 
should be considered in teacher evaluation? Some attempts have been made by recent scholars 
to introduce such features (Danielson, 2013; Marzano, 2013; Stronge, 2018). However, it is 
also necessary to know how teachers, given their recent inclusion and recognition as plausible 
evaluators in various contexts, evaluate teacher quality. 
Against this backdrop, it seems crucial to explore what criteria teachers employ to evaluate 
teacher quality. Prior research has addressed the impact that variables such as teaching 
experience and discipline have on the criteria that teachers apply for evaluating teachers (e.g., 
Chand Dayal & Alpana, 2020; McCoy & Lynam, 2021; Nguyen & Pham, 2020; Torres et al., 
2017). Torres et al. (2017), for instance, investigated the criteria teachers from different 
educational disciplines employ for evaluating their peers. The results indicated no major 
differences between the teachers from various disciplinary fields. The teachers from all fields 
consistently emphasized communication and interaction with students and students’ 
engagement in the class. Scant research in L2 education, however, has examined how teacher 
nativeness/non-nativeness might influence teacher evaluation. 
The debate over native versus non-native English-speaking teachers has long dominated the 
English language teaching profession. Non-native speaker teachers are often defined against 
native speaker teachers, implying a privileged status bestowed on teachers for whom English 
is the native language. This privilege rests on the argument that a native speaker teacher can 
best model the fluent and appropriate use of language, is well aware of the cultural connotations 
of language, and can best judge the acceptability of any piece of language. Phillipson (1992, 
p.195), however, called this “the native speaker fallacy” and highlighted that none of these 
abilities are beyond the capability of a non-native speaker of a language and can be well 
developed through teacher education. Such criticisms along with a sudden increase in the 
number of non-native speakers of English worldwide and the need for effective intercultural 
interaction led ELT scholars, almost from the early 1980s, to question the adequacy of the 
century-old native speaker model. This is aligned with the rise of English as an International 
Language, English as a Lingua Franca, and World Englishes, which emphasize the importance 
of non-native varieties of English, the significance of intelligibility in recently prevalent NNS-
NNS communication, and the non-exclusive ownership of English. These new strands 
challenged the raciolinguistic ideologies pervading the ELT industry, that is the idea that 
competent teachers are white native speakers of English (Ramjattan, 2019; Rosa & Flores, 
2017). Despite this acknowledgment in both professional and academic literature, non-native 
speaker teachers of English continue to be disprivileged in several educational contexts 
(Kubota, 2022; Rosa, 2016; Sekaja et al., 2022). Given the significance of this issue and the 
fact that teacher evaluation criteria, as primary indicators of teacher quality, have not been 
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examined from native and non-native teachers’ perspectives, the study aimed to explore the 
criteria native and non-native English language teachers apply for teacher quality evaluation. 

Literature Review 

Teacher Quality Evaluation 
Teacher quality evaluation refers to a process employed to measure teacher effectiveness which 
primarily attempts at enhancing student learning (Danielson, 2001). The method of conducting 
this seemingly easy process, however, has undergone major shifts over time. Measures of 
student learning, particularly student achievement scores, had been traditionally relied on by 
various stakeholders to decide upon the quality of teachers in several educational contexts. 
However, this method, which is commonly referred to as value-added modeling (VAM), has 
been the target of several criticisms as to its reliability and validity (Leon & Thomas, 2015). 
Theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that VAM scores suffer from inconsistency, are 
influenced by the characteristics of students, and do not show any significant relationship with 
other more accepted methods of teacher evaluation (Amrein-Beardsley & Geiger, 2020; Briggs 
& Domingue, 2011; Collins, 2014). 
In view of these criticisms, researchers began to reconsider the century-old question of how 
teachers’ quality can be reliably and validly evaluated. The most plausible response, according 
to the literature (Gergen & Gill, 2020), lies primarily in the very performance of teachers. 
Instead of employing student achievement to judge teacher quality, evaluation systems should 
rely on teachers' practices so as to foster student learning. The method of using teachers’ 
performance as the criterion for examining the quality of their work has been called the 
performance-based/standards-based evaluation model. Although there exists no one best 
method to evaluate teachers, literature offers positive evidence as to the validity and reliability 
of employing teacher performance for evaluating teacher quality (e.g., Coady et al., 2020; 
Patrick et al., 2020). 

Teacher Criteria for Teacher Quality Evaluation 
Any teacher evaluation system, irrespective of the educational level, attempts to achieve two 
main goals: to exhibit accountability to various stakeholders and to foster teacher professional 
development (Lillejord & Bort, 2020). Not all evaluation programs, however, manage to 
achieve these purposes. An effective teacher evaluation requires careful planning of the whole 
process, namely the frequency, nature, and use of evaluation, as well as the composition and 
qualifications of evaluators (Marzano et al., 2020). The evaluators, therefore, play a vital role 
in the success of any teacher quality evaluation system. Given skepticisms about the validity 
of principals'/administrators’ evaluation of teachers and concerns about the reliability of 
relying on judgments from a single evaluator, it is recommended in the literature that multiple 
evaluators inform the evaluation of teacher quality, with experienced teachers as a key 
evaluator (Darling-Hammond, 2015; Gordon, 2020). Although top-down approaches toward 
teacher quality evaluation still dominate ELT in several contexts (where evaluation is done by 
administrators, policy makers, etc.), teachers have been recently acknowledged as plausible 
evaluators either in the form of self-evaluation or peer evaluation (Borg & Edmett, 2018). 
Whatever their advantages and disadvantages, teacher self-evaluation and peer observation are 
currently employed in several educational programs worldwide. Teachers are often provided 
with a pre-specified set of criteria based on which they should evaluate their own or their peers’ 
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teaching (O'Leary, 2020). Probably due to the popularity of such methods, we know little about 
the criteria that teachers themselves utilize if required to evaluate teaching practices. 
Meanwhile, recent studies have mostly turned toward exploring the benefits, challenges, and 
obstacles involved in the process of self-/peer-evaluation (e.g., Hendry et al., 2021; Visone, 
2022). It should be noted that the majority of the studies in this area, as the following review 
reveals, have been conducted in general education contexts and in very few cases in ELT. 
Nonetheless, teachers, according to the available evidence, often use three kinds of criteria for 
evaluating their or other teachers’ practices: (a) learners' classroom behavior and experience, 
(b) teachers' classroom practices, and (c) the output of teaching; that is, student learning. 
Among these, student learning experience has proved to be a key criterion that teachers employ 
for evaluation. In his study, Madsen (2005) relied on interviews to identify the criteria that 
novice teachers typically employ for evaluating their practices. Student classroom 
participation, interest, and autonomy have been reported as the major criteria that the teachers 
use to evaluate themselves. Nevertheless, teachers’ actual self-evaluation practices need a more 
valid picture of the issue. To develop a self-evaluation questionnaire, more recently, Torres et 
al. (2017) addressed the issue from the perspective of lecturers from different educational 
disciplines. Student-related behavior such as participation recurred in the data. Torres et al., 
however, did not specify the teaching experience of the participants to ensure whether their 
perspectives were valid enough to inform a questionnaire. The extent to which the students 
showed interest in the lesson was further considered for self-evaluation by the primary student 
teachers in McCoy and Lynam’s (2021) study. 
Student learning has further emerged, albeit in a few studies, as a major criterion for self-
evaluation among both pre-service and in-service teachers. The inexperienced and award-
winning faculty members (Dunkin, 1991), the student elementary teachers (Dunkin et al., 
1996), and both novice and expert primary teachers (Madsen, 2005) have referred to student 
immediate learning of a particular lesson, the ability to apply the learning in a later lesson, and 
long-term learning for evaluating themselves. Besides, many pre-service teachers in Olson et 
al.’s (2004) study used student learning measured through achievement scores to judge the 
quality of their teaching. Success in formative and summative tests was also reported as a self-
evaluation criterion by a few teachers in Kremer and Ben‐Peretz (2006) who used interviews 
to examine the issue among 90 teachers from various levels and schools in the northern district 
of Israel. However, this criterion has received scant attention in more recent studies addressing 
the issue, probably due to the recent recognition that student learning is affected by several 
factors other than teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and expertise. 

In addition to student-related factors, teacher attributes and skills have recurrently been 
mentioned as one of the evaluation criteria in prior studies. Prospective primary teachers in 
Madsen’s (2005) study considered their affective (e.g., patience), cognitive (e.g., content 
knowledge), and behavioral (e.g., classroom management) features important for evaluating 
their practices. However, the author, as mentioned earlier, employed interviews rather than a 
more revealing method such as examining teachers’ actual self-evaluation practices. This 
methodological limitation was improved by subsequent studies that used video-based 
reflection/observation to investigate the issue. Nonetheless, except for Gröschner et al.’s (2018) 
study which did not specify the participants’ teaching experience, the teachers inquired were 
restricted to pre-service ones. Although not directly exploring teacher self-evaluation criteria, 
Ibrahim et al.’s (2012) study of teachers’ reflective practices revealed that content knowledge, 
management of time and student behavior, and instructional issues (e.g., clarity of 
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explanations) entailed the main features the chemistry student teachers considered in reflecting 
on the quality of their practices. In Gröschner et al.’s (2018) study, the ability to engage 
students in learning was the major issue on which the teachers relied for self-evaluation. More 
recently, using a video-mediated approach, the secondary pre-service teachers in Chand Dayal 
and Alpana’s (2020) study employed teaching-related issues such as planning and classroom 
management, as well as teacher personal characteristics such as confidence and enthusiasm, to 
evaluate their teaching. Similarly, the primary student teachers in McCoy and Lynam’s (2021) 
study valued both affective and behavioral aspects of their practices. The key evaluation criteria 
included managing time, maintaining discipline, instructional clarity, monitoring learning, 
creating an interactive environment, engaging students, and encouraging. 
These criteria also emerged in peer observations, with studies incorporating experienced in-
service teachers. Hammersley‐Fletcher and Orsmond (2005), for instance, examined the 
observation experience of teachers with a range of experience across two schools during 2002-
2003 and found that the evaluation concentrated on mechanics of teaching (e.g., lesson 
structure) and student experience of learning (the degree to which they enjoyed learning). 
Promoting and encouraging student participation and engagement through activities such as 
group discussion entailed the key criteria the student teachers in Harford and MacRuairc’s 
(2008) and the in-service teachers in Shortland’s (2010) and Hendry et al.’s (2014) research 
employed to evaluate their peers. Teachers’ pedagogical practices (e.g., monitoring) further 
recurred in Torres et al.’s (2017) investigation of the issue across different educational 
disciplines. To develop a peer observation instrument, Dillon et al. (2020) further explored 
criteria STEM faculty members from a university in Portland employed to evaluate peers. The 
use of group work and student engagement were the most important areas for the faculty. 
Similarly, in Hendry et al.’s (2021) more recent study, although focusing on the advantages of 
peer observation, teachers’ skills in engaging students and creating a motivating learning 
environment were the major quality indicators experienced physics academics used in peer 
observation. 
Although not directly addressing the criteria teachers apply for teacher evaluation, the findings 
from a few studies suggest that ESL teachers draw on some common attributes/skills to judge 
their own/their peers’ practices. To investigate peer observation opportunities for professional 
learning, Sarfraz (2019), for instance, examined experienced non-native ESL academics’ 
observation practices. Teachers’ content knowledge and teaching practices, as the observation 
notes revealed, constituted two general criteria the participants highly valued, although they 
emphasized teachers’ mastery of subject matter over their pedagogical practices arguing that it 
will foster learner enthusiasm in the classroom. In a similar vein, Nguyen and Pham’s (2020) 
exploration of the problems 10 English lecturers encountered in conducting observation of their 
colleagues in a university in Vietnam indicated that teachers’ knowledge of the subject and 
their pedagogical methods were used as two significant criteria for teacher evaluation. More 
recently, Yuan et al. (2022) explored the extent to which pre-service non-native language 
teachers’ reflective practices can contribute to their professional learning. Instructional 
strategies, teacher language, classroom interaction, and catering for student diversity entailed 
the major instructional criteria used in their reflections. Although these studies are illuminating, 
none of them investigated the issue in relation to native speaker teachers. 
Other frequent criteria that teachers, according to the literature, use to evaluate their teaching, 
include judgments and comments of others such as students, colleagues, supervisors, and 
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parents gained either through formal evaluation instruments or through some informal 
feedback. Approximately half of the pre-service and experienced teachers in Macleod (1988), 
several novice teachers and a few award-winning professors in Dunkin (1991), all the student 
teachers in Dunkin et al. (1996), and several faculty members in Wood and Su (2017) used 
feedback from external sources including supervisors, principals, colleagues, and student 
parents in evaluating themselves. A recent meta-review by Harrison et al. (2022) further 
reported student feedback as a key source of some teacher evaluations. 
Notwithstanding this body of research that has addressed the criteria that teachers with 
differing educational backgrounds, teaching experience, and from varying disciplines employ 
in teacher evaluation, scant research in L2 education has problematized nativeness in teacher 
quality evaluation. Given that the criteria teachers employ in evaluation reflect their 
perceptions of what constitutes teacher quality and that teacher beliefs, whether explicitly or 
implicitly held, influence their practices, an exploration of native and non-native teachers’ 
evaluation criteria can contribute to a better understanding of the debate over native/non-native 
English speaker teachers. By demonstrating the extent to which native and non-native teachers’ 
criteria converge/diverge, the results can provide some evidence to support/refute the 
traditional dichotomy between native and non-native teachers. The study, therefore, aimed to 
explore criteria native and non-native English language teachers apply for teacher quality 
evaluation. To fulfill the purpose of this research, the study addressed the following research 
question: What criteria do native and non-native English language teachers apply for teacher 
quality evaluation? 

Method 

Participants 
Two groups of teachers took part in the study: native teachers (i.e., teachers who speak English 
as their first language/mother tongue) and non-native teachers (i.e., teachers for whom English 
is the second/foreign language). In total, 50 native (male = 26, female = 24) and 50 non-native 
teachers (male = 21, female = 29) participated in the video-mediated peer observation on a 
voluntary basis and conducted the observation. They were selected based on convenience 
sampling, that is, according to their availability and willingness to cooperate. The non-native 
participants included Persian-speaking EFL teachers who taught at private English institutes 
across the country where English is learned as a foreign language. The native participants were 
ESL teachers teaching English at language institutes in a range of contexts including the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and Australia. 
The participants had different educational backgrounds, ranging from B.A. to Ph.D., in 
English-related fields including Teaching English as a Foreign/Second Language (native = 20, 
non-native = 25), English Literature (native = 4, non-native = 10), Linguistics (native = 6, non-
native = 1), Translation (native = 1, non-native = 9), and Foreign Language Studies (native = 
1). In a few cases, their education was in non-English fields such as Philosophy (native = 3), 
Education (native = 6), Psychology (native = 1), Engineering (non-native = 2), Architecture 
(non-native = 1), Biology (non-native = 1), Physics (non-native = 1), Finance (native = 1), 
Theology (native = 1), Business (native = 1), Tourism (native = 1), Law (native = 1), Distance 
Learning (native = 1), Criminal Justice (native = 1), and Psycholinguistics (native = 1). A 
number of participants (N = 7, NN = 15) further held CELTA. Moreover, they had varying 
teaching experience ranging from 1 to 33 years. Following Gatbonton (2008), those teachers 



TESL-EJ 27.1, May 2023  Tajeddin et al. 7 

who had less than two years of experience were regarded as novice and those having at least 
five years as experienced. Table 1 displays participants’ demographic information.  
Table 1. Participants’ Demographic Information 

  Frequency Percentage 

Country of origin Iran 50 50% 
 US 19 19% 

 UK 17 17% 

 Australia 14 14% 

Gender Male 47 47% 
 Female 53 53% 

Field of study English-related fields 77 77% 
 Non-English fields 23 23% 

Research Design and Instrument 
The current study explored the criteria that native and non-native English teachers employ to 
evaluate teacher quality. To identify these criteria and compare them across native and non-
native speaker teachers of English, a qualitative research design was employed to gather data 
on the participants’ behavior, in this case teacher evaluation practice. Classroom observation 
has been the most widely used technique for peer evaluation. However, given the foreign 
language context of Iran where the study was conducted, it was almost infeasible to gain access 
to and have native speaker teachers observe classrooms. The study, hence, relied on video-
mediated observation as the main instrument to answer the research question. To this end, the 
participants were provided, by the third author, with five video clips of teaching. Each video 
captured a 10-min lesson presented in a real classroom environment. 
The participants were given an open-ended structured evaluation form that contained the 
following sections to facilitate the process of observation: (1) a section that explained the 
procedure for observing and evaluating each lesson (using examples), (2) a section on major 
characteristics of each lesson including lesson focus, learners’ proficiency level and age range, 
cultural context (ESL or EFL), and classroom setting (monolingual or multilingual), and (3) 
some space for writing the evaluations of each lesson. 
The teaching videos selected for the current study included classrooms in both ESL and EFL 
contexts and both monolingual and multilingual settings. The learners were from a variety of 
age range (i.e., child, adolescent, and adult) and at different proficiency levels (i.e., beginner, 
lower intermediate, and intermediate). The lessons had varying teaching focus (particularly, 
grammar and vocabulary), and the teachers were both native and non-native English speakers. 
Each lesson is described below: 
Video 1: A grammar lesson focusing on the phrase “I like…”. The learners are beginners, the 

class is monolingual (Chinese), and the context is ESL, Australia. 
Video 2: A vocabulary lesson focusing on the vocabulary of emotion. The learners are 

beginners, the class is monolingual (Turkish) and the context is EFL, Turkey. 
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Video 3: A grammar lesson focusing on simple present tense. The learners are lower 
intermediate, the class is monolingual, and the context is EFL, Pakistan. 

Video 4: A grammar lesson focusing on adverbs of frequency. The learners are intermediate, 
the class is multilingual, and the context is ESL, the UK. 

Video 5: A grammar lesson focusing on past perfect. The learners are intermediate, the class is 
multilingual, and the context is ESL, the UK. 

Data Collection and Analysis 
Data collection began by inviting the teachers to participate in the study. The native teachers 
were invited to take part in the study online, via advertising through social networking 
including LinkedIn and Instagram. The non-native teachers, however, were recruited either in 
person at foreign language institutes in Iran or online through the same methods. In addition to 
obtaining informed consent from individual participants, they were informed about the main 
goal of the research and were assured that the names would be kept confidential and 
anonymous. To this end, native and non-native teacher participants in the present study are 
named T1-T50. The participants were further informed that they could withdraw from the study 
at any time. The participants were then provided with five video clips of teaching through either 
Skype or Telegram and were requested to reflect on the quality of the teachers. That is, the 
teachers were asked to rate the quality of the teachers from ineffective to highly effective 
(ineffective, developing, effective, highly effective), and then to point out and describe the 
criteria they used to rate the teachers. 
The data which included the notes from video-mediated observations were subjected to 
qualitative analysis, in particular content analysis. Following Creswell (2015), all the 
observation data were initially read several times to gain an overall sense of the data. The 
relevant codes were then derived. Finally, the codes that shared similar characteristics were 
organized into categories and then into themes. In particular, coding was conducted 
“inductively using three levels of open coding, axial coding, and selective coding” (Riazi, 
2016, p. 37). Initially, the third author read the transcribed data several times, segmented the 
meaningful utterances, and wrote a label for each of them (open coding). Some of the extracted 
codes included “effective seating arrangement”, “efficient use of the board”, “efficient use of 
the available technological advances”, and “proper use of the available realia in the class”. 
Then, the extracted codes were compared and merged into broader categories in similar cases 
(axial coding). For example, the aforementioned codes were reduced to the category of 
“managing physical space”. Finally, the relevant categories were grouped to come across more 
abstract themes (selective coding). More precisely, the above category, along with other 
emerged categories of “managing class time”, “managing instructional strategies”, and 
“managing student behavior” clustered under the theme of “classroom management” as each 
constitutes a key aspect of managing classrooms. Importantly, the specific categories and 
themes emerged through the dynamic synthesis of both the literature review (e.g., Danielson, 
2013; Marzano, 2013; Stronge, 2018) and the data. 
During content analysis of the data, it was found that some of the teacher quality criteria the 
participants employed were either too general or vague. As a form of member-checking the 
data, we, then, returned to the participants and asked for an explanation/clarification. Following 
content analysis, the emerged criteria were compared across native and non-native teachers. 
Furthermore, to ensure reliability in coding, the inter-coder reliability was calculated. Two 
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independent coders (the third author and a Ph.D. holder in Teaching English as a Foreign 
Language) coded around 10% of the data selected randomly, as recommended in the literature. 
Cohen’s Kappa was next employed to calculate reliability coefficients. Cohen’s Kappa 
measures inter-coder consistency and considers values of above .80 as extremely reliable, 
values of above .60 as sufficiently reliable, and values less than .40 as lacking reliability. Since 
the calculated coefficient proved to be 0.71, the coding was considered reliable. 

Findings 
Based on the content analysis, the teachers’ criteria for evaluation were placed into four major 
themes. Aligned with the literature on teacher quality evaluation reviewed above, the criteria 
clustered under the themes of preparation, caring, classroom management, and instruction. 
First, knowledge of content and teaching methodology, required for effective preparation, are 
among the two major repertoires that teachers require to be prepared for teaching (Danielson, 
2013, Marzano, 2013, Stronge, 2018). Second, teachers who attempt to create an enjoyable, 
comfortable, and respectful classroom environment, who show patience, enthusiasm, and 
fairness, and who constantly encourage their learners indeed demonstrate their ability to care 
for their learners (Danielson, 2013). Third, making efficient use of classroom time, maintaining 
order and discipline in the classroom, orchestrating the instructional strategies, and organizing 
physical space are regarded as the key elements of classroom management (Danielson, 2013; 
McLeod et al., 2003). Finally, communicating effectively with learners, engaging learners, 
monitoring their understanding and providing them with constructive feedback, presenting a 
well-organized instructional unit, and making sure to suit the instruction to learners’ 
proficiency level all relate to the efficiency of instruction (Danielson, 2013; Marzano, 2013). 
Table 2 shows the distribution of each theme and category among the native and non-native 
teachers. Both native and non-native teachers, as the table displays, considered certain qualities 
related to preparation, caring, classroom management, and instruction to evaluate teacher 
quality, although issues concerning preparation were comparatively less valued by both groups. 
The importance given to the majority of the evaluation criteria did not turn out to be greatly 
different among the native and non-native teachers.  As can be seen in the table, most native 
and non-native participants (almost above 70%) considered creating an enjoyable and 
comfortable classroom environment, managing time, instructional strategies, student behavior, 
and space, communicating effectively with learners, engaging students in learning, monitoring 
learning and providing constructive feedback, and presenting a well-structured lesson. Besides, 
some teachers from both groups pointed to teacher fairness, encouragement, enthusiasm, 
patience, and appropriacy of the lesson for learners’ proficiency level in their evaluations. Few 
native and non-native teachers, furthermore, employed teachers’ knowledge of subject and 
knowledge of teaching methodology. 
Despite this, as Table 2 reveals, slight differences were observed between the two groups 
regarding a few of the criteria. The native teachers valued creating an environment of respect 
and providing clear direction for activities more than the non-native teachers. With respect to 
three instruction-related criteria, however, considerable disparity was observed between the 
two groups. Table 2 shows that substantially more non-native teachers considered the accuracy 
and fluency of teachers’ English for evaluation than the native ones. Substantially more native 
teachers, moreover, emphasized the efficient use of L1 in the classroom than the native 
teachers. 
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Table 2. A Comparison of Native and Non-native Teachers’ Teacher Evaluation Criteria 
Theme Category 

 
Native – Non-native teachers 

Frequency (percentage) 
Preparation Knowledge of subject 8 (16%) – 11 (22%) 

Knowledge of teaching methodology 3 (6%) – 5 (10%) 
Caring  Creating an enjoyable and comfortable classroom 

environment 
36 (72%) – 37 (74%) 

Creating an environment of respect and rapport 27 (54%) – 20 (40%) 
Encouraging learners  25 (50%) – 21 (42%) 
Treating learners fairly 22 (42%) – 17 (34%) 
Demonstrating enthusiasm for teaching 15 (30%) – 12 (30%) 
Exhibiting patience 10 (26%) – 11 (22%) 

Classroom 
management 

Managing classroom time 42 (86%) – 38 (76%) 
Managing instructional strategies 39 (78%) – 37 (74%) 
Managing student behavior 42 (84%) – 37 (74%) 
Managing classroom space 48 (96%) – 48 (96%) 

Instruction  
 
 
Communicating 
effectively with 
learners 
 

Providing clear instruction 50 (100%) – 50 (100%) 
Providing clear directions 30 (60%) – 24 (48%) 
Establishing clear lesson objectives 9 (18%) – 10 (20%) 
Teacher’s linguistic accuracy  18 (36%) – 29 (58%) 
Teacher’s fluency of speech 6 (12%) – 18 (36%) 
Providing sufficient instruction 14 (28%) – 15 (30%) 

Engaging students in learning 46 (92%) – 46 (92%) 
Monitoring student learning 37 (74%) – 42 (84%) 
Providing constructive feedback 34 (68%) – 34 (68%) 
Presenting a well-structured lesson  32 (64%) – 32 (64%) 
Making efficient use of learners’ L1 24 (66%) – 15 (42%) 
Using an appropriate lesson for learners’ proficiency level 15 (30%) – 10 (20%) 

 
Each of the four themes and their constituent categories (the criteria employed by native 
teachers [NTs] and non-native teachers [NNTs]) are described below. 

Preparation 
Two teacher characteristics related to preparation were identified in the native and non-native 
teachers’ criteria for teacher quality evaluation. These criteria included: 

• Knowledge of subject 

• Knowledge of teaching methodology 
Teachers’ knowledge of content (i.e., English) emerged as a key evaluation criterion, valued, 
however, by few participants. Overall, 8 native and 11 non-native teachers pointed to this 
criterion either explicitly or implicitly. In excerpt 1, for instance, an experienced non-native 
teacher points to a teacher’s insufficient knowledge of the difference between main adverbs of 
frequency. 

Excerpt 1 
In explaining the difference between rarely and occasionally she [the teacher] said: 
“Rarely we use occasionally and occasionally we use rarely!!! They’re quite similar!” 
These sentences show that the teacher doesn’t know the grammar herself. (T41: NNT) 
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The second preparation-related criterion which was rarely considered by the teachers of either 
native or non-native status concerned teacher pedagogical knowledge. In promoting student 
learning, very few teachers (NT = 3, NNT = 5) emphasized that mastery over the content is not 
sufficient. English teachers require to demonstrate a good understanding of methodologies that 
suit teaching English. A beginner non-native teacher highlighted the significance of teachers’ 
knowledge of both subject and pedagogy in the following way (see excerpt 2): 

Excerpt 2 
She [The teacher] is a native speaker, we can’t say that she doesn’t know adverbs of 
frequency. But, I do believe that the problem is she doesn’t know how to teach such a 
subject to her students. (T8: NNT) 

Caring 
Another set of teacher characteristics/behavior that the participants repeatedly mentioned for 
evaluating teachers can be clustered under the theme of caring. This entailed the following 
criteria: 

• Creating an enjoyable and comfortable learning environment 

• Creating an environment of respect and rapport 

• Encouraging learners 

• Treating learners fairly 

• Demonstrating enthusiasm for teaching 

• Exhibiting Patience 
One set of these criteria concerned teacher behavior that indicates they care for learners. 
Creating an enjoyable and comfortable learning environment and creating an environment of 
respect and rapport are two such criteria recurring in the data. Several native and non-native 
teachers highlighted the significance of creating an enjoyable and comfortable learning 
environment for learners so that they could participate and take the potential risks involved in 
learning a foreign/second language. In other words, 36 native and 37 non-native teachers 
employed this criterion. For example, an Iranian non-native respondent teaching English for 
less than 2 years explains how an uncomfortable classroom atmosphere endangers learners’ 
class participation (excerpt 3). 

Excerpt 3 
When the teacher asked them [the students] if there is any question, they were just 
looking at their papers, couldn’t say or perhaps didn’t dare saying anything. They 
didn’t feel relaxed enough (T20: NNT). 

Demonstrating respect for the learners in terms of behaviour, attitude, and language was also 
highlighted by the participants. Almost half of the native and non-native participants (NT = 27, 
NNT = 20) referred to this issue in their evaluations. In excerpt 4, an experienced non-native 
teacher refers to this issue, condemning a teacher’s disrespectful behavior toward one of his 
learners. 

Excerpt 4 
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At the beginning, he [the teacher] made a face at one of the students who had a hard 
time uttering a statement. This sounded a bit disrespectful as others laughed at his 
gesture. (T36: NNT) 

The second set of caring-related criteria entailed personality-related traits characterizing a 
caring teacher. Native and non-native participants employed, to largely similar extents, the 
following teacher characteristics to evaluate teachers: giving learners adequate encouragement 
to actively participate in the classroom (NT = 25, NNT = 21), equal treatment of learners 
(regardless of their gender, ability, personality or sitting location) (NT = 22, NNT = 17), 
demonstrating enthusiasm for what they are doing (i.e., teaching) (NT = 15, NNT = 12), and 
exhibiting due tolerance and patience in any encounter with L2 learners (whether it be dealing 
with their language errors and mistakes, giving them the time that they need to use the new 
language or dealing with their misbehavior) (NT = 10, NNT = 11). Excerpt 5 provides an 
example of a beginner American native teacher’s belief that teachers should distribute their 
attention evenly among all learners in the classroom. 

Excerpt 5 
The class was small enough in numbers and I did feel at some points more attention 
was focused on the students in the center of the group and less on the students towards 
the left of the class. (T12: NT) 

Another novice native teacher from the UK, as can be seen in excerpt 6, further emphasizes the 
significance of teacher patience in the classroom, commenting that one of the teachers he was 
observing did not exhibit patience in dealing with a learner’s error. 

Excerpt 6 
 [The teacher] seems quite impatient with the students. E.g. during the ‘I always swim’ 
ordering task, she was not supportive when they gave incorrect answers, just moved on 
to someone who knew the correct answer. (T9: NT) 

Classroom Management 
The third set of teacher evaluation criteria that native and non-native participants employed 
concerned various aspects of classroom management. Teachers’ description of management 
corresponds to the key elements of classroom management, including: 

• Managing space 

• Managing time 

• Managing instructional strategies 

• Managing student behavior 
Managing space, particularly classroom layout and available physical resources, appeared as 
the most important skill. Almost all the native and non-native participants (NT = 48, NNT = 
48) referred to at least one aspect of space management to evaluate teachers. The physical 
arrangement of the classroom, to many native and non-native participants, can offer 
opportunities to foster learning or otherwise hinder it. A non-native teacher having above 10 
years’ experience of teaching, for instance, explains that seating arrangement can affect 
classroom interaction and should be considered important for learning (see excerpt 7). 
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Excerpt 7 
Classroom seats were not properly arranged to encourage peer learning and 
interaction. (T36: NNT) 

Effective use of physical resources in the classroom also emerged from the data. Teachers’ 
skill in using the board, the available technological advances, and the accessible realia to 
advance learning was repeatedly mentioned by both native and non-native teachers. 45 native 
and 39 non-native teachers considered this aspect of space management. In excerpt 8, for 
instance, an experienced native teacher from the UK explains how the teacher could have used 
the board to assist learning in two ways: 

Excerpt 8 
No (or very limited) use of visual aids-she [the teacher] could have used the board to 
1) write down key points/vocabulary; 2) draw pictures to help convey the meaning of 
what she’s teaching. (T34: NT) 

Classroom time management was the second important management-related issue that the 
native and non-native participants considered for evaluation. Appropriate pacing of a lesson, 
devoting adequate time to each instructional strategy (e.g., presentation, pair/group activities, 
etc.), recurred in teacher responses. 42 native and 38 non-native participants pointed to this 
issue. An experienced non-native teacher points to this issue (excerpt 9), arguing that the 
teacher spent excessive time on instruction, leaving learners little time to practice the point of 
the lesson. 

Excerpt 9 
Not providing enough time for each exercise: The teacher's explanation was too long, 
students should have had more time to go through each exercise, especially because 
there weren't many chances to practice the new lesson. (T29: NNT) 
 

Teachers’ ability in identifying/implementing appropriate instructional strategies to promote 
learning was the next important evaluation criterion mentioned by more than half of the native 
and non-native participants: 39 native and 37 non-native teachers. Referring to a teacher’s 
inability in this regard, an experienced native teacher from Australia states (see excerpt 10): 

Excerpt 10 
Instead of excessive lecturing on the grammar point, the teacher could have provided 
the learners with opportunists for meaningful and interactive activities to gradually 
absorb the point. (T43: NT) 

In addition to the management of space, time, and instructional strategies, several native and 
non-native teachers (NT = 42, NNT = 37) valued teachers’ skill in managing student behaviour 
in the classroom. In excerpt 11, an American experienced native teacher, for instance, explains 
how a teacher used verbal and non-verbal techniques to maintain order in a class of young 
learners: 

 

Excerpt 11 
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Children are difficult to control and manage. So, he [the teacher] used various 
techniques, verbal & gestures, to maintain order. (T26: NT) 

Instruction 
A third set of evaluation criteria the teachers employed can be grouped together under the 
theme of instruction. These criteria are listed below: 

• Communicating effectively with learners 

• Engaging students in learning 

• Monitoring learning and providing constructive feedback 

• Presenting a well-structured lesson 

• Making efficient use of learners’ L1 

• Using an appropriate lesson for learners’ proficiency level 
Teachers communicate with learners in the classroom for several related instructional purposes. 
Clarity and accuracy of certain communicative actions (particularly, providing instruction, 
establishing objectives, and providing direction for activities) were valued by both native and 
non-native teachers. Clarity of instruction provided to the learners emerged as the most 
significant criterion in this regard. All the native and non-native teachers employed this 
criterion in one way or another. The teachers emphasized the need for grading language, either 
by simplifying the vocabulary and grammar used to give instruction or by speaking more 
slowly, an example of which is given by an experienced non-native teacher in excerpt 12: 

Excerpt 12 
Her [the teacher’s] level adaptation is not efficient. For example, her examples for 
"Simple Present Tense," consist of structures and grammar higher than "Lower 
Intermediate. (T45: NNT) 

In addition to language, the content of instruction should be made clear enough for learners to 
understand. This was regarded essential by approximately all the native and non-native 
participants. In excerpt 13, an experienced teacher from the US explains how exemplification 
and explanation helped the teacher make his instruction clear. 

Excerpt 13 

Perfect tenses are difficult for learners (and native speakers). So, the key to explaining 
these was through day to day examples. He [the teacher] then gave accurate 
explanations. (T40: NT) 

Besides ensuring instructional clarity, teachers should provide learners with sufficient 
instruction on a given subject matter. This evaluation criterion was stated by almost an equal 
number of native and non-native participants (NT = 14, NNT = 15). An experienced non-native 
teacher (see excerpt 14), for example, blames the teacher for not explaining different uses of 
simple present tense (the focus of the lesson): 

 

Excerpt 14 
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Simple present has three usages. She [the teacher] taught just one of them and didn’t 
mention the rest of them and she mentioned next week we will study SIMPLE PAST. 
(T28: NNT) 

Clarity of lesson objectives to learners was further regarded as significant, although by few 
native and non-native participants. Overall, 9 teachers from the native group and 10 teachers 
from the non-native highlighted the importance of this issue. In excerpt 15, a novice native 
teacher from the UK emphasizes the point that the instructional goal was not made clear to the 
learners: 

Excerpt 15 
Students’ talking time limited to repeating sentences from the board but without any 
explanation on the part of the teacher of why they are doing this or what point they are 
learning. (T17: NT) 

To accomplish the learning objectives, the instructional activities must, moreover, be clearly 
explained to the learners. 30 native and 24 non-native participants drew on this criterion while 
evaluating teachers. An American native teacher having above 20 years’ experience points to 
this as a weakness in a teacher’s practices (excerpt 16): 

Excerpt 16 
The teacher gives poorly explained directions for all the class activities. For example, 
when she tells them to do group work she simply tells them to stand up and find someone 
to talk to but that it doesn’t matter who they talk to. (T28: NT) 

The extent to which an English teacher, as the key language model for learners, uses English 
accurately in the classroom (while accomplishing the three afore-mentioned communicative 
purposes) proved to be a concern among native and non-native participants, although more 
highlighted by the non-native teachers than the native ones. In other words, 18 native and 29 
non-native teachers considered this issue significant, with some highlighting that the continued 
inaccurate use of language (in particular, grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation) by the 
teacher will result in fossilization. As excerpt 17 demonstrates, a native experienced participant 
from the UK negatively evaluates a teacher’s inaccurate pronunciation of “finish”, emphasizing 
the learning problem it causes (i.e., fossilization): 

Excerpt 17 
The pronunciation of the teacher’s English is not always accurate. The teacher also 
asked “Finish?” instead of “Finished?” The students look at the teacher as a model of 
correct English. Such mistakes will be considered true by the students and may lead to 
fossilization. (T27: NT) 

Fluency of speech, besides accuracy, was considered significant by native and non-native 
teachers, although much more valued by the non-native ones. The concern over fluency, 
moreover, was less than the accuracy of teachers’ language use. In fact, 6 participants from the 
native group and 18 teachers from the non-native group pointed to this issue. 
The following experienced non-native teacher (excerpt 18), for example, considers this point 
when he blames a teacher’s excessive use of learners’ L1 on her lack of fluency. 

 

Excerpt 18 
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The teacher uses students’ first language a lot because she’s not fluent. (T42: NNT) 
Instruction in a second language involves decisions that are primarily aimed at engaging 
learners in learning. Learner engagement entailed another significant evaluation criterion that 
caught the attention of several native and non-native participants (NT = 46, NNT = 46). Both 
native and non-native teachers highlighted the role that classroom practices can play in 
encouraging and fostering learner engagement. The comment below (excerpt 19), given by a 
novice non-native teacher, illustrates that the teacher employed a good mix of individual, pair 
work, and role play to fully engage the learners in the lesson. 

Excerpt 19 
She [the teacher] keeps students engaged by getting them to answer questions 
individually and do pair work. Students are also asked to do role play which is very 
effective, leading to active learning. (T11: NNT) 

To assess student learning for the purposes of instruction, teachers must effectively monitor 
student understanding. Several native and non-native teachers (NT = 37, NNT = 42) considered 
it essential to properly monitor student understanding both at various stages during instruction 
and while students are doing individual/group activities and to provide feedback if necessary. 
A novice native teacher from the US (excerpt 20), for instance, criticizes that the method (i.e., 
asking direct questions such as “Understand?”) the teacher used for monitoring learning does 
not elicit evidence of learners’ understanding: 

Excerpt 20 

“Understand?” and “Any questions?” do not specifically address potential 
misunderstandings of students. Asking specific students about specific difficulties may 
help them and the overall class understand more completely. (T7: NT) 

While monitoring learners’ understanding during instruction, teachers further need to offer 
timely and appropriate feedback to learners. Both native and non-native teachers’ observation 
notes valued teachers’ ability to provide learners with constructive feedback using various 
related terms including constructive, good, and appropriate. 34 native and 34 non-native 
teachers referred to this issue in one way or another. Highlighting this point, an experienced 
native teacher from the US considered fossilization a consequence of not providing effective 
feedback (excerpt 21). 

Excerpt 21 
She [the teacher] did not correct a student’s error. When teachers fail to provide 
appropriate feedback students tend to continue making the error. As time passes, these 
errors become ingrained and difficult to remove. (T43: NT) 

Any coherent instructional unit requires a well-organized structure. Presenting a well-
structured lesson, ensuring that there is a good warm-up, instruction, practice, and closure, was 
another key criterion on which almost half of the participants, both native (NT = 32) and non-
native (NNT = 32), relied to evaluate teachers. A beginner non-native teacher, for instance, 
emphasizes this criterion, referring to the warm-up stage of teaching she believes the teacher 
missed (see excerpt 22): 

 

Excerpt 22 
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She [the teacher] did not pre-teach the structure form. She did not use warm up. (T10: 
NNT) 

To be effective, instruction should incorporate any available resources that help foster learning. 
The efficient use of learners’ L1 emerged as a further evaluation criterion among both groups 
of teachers, although more highlighted by the native ones. The majority of these participants 
(NT = 24, NNT = 15) referred to the debilitative impact that the excessive use of L1 might 
have on language learning. One of these beliefs is expressed in excerpt 23 by a native beginner 
teacher from Australia: 

Excerpt 23 
The excessive use of the native language creates a “crutch” for the students which 
should be discouraged. (T21: NT) 

A few teachers (NT = 9, NNT = 7), moreover, referred to the ways in which using learners’ L1 
may support learning. A novice non-native teacher, for instance, considers it beneficial to use 
learners’ L1 to set tasks (see excerpt 24): 

Excerpt 24 
The teacher used students’ L1 to give direction of the tasks to ensure that they have 
understood what to do. (T23: NNT) 

The instructional content should further suit the proficiency level of the learners. This issue 
included the less common evaluation criterion among both native (NT = 15) and non-native 
(NT = 10), an example of which is presented in excerpt 25, given by a novice native teacher 
from the UK, arguing that the grammatical point that the teacher considered for the class suits 
those beginner learners’ proficiency: 

Excerpt 25 
Teacher chose a simple language pattern, and extended it in different ways. Good for 
these beginner adult students. The language structure which was chosen for the lesson 
was appropriate for the level of the learners. (T2: NT) 

Discussion 
The primary purpose of this study was to explore the criteria that native and non-native English 
teachers apply for evaluating teachers. Video-mediated peer observations were conducted to 
achieve this purpose. Content analysis of the data indicated commonalities between native and 
non-native teachers about many criteria for evaluating teacher quality. In other words, both 
groups of teachers employed certain qualities related to preparation (e.g., knowledge of 
content), caring (e.g., fairness), classroom management (e.g., time), and instruction (e.g., 
monitoring learning) to evaluate teachers. Importantly, almost all of the employed criteria are 
among the components of evaluation frameworks such as those in Danielson (2013) and 
Marzano (2013), which have been considered, by both theoretical and empirical research, as 
valid and reliable quality indicators for teacher evaluation (Coady et al., 2020; Kettler et al., 
2022; Patrick et al., 2020). The similarity of native and non-native English speaker teachers’ 
evaluation criteria, therefore, suggests that native and non-native English teachers are aware, 
to largely similar extents, of the criteria which contribute to teacher quality and hence should 
be considered for teacher evaluation. This shared awareness may be the result of native and 
non-native teachers’ educational background and qualities generally expected of teachers, as 
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several scholars have highlighted that many teacher quality indicators are common across 
cultures (Cochran-Smith, 2021; Olsen, 2021). 
Despite this convergence, the findings showed that a few of the criteria were more emphasized 
by one group. Native teachers employed creating an environment of respect and rapport (a 
caring-related issue) and providing clear directions for activities (an instruction-related issue) 
more than the non-native teachers. These few differences between native and non-native 
teachers’ evaluation criteria may originate from different cultural/educational contexts in 
which they were teaching (Western and Eastern, respectively). This is in line with Grant et al.’s 
(2021) argument that the qualities various educational stakeholders employ for teacher 
evaluation essentially reflect conceptions toward effective teaching, and are therefore at least 
in part context-bound. Empirical studies have also provided evidence on how context can 
influence the criteria which are used in teacher evaluation (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2021; Min, 
2021). Goodwin and Low (2021), for example, discussed how the contemporary focus on 
holistic education (a belief that every child wants to and can learn) in Hong Kong turned 
creating a caring and safe learning environment into a key component of teacher evaluation. 
Besides these slight differences, considerable disparity was observed between the two groups 
as to three criteria. Substantially more non-native teachers considered teachers’ linguistic 
accuracy and fluency of speech for evaluation than native teachers. Apparently, the fact that 
non-native speaker participants paid far more attention to English teachers’ language 
proficiency than native ones implies that non-native teachers are more obsessed with teachers’ 
mastery over language as a requirement for teaching than native ones. The current study has, 
in fact, provided further empirical support to this hypothesis. This preoccupation has been 
suggested in a recent body of research in ELT. Studies into the self-efficacy beliefs of EFL/ESL 
teachers have convincingly demonstrated a positive relationship between non-native teachers’ 
language proficiency and their self-efficacy beliefs (Faez et al., 2021; Hoang & Wyatt, 2021; 
Wyatt & Dikilitaş, 2021). The evidence that the more proficient the teachers, the stronger their 
belief in their capabilities in teaching English as a foreign language indicates the great value 
non-native speaker teachers attach to English teachers’ linguistic proficiency. 
This belief probably originates from discriminations that non-native speaker teachers 
experience due to their comparatively lower L2 proficiency. These discriminations, which 
surprisingly recent paradigms such as World Englishes and English as an International 
Language could not totally eliminate, have been widely acknowledged and challenged, in both 
professional and academic literature (Lowe, 2020; Thompson, 2021). Despite this, except for 
one participant, no point was made, either explicitly or implicitly, about the supremacy of 
native teachers’ accuracy or fluency by these participants. Only one non-native teacher having 
20 years of experience appeared to consider nativeness significant for an English teacher when 
he noted “He enjoys native speaker accuracy and fluency”. The findings, therefore, cannot be 
interpreted as non-native teachers’ dominant disposition toward the native English-speaker 
model. 

The findings showed that more native speaker teachers referred to the efficient use of learners’ 
L1 in the classroom than the non-native ones. This may suggest a comparatively higher 
recognition by the native teachers of the fact that learners’ resources, their L1 in this case, can 
be efficiently employed by English teachers to support student learning. This acknowledgment 
by comparatively more native speaker teachers is of considerable significance as recent 
literature has highlighted that learners’ L1, if properly used, can serve not only as an effective 
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learning tool, but also as an invaluable pedagogical technique (e.g., Soh, 2020; Yuzlu & 
Dikilitas, 2022). As the native and non-native English-speaking participants in the current 
study included an equal number of novice and experienced teachers with similar educational 
degrees, this higher recognition by the native teachers can not be attributed to these background 
characteristics, namely teaching experience and educational degree. Furthermore, substantially 
more native teacher participants (N = 18) studied non-English-related fields at the university 
than the non-native ones (N = 5). Hence, field-relevant university education similarly cannot 
explain the native teachers’ higher acknowledgment of this issue. Differences in the 
cultural/educational contexts in which native and non-native English teachers were teaching 
(Western and Eastern, respectively) and the subsequent differences in teacher education 
programs they probably experienced, as described earlier, might have contributed to native 
teachers' higher consideration of learners’ L1. 
Although issues related to caring, classroom management, and instruction grabbed the attention 
of both native and non-native participants, teachers’ knowledge base, particularly knowledge 
of subject matter and pedagogy (the two preparation-related categories), was rarely considered 
by the two groups. It needs to be noted, however, that several of the recurrent evaluation criteria 
are the realization of teachers’ knowledge of content and pedagogical issues (criteria such as 
providing sufficient instruction and engaging students in learning). Moreover, these two 
components of teachers’ knowledge have been reported in studies investigating teachers’ 
perspectives on effective teaching (e.g., Korkmazgil & Seferoğlu, 2021; Yuan, Mak, & Yang, 
2022; Nguyen & Pham, 2020; Sarfraz, 2019). It seems implausible then to interpret this finding 
as the participating teachers’ lack of awareness that knowledge of subject and pedagogy plays 
a significant role in effective teaching. Rather, the most plausible reason might be that during 
the observation process, the participants focused their attention on what they could see in 
teachers’ video-recorded behavior and practices in the classroom and hence did not refer to the 
knowledge that lies behind such practices. 
Finally, since the findings suggest very few differences between native and non-native English 
teachers’ evaluation criteria, the assumed superiority of native speaker teachers and in essence, 
the long-lasting controversy over native and non-native teachers is in part questioned. The bias 
and discriminations that non-native speaker teachers of English are still experiencing in various 
educational contexts (e.g., Gerald, 2022; Ramjattan, 2019; Rosa & Flores, 2017) arise from 
ideological concerns rather than educational ones, that is, the raciolinguistic ideologies. The 
fact that the native and non-native English-speaking teachers in the current study largely 
concurred on the criteria that should be employed in teacher evaluation provides evidence of 
this issue. Given that the criteria teachers employ for teacher evaluation reflect their beliefs 
about teacher quality (Grant et al., 2021) and that teachers’ beliefs influence their practices 
(e.g., López-Barrio et al., 2021), the lack of substantial differences between the criteria 
employed by the so-called superior native and inferior non-native teachers in the present study 
questions, at least in part, this assumed superiority of native speaker teachers of English and 
calls for more research to help decrease the status and employment discriminations from which 
the majority of the non-native teachers worldwide are suffering. 

Conclusion and Implications 
The criteria that the teachers drew on in video-mediated observations were generally consistent 
among both native and non-native teachers. This study demonstrated that these criteria for 
evaluating teacher quality were broadly consistent with widely-endorsed models of teacher 
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evaluation, particularly Danielson’s (2013) Framework for Teaching. The teacher quality 
criteria considered by the native and non-native teachers in the present study, despite 
differences in a few cases, are in line with Danielson’s argument that teachers’ classroom 
practices should be evaluated based on the extent to which they (1) create a productive and 
positive learning environment, (2) properly manage classroom space, time, student behavior, 
and instructional strategies, and (3) implement effective instruction. The findings, however, 
documented that non-native English teachers are comparatively less aware of the significant 
role that the efficient use of learners’ L1 may play in instructional quality, but are more 
obsessed with teachers’ linguistic accuracy and fluency. Overall, then, it suggests the 
importance of teachers’ reflection on and examination of their conceptualization of teacher 
quality (as reflected in the criteria they employ for teacher evaluation), which is likely to bring 
about sustainable changes in their classroom practices (Li, 2020; Smith, 2020). 
The findings, in particular, have one important implication for teacher education programs. 
The criteria that native and non-native participants employed for teacher evaluation indicate 
teachers’ implicit belief, or in Borg’s (2018) words “theories-in-use” about what constitutes 
teacher quality. Exposure to video captures of the real classroom environment provided the 
participants with the opportunity to reflect on and examine the strengths and weaknesses of 
each teacher’s practices, hence revealing what they consider indicators of quality teaching. 
Given that teachers’ beliefs ─ whether explicitly or implicitly held ─ have a bearing on their 
classroom practices (e.g., Kartchava et al., 2020; López-Barrio et al., 2021) and that teacher 
quality has proved to be one of the most contributing factors to student learning (Calero & 
Escardíbulb, 2020; Canalesa & Maldonado, 2018), unravelling teachers’ beliefs about teacher 
quality is of great significance to teacher educators. It could be reasonable to say that the use 
of video-mediated peer observation can provide a platform for educators to uncover the implicit 
beliefs teachers hold toward teacher quality. 
The current study, however, had limitations that should be considered in the interpretation of 
the findings. First, given the EFL context where the study was conducted, it was almost 
infeasible to gain access to and observe native speaker teachers’ classrooms. As such, future 
research may be focused on data collected from native teachers’ classroom teaching. Second, 
the study relied on video-mediated observation rather than the participants’ direct observation 
of classrooms for evaluating teacher quality. Finally, the gender and field of study of the 
participants were not considered as possible sources of variation in teachers’ criteria for 
evaluating teacher quality. Accordingly, further research could be conducted to examine the 
impact of teachers’ gender and educational background on their evaluation criteria. 
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