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This quasi experimental study is aimed at studying the effect of team teaching on university preparatory year English as a 

foreign language students(EFL) in Saudi Arabia. Six EFL classes were given the Bell International Placement Test as a pretest 

to be used as a benchmark to compare a final exam at the end of fifteen weeks of team teaching instruction. Each of the 
six classes had 20 EFL students from a university preparatory year college. The classes were first year, level two and there 
are three homogenous male classes and three female classes. The six classes were broken into three groups consisting of 

one male and one female class in each. The groups were randomly assigned one of the three forms of team teaching being 

compared in this study. The first was assigned to be taught by a team of local teachers (non-native speakers of English); the 
second was taught by two native English speakers, and the third group was taught by the mixed method of team teaching - a 
combination of a native English speaker and a local non-native speaker. 
The results showed that there was no statistically significant interaction effect between the method of teaching and the 
students' gender on the students' achievement in the English language proficiency test. However, the results showed that 
there was a significant difference among the participants' scores in English language proficiency due to the method of teaching 
at α <0.05 (F= 3.32, P= 0.0399) in favor of the mixed method of teaching.

ABSTRACT

Introduction
In response to the impact of English as a global language, 
team teaching in which there is a local, nonnative English 
speaker paired with a native English speaker has grown in 
popularity over the past decade (Nunan, 2003). The Saudi 
Arabian Ministry of Higher Education has implemented a pol-
icy of recruiting foreign teachers from English-speaking coun-
tries to co-teach with local English teachers at the university 
first year level, known as Preparatory Year (PY).Over the last 
three years, this team teaching arrangementhas become a 
common phenomenon and is viewed as a strategic way to 
bring authentic language input to EFL classrooms. The theory 
is that native English speaking teachers facilitate cross-cultur-
al communication, enhance students’ English language abil-
ity, and promote local English teachers’ professional develop-
ment (Nunan, 2003).

Team teaching as a form of teacher collaboration has long 
been implemented in education at all levels. Teaching ter-
minologies of collaboration are oftenexchanged and used 
synonymously(Welch and Sheri done, 1999; Welch et al., 
1995). Terms like co-teaching (Cook &Friend, 1996; Walther-
Thomas et al., 1996; Roth & Tobin, 2001), cooperativeteach-
ing (Bauwen&Hourcade, 1995) and team teaching (Welch & 
Sheridan, 1995;Sandholtz, 2000) refer to a similar instruc-
tional delivery system. There are four main components of 
co-teaching: (1) two educators, (2) meaningful instruction, (3) 
learners, and (4) common settings.Team teaching has a va-
riety of operational definitions (Cook and Friend, 1996). The 
term mayrefer to (a) a simple allocation of responsibilities 
between two teachers, (b) teamplanning but with individual 
instruction or (c) cooperative planning, instruction andevalua-
tion of learning experiences (Sandholtz, 2000). Operational-
definitions of team teaching result in varying amounts of col-
laboration amongteachers. Not all team teaching approaches 
offer equivalent opportunities tofoster collaboration and en-
hance teachers’ professional development.

Team teaching has been highlighted as an effective way of 
promoting teachers’ professional development and improv-
ing the quality of teaching and learning in schools (Knezevic& 
Scholl, 1996; Smylie, 1995; Talbert & McLaughlin, 1993). 
Teaming, compared to teachers’ open discussion in regular 
meetings, is a collaborative practice that requires teachers’ to 
have a closer involvement with their teammates’ work, such 
as peer coaching and interdisciplinary teaming. Teachers pair 
up in teams in order to help each other with teaching prob-
lems and improve teaching practice through carrying out such 
activities as observing each other’s classroom teaching, de-
signing curricula, or teaching together. Since team teachers 
usually work closely and have frequent contact and interac-
tion with each other, this type of collaboration makes intellec-
tual, social, and emotional demands easier on the teachers 
and creates a partnership that can support their motivation to 
collaborate (Little, 2003).

Saudi Arabia has a shorthistory of practicing the educational 
policy of team teaching, which requires foreign and local Eng-
lish teachers to work together in the first year at the univer-
sity level (the Preparatory Year). This policy is meant to bring 
authentic language input to English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) classrooms, facilitate cross-cultural communication, 
enhance students’ English language skills, and promote lo-
cal teachers’ professional development. Since 2007, the 
Ministry of higher Education in Saudi Arabia has encouraged 
universities to establish Preparatory Year programs in which 
the main focus is on improving English language proficiency. 
The policy states that a minimum of eighty percent of the PY 
teachersmust be native speaker of English. These teachers 
are paired with another teacher to instruct each class.

Bondy and Ross (1998) and George and Davis-Wiley (2000) 
discussed and analyzed team teaching. Their main focuswas 
on two essential elements needed for a successful teaching 
team. They determined that it is necessary to have a“clearly 
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defined and respectful relationship” between team teaching 
members; and co-teachers must agree on methods of instruc-
tion, discipline, supervision of classroom aides, and in some 
cases even the curriculum. They must also plan together, 
teach together and assess the students together (Abdallah, 
2009).

Yanamandram and Noble (2006) examined students experi-
ences and perceptions about two models of team teaching in 
Australia. The data were collected from 440 undergraduate 
students. The findings revealed that the majority of the stu-
dents liked the concept of team-teaching. The findings sug-
gested that team-teaching could facilitate student learning 
through the generation of interest and exposure to ‘experts’, 
but could hinder student learning if the team fails to act as a 
cohesive unit and work together to adequately linking learn-
ing concepts. 

Research has confirmed that collaboration among teachers 
makes valuable contributions to students' learning progress 
(Durkin and Shergill, 2000).However, little attention has been 
paid to EFL students' learning in English classes. To fill the 
gap, this study is conducted to explore the effect of team 
teaching experiences of foreign and local English teachers 
in Saudi Arabia on EFL Preparatory Year university students' 
proficiency in English.

Second and foreign language researchers (Tsai, 2007; Cal-
derón, 1995, 1999; Tajino&Tajino, 2000; Tajino& Walker, 
1998) have also studied the team teaching concept of teach-
ers’ professional learning in team teaching arrangements. For 
these researchers, team teaching in language education cre-
ates opportunities for teachers to exchange ideas and cultural 
values, and encourages them to interact with and learn from 
one another. Team teachers also have an opportunity to ob-
serve how their colleagues teach, reflect and examine their 
own teaching practices, and make changes to become better 
teachers.

In second language education in countries like the United 
States and Britain, team teaching is usually implemented 
at school level with the purpose of providing students with 
authentic language input and culture whileincorporating lan-
guage and content instruction (Crandall, 1998; O'Loughlin, 
2003), and integrating language minority and ESL students 
into mainstream classrooms (Becker, 2001; Coltrane, 2002; 
Creese, 2005; de Jong, 1996). In foreign language contexts, 
a teaching team, consisting of language teachers with differ-
ent linguistic, cultural, and educational backgrounds, is able 
to better respond to students’ needs. In contrast to the tra-
ditional language classroom, this situation provides students 
with more opportunities to use the target language, learn 
more about diverse intercultural values, and foster positive 
attitudes towards communicating with native speakers of the 
target language (Carless, 2004, 2006; Luk, 2001; Meerman, 
2003; Tajino&Tajino, 2000; Tajino& Walker, 1998).

In 2007, four of the universities in Saudi Arabia started a proc-
ess of employing native English speaking teachers to teach 
20 hours per week to first year university students in coopera-
tion with non-native English language teachers. The goal was 
to upgrade the quality of English language instruction in Saudi 
Arabia. Team teaching involves two or more teachers whose 
primary concern is the sharing of teaching experiences in the 
classroom, and co-generative dialoguing with each other. 
They take collective responsibility for the class while benefit-
ing from the team situation to become better at teaching and 
providing enhanced opportunities for their students to learn.

Team teaching, in this study, refers to a collaborative model of 
English instruction in which one foreign English teacher and 
one none-native English teacher work together to teach Eng-
lish to the same group of first year Saudi Arabian university 
students. They also share teaching responsibilities in plan-
ning the lessons, in-class instruction, and follow-up work.Ac-
cording to the policy of the Preparatory Year colleges in Saudi 

universities, native English teachers are identified as speak-
ers of English as their first language, and they come from the 
United States, New Zealand, Australia, England, and Canada. 
Non-native English teachers are those Englishteachers who 
teach English, but English is not their first language; theymay 
come from Saudi or other Arab countries. 

Team teaching in language education
Team teaching inEnglish as a second language (ESL) has 
been implemented for different reasons, one of which is to col-
laborate between ESL and mainstream teachers to integrate 
ESL students into the “mainstream” of a school socially and 
academically (Becker, 2001; Creese, 2005). In contrast to tra-
ditional teaching which isolates ESL learners from their peers 
and mainstream curricula, team teaching affords students the 
opportunity to acquire English through meaningful content 
and to interact with a native speaker of the target language 
(Tsai, 2007; Becker, 2001; Coltrane, 2002; O'Loughlin, 2003). 
In the ESL/mainstream team teaching model, teachers plan 
lessons together and decide on the roles they should play in 
class. Content-based instruction through team teaching has 
increasingly been used in second language education set-
tings (Tsai, 2007 and Kasper, 2000). Bailey et al. (2001) iden-
tified five forms of team teaching for content-based instruc-
tion based on the degrees of collaboration. These include the 
direct content model, team content model, subsidiary content 
model, supplementary content model, and adjunct model 
(p. 182-183). Among the five types of team teaching, team 
content model, subsidiary content model and supplementary 
content model typically involve the co-working of language 
and content teachers in the same classroom. The integration 
technique of language and content increases students’ moti-
vation to learn a language as well as variations of language 
input (Crandall, 1998; Grabe&Stoller, 1997). 

English for academic purposes (EAP) and foreign language 
instruction have also similar needs forusingteam teaching. In 
EAP, using team teaching is a valuable approach that ena-
bles students to obtain content-specific information and to be 
supported by language teachers when they encounter difficul-
ties in language learning (Todd, 2003). In EFL classrooms, 
a teaching team combining a native speaker of a target lan-
guage and another teacher who shares the same mother 
tongue and similar learning experiences as the students. The 
teacher sharing the same culture with the students has the 
ability to handle and explain cultural and analytic components 
of the target language. This arrangement can best help stu-
dents acquire both knowledge of the language and skills for 
using the language (Davison, 2006). 

Although team teaching in the ESL context contributes to sup-
port for bilingual students, Creese (2005) showed that ESL 
teachers were generally marginalized within the three schools 
that she observed. ESL teachers were often relegated to a 
supplementary role in the classroom in which they often ad-
dressed only small groups within their classes. According to 
Creese (2005), it was rare that subject matter teachers and 
ESL teachers developed a “cooperative fully fledged teaching 
partnerships” (p. 202).Another language teaching curriculum 
associated with team teaching is content-based instruction. 
As Bailey, Curtis, and Nunan (2001) suggested, “team teach-
ing is a natural format for content-based instruction” (p. 183). 

The literature presented hereshows thatteam teaching is a 
well established teaching method used in many schools 
around the world and can benefit EFL students’ language 
learning and teachers across a variety of settings and in differ-
ent ways (Shibley, 2006). Students can obtain benefits from 
the wealth of knowledge existing in any team, drawing on the 
skills and expertise of all team members. When team learning 
works well, it provides benefits for all parties; the student, the 
practice teacher, the team and service users (Davison, 2006).

There are several types of team teaching common in schools: 
(1). The Traditional Model in which both teachers share the 
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instruction of content and skills to all students; (2). The Sup-
portive Model in which one teacher focuses on content in-
struction while the other teacher conducts follow-up activities 
or works on skill building; (3). The Parallel Instruction Model 
where students are divided into groups and each teacher pro-
vides instruction in the same content or skills to his or her 
group; (4). The Differentiated Instruction Model in which stu-
dents are divided into groups on the basis of learning needs, 
with each teacher providing instruction based on his or her 
group's needs. The Differentiated Instruction Model requires 
dividing a class by ability to provide enrichment activities to 
the high ability group and extra support to the lower function-
ing group (Tonks, 2005).

In spite of all the benefits of using team teaching, research-
ers believe that not enough attention has been given to 
the power that team teaching can have over an individual 
student(Creese, 2005 and Durkin & Shergill, 2000). All the 
studies mentioned in the previous literature held comparisons 
between team teaching and individual teaching. None of them 
compared the effectof the different forms of team teaching 
on EFL students' proficiency in English. The purpose of this 
study is to study this effect.

Statement of the Problem, Objectivesand Question of the 
Study
It is considered very important for Saudi Arabian university 
students to learn the English language because it is the uni-
versal language used as a bridge to communicate across var-
ious countries, cultures and peoples; additionally, English is 
the language most widely used in the fields of business, tech-
nology and academic research. Students with strong English 
skills have the key to communicate with the whole world, and 
have greater opportunities and choice of careers. In spite of 
this reality, high schools in Saudi Arabia are graduating stu-
dentswith weak English language skills. One reason could be 
the methods of teachingbeing used in the secondary schools. 
The team teaching method, in which native English speak-
ers work in conjunction with local Saudi or Arab non-native 
English speaking teachers could be a solution to the problem. 
The main purpose of this research isto study the effects of 
team teaching uponuniversity preparatory year EFL students 
in Saudi Arabia. The study addresses the following question:

Does the team teaching method have an effect on EFL stu-
dents’ English proficiency level?

Description of the English Language Intensive Program 
of the Saudi Arabia Universities
Preparatory Year programs have been designed to address 
the prominence of the English language in education, tech-
nology, business, and scientific research byfocusing the cur-
riculum on developing English language proficiency in order 
to prepare Saudi Arabian students for university level studies. 
The goal of the Preparatory Year programs is to prepare stu-
dents for higher education study; in doing so, the programs 
also serve the society in the pursuit of national goals and in-
terests (The English Language Skills Program at King Saud 
University, 2009).

While taking part in the English-language program, students 
are subjected to intensive language training for two semes-
ters with an average of twenty hours a week (i.e. six hundred 
hours in the two semesters). The program aims to develop 
students' competence in English and provide them with the 
language skills they need in their academic and professional 
lives. 

The two semesters have constructive goals. The first semes-
ter concentrates on general English for communication; sec-
ond semester builds on these skills and focuses on English 
for Academic purposes (EAP), which concentrates on read-
ing and academic writing. During this period, students study 
English for Specific Purposes (ESP) in which the curriculum 
is geared toward their chosen academic disciplines. Another 
purpose of the PY is to prepare students for the global stand-
ard examinations (IELTS/TOFEL and PET). After successful 
completion of the program students will take one of the afore 

mentioned examinations. 

The Objectives of the Program
By the end of the two semester PY program, students are 
expected to meet the following objectives: 

• To show an advancement in English language skills and 
linguistic competence

• To effectively communicate in written and spoken English 
• To acquire basic academic skills and strategies neces-

sary for academic success
• To be prepared to meet at least the minimum require-

ments for the international standard for linguistic compe-
tence examinations (IELTS/TOFEL and PET) 

The curriculum and materials used for the PY programs take 
into consideration the local culture and norms. These aca-
demic materials have been developed by British and Ameri-
can companies such as,Bell International and Kaplanin part-
nership with the University of Cambridge University Press 
and Pearson Longman.

Program Overview
At the beginning of the academic year, students are given a 
placement test to determine their abilities and language skills 
level. The placement tests are online based, computer based 
or paper based tests. Based on the result, a student is placed 
in one of the six levelsin the program (levels one through six). 

The intensive English language program aims to develop the 
students’ language competence in the basic language skills: 
listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Attention is also 
given to grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. The over-
lap of studying these skills in an integrated skills approach 
is intended to improve students’ fluency and accuracy in the 
target language.

The teaching staff is experienced and dynamic. Eighty per-
cent of the teachers are native English speakers. All teachers 
are academically and professionally qualified. The minimum 
qualification is to have earned a bachelor’s degree along with 
certificates in the Cambridge-based English language teach-
ing (CELTA and DELTA) programs. Policy dictates that in ad-
dition to the minimum qualifications, no less than forty per 
cent of teachershold a PhD and/or a master's degree. 

Procedures and Design
This study is a quasi experimental studythat uses the quan-
titative design. The test subjects for this study were six EFL 
classes made up of twenty students each. The test subjects 
were first year science majors in the PY program and of the 
six classes participating in this study three were homogenous 
male and three female classes. The students were given the 
Bell International Placement Test at the beginning of the se-
mester to determine their current level; all participants in this 
project tested into level two (out of six). One class of all male 
students and one of all female students were randomlyas-
signed to be taught by one of the three team teaching ar-
rangements. The first set of classes was taught by two local 
teachers who were non-native English speakers. The second 
set was taught by two non-local, native speakers of English. 
And, the third set was taught by a mixed team consisting of 
one local, non-native English speaker and one native Eng-
lish speaker. Male classes were taught by male teachers and 
female classes were taught by female teachers (see table 1 
below).

Group Classes
Male Female

Frequency
Male Female Total

Non-native English 
speaking teachers 
group

1 1 20 20 40

Native English 
speaking teachers 
group

1 1 20 20 40

Mixed group teachers 
(native and non-native 
English speakers) 1 1 20 20 40

Total 3 3 60 60 120
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Student gender was also considered as one of the variables 
in the study because in Saudi Arabia, male students have 
more freedom to interact socially with native speakers of Eng-
lish. Women have fewer opportunities to socialize in society 
while males leave their houses to work, to go to clubs, to join 
cultural centers, etc. This greater freedom creates a better 
chance for male students to be in contact with native speak-
ers of English than female students, and this fact might affect 
student progress in learning the English language. Therefore, 
in order to avoid its effect as uncontrolled extraneous vari-
able, it was taken as one of the study variables.

In order to avoid or at least minimize the difficulties which 
team teaching teachers usually face, such as the lack of time 
to plan and run individual lessons and poor communication 
between teamed teachers, the team teaching teachers,as 
part of their daily schedule and work-load,were given an hour 
a day to meet and discuss their plans.

Every two teachers of the same class had to prepare their 
lesson and lesson plans and to carry out the activities of the 
lessons together. The same teaching materials and the same 
units were used in the three groups. The study was carried out 
during the second semester of the academicyear 2008/2009 
and lasted for 15 weeks. The course materials were the same 
in all of the classes in this study. The textbooksthat wereused 
are titled, Interchange 2, ESP materials for Science major stu-
dents, and a textbook for PET Test preparation.

Validity and Reliability of the Placement Test
The Bell International Placement test is a standardized test 
produced by Cambridge University. It is considered a valid 
and reliable exam that the PY program had used several 
times. In spite of this fact, the researcher asked a number of 
EFL professors, managers, coordinators and teachers in the 
English Language program to assess the test and verify its 
suitability to Saudi University first year students.They evalu-
ated the test in terms of the language used, clarity, relevance 
to the skill it meant to test, and timing. All of them agreed that 
the test is valid and reliable. TheCromback alpha was also 
calculated and found to be 96.21.

Data Collection
At the end of a fifteen week semester all participants sat for 
the PET test from Cambridge University (an internationally 
valid and reliable test) to assess their English language acqui-
sition progress. The test covers the four main language skill, 
listening, speaking, reading and writing which are the focus of 
the PY program. The speaking part of the test was carried out 
over three days while all the other three parts were done in 
one day. The tests were corrected at the Cambridge Univer-
sity testing center then the students' results were converted 
into scores out of 100 percent to match the Saudi University 
regulations. 

Data Analysis and Results
Students' results in the PET test were analyzed, using the 
SAS software. Means, standard deviations, ANOVA test and 
the effect size equation: 

 

were used to find out whether there were significant differ-
ences among students' results due to the teaching method 
and the students' gender. 

Table 2 below presents the means and standard devia-
tions of the students’ scores in the placement test of the 
three groups before the treatment started. 

SOURCE N MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION

TWO LOCAL TEACHERS
METHOD TWO NATIVE 
SPEAKERS
NATIVE AND NON NATIVE

40
40
40

33.40
33.025
33.075

2.45
2.25
2.12







 +

−
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CE

CE XX
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 MALES
GENDER
 FEMALES

60

60

33.28

33.05

2.26

2.34
METhOD GENDER
NON NATIVE MALE
NON NATIVE FEMALE NATIVE 
MALE
NATIVE FEMALE
MIXED MALE
MIXED FEMALE

20
20
20
20
20
20

33.95
32.85
33.25
32.80
32.65
33.50

2.28
2.54
2.27
2.26
2.13
2.26

Table 2 shows that the mean scores of the three groups 
were very close to each other. The same thing is true 
regarding the mean scores of the male and female stu-
dents.

p F Value Mean 
Square

Type III
Squares DF Source

0.73 0.32 1.66 3.32 2 Method
0.58 0.31 1.63 1.63 1 Gender
0.16 1.87 9.86 19.72 2 Method*Gender

5.26 600.00 114 Error
624.67 119 Grand Total

Table 3 shows that there was no statistically significant dif-
ference among the mean scores of the three groups in the 
English language proficiency test before the study started (F-
value = 032, P = 0.73) which means that the three groups 
were homogenous and equivalent. The results also show no 
significant differences between the male and female students 
(F-value = 0.31, P = 0.58).

Source N Mean Standard 
deviation

Two local Teachers
Method Two Native speaker
Native and Non native

40
40
40

60.43
61.60
64.98

7.37
7.22
9.62

males
Gender
Females

60

60

61.83

62.83

9.25

7.29
Method Gender
Non Native Male
Non Native Female
Native Male
Native Female
Mixed Male
Mixed Female

20
20
20
20
20
20

60.70
61.15
61.25
61.95
63.55
66.40

8.86
5.72
8.03
6.50
10.85
8.25

Table 4 shows that there are observable differences among 
the mean scores of the students of the three groups. The 
mean score of the non-native team teaching group is 60.43 
with a standard deviation of 7.37; the mean score of the na-
tive team teaching group is 61.60 with a standard deviation of 
7.22; and the mean score of the mixed team teaching group 
is 64.98 with a standard deviation of 9.62. In order to test if 
the differences were significant, the ANOVA test was run. The 
results are presented in table 5 below.

P F Value Mean 
Square

Type III
Squares DF Source

0.0399 3.32 223.16 446.32 2 Method

0.5057 0.45 30.00 30.00 1 Gender

0.6455 0.44 29.58 59.15 2 Method*Gender

67.31 7673.20 114 Error

8208.67 119 Grand Total

Table 5 shows that there is no statistically significant inter-
action between the method of teaching and the students' 
gender. The results also show that there is no significant dif-
ference between the mean scores of the male and female 
students (F=0.45, P= 0.5057). The mean score of the male 
students was 61.83 and the mean score of the female stu-
dents was 62.83. On the other hand, the results show that 
after treatment there is a statistically significant difference 
among the participants' scores in the English Language profi-
ciency due to the method of teaching at α <0.05 (F= 3.32, P= 
0.0399).The difference is attributed to the method of teaching 
because the other extraneous variables (such as the teach-
ing material, the duration of teaching, the teachers’ qualifica-
tions, the teaching facilities and equipment) were controlled. 
The only differenceswere the method of teaching and the stu-
dents' gender. 

In order to identify in favor of which method the difference was 
the Tukey test of multiple comparisons was used. The results 



Volume : 1 | Issue : 5 | May  2012 ISSN - 2250-1991

62  X PARIPEX - INDIAN JOURNAL OF RESEARCH

are presented in table 6:1 and 6:2 below.

Mean N Group
64.98
61.60
60.43

40
40
40

 Group 1 (non-native)
 Group 2 (native) 
 Group 3 (mixed 

Group Group 1 Group 2 Group3

Group 1 (non-native) *

Group 2 (native) *

Group 3 (Mixed Group) * *
Table 6 shows that there is a statistically significant difference 
between the third method of teaching (team teaching of mixed 
teachers: native and non-native) on one hand; and the other 
two methods on the other hand (team teaching of two na-
tive teachers or team teaching of two non-native teachers) 
on their effect in improving the students proficiency in English 
in favor of the team teaching of mixed teachers (native and 
non-native). The results do not show significant difference be-
tween the team teaching method of two native teachers and 
the team teaching method of the non-native teachers.

The effect size equation was used to check the significance 
of the practical effect of the team teaching technique (mixed 
team teachers compared to non-native team teachers) along 
with the statistical significance through the level of improve-
ment in standard deviation. The effect size was calculated 
and found to be 0.536, which is significant at α <0.05.

The effect size equation was also used to check the sig-
nificance of the practical effect of the team teaching 
technique(mixed team teachers compared to native team 
teachers) along with the statistical significance through the 
level of improvement in standard deviation. The effect size 
was calculated 

 

and found to be 0.47, which is also significant at α <0.05.

Discussion and Recommendation
In spite of all the difficulties of using the team teaching method, 
such asthe challenge for teachers to find time for discussions, 
the needed support from many sides, including the teachers, 
school administrators and even the students’ parents,and the 
special preparations and special training needed for teach-
ers, which may not easily be achieved, team teaching has 
been proven to be a successful teaching method used in 
many schools around the world. At public universities in Saudi 
Arabia, team teaching is an especially pervasive instructional 
method in ESL classes. The government sponsors the Saudi 
Exchange and Teaching Program or SET Program and sup-
ports bringing thousands of English-speaking Assistant Eng-
lish Instructors (AEI) to Saudi Public Universities. 

The results of the study showed that the team teaching meth-
od, which requires foreign and local English teachers to work 
together at the university level in the Preparatory Yearwas sig-
nificantly better than the other two methods of team teaching 
in improving the students' English language proficiency. This 
result might be due to the fact that the use of team teaching 
of mixed background teachers allows teachers to experiment 
with a much wider variety of instructional models than could 
be attempted in a single teacher classroom or teachers of the 
same backgrounds. This model of team teaching seems to be 
an attractive instructional model (Tonks, 2005).Native speak-
ing increases learner motivation, promotes cross-cultural un-
derstanding, enables more effective presentation of language 
content, especially dialogues, increases learner participation, 
produces effective educational materials (Benoit and Haugh, 
2001) and provides on-the job training for Saudi instructors of 
English. At the same time, teachers who share their culture 
and background with the students are more able to under-
stand how their students think which enables them to under-


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stand their students' difficulties, hopes and values.

As a follow up to the study, the researcher interviewed the 
participating teachers. He asked them: "Which is better from 
your point of view to teach a class with two native speaking 
teachers or one native and one non-native? Why?"

Some of the answers were:
Salem (Non-native): “One native speaker and one none-na-
tive speaker so that they can complement each other. Non-
native speakers are brilliant in teaching grammar. In some 
cases their English is perfect. Native speakers have a much 
wider vocab, an authentic accent and the knowledge of idi-
omatic English.”

George (Native): “One native and one non-native. I think it is 
useful and productive in sense that you won’t have two non-
native teachers paired together. A native speaker can always 
be of assistance if need arises. However, from what I under-
stand from the students is that many are frustrated due to 
many non-native speakers accent.

Pronunciation is the key to the English language, something 
that many non-natives struggle in.”

David (Native): “One native and one non-native. The students 
can be exposed to two differentteaching styles and approach-
es to learn English. They will also gain experience listening 
to two different accents. In addition, the non-native speaker 
might have better understanding of the difficulties faced by an 
Arabic-speaking learner ofEnglish.”

Mark (Native): “I’d prefer to teach with a second native speak-
er due to cultural similarities; most likely to have better under-
standing of one another; similar background; and no contra-
dictions in speaking/pronunciations.”

Jennifer (Native): “One native and one non-native because 
this leads to better pedagogical outcome for the students, and 
better understanding between teachers/Integration.”

All the interviewed teachers (native and non-native) believe 
that team teaching is of benefit to EFL students’ language 
learning. The co-operation of the two teachers from two dif-
ferent backgrounds provides learners witha wider variety of 
instructionalmethods; it increases contact with native Eng-
lish teachers; andit reduces psychological stress. It brings 
authentic language input to English as Foreign Language 
(EFL) classrooms, facilitates cross-cultural communication, 
enhances students’ English language skills, and promotes 
local teachers’ professional development.Team teaching in 
language education creates opportunities for teachers to ex-
change ideas and cultural values, encouraging them to inter-
act with and learn from one another and this supports Abdal-
lah’s claims about team teaching (2009).Honigsfeld and Dove 
(2008) reported that co-teaching can(a) become an effective 
support for inclusivepractices to accommodate the needs of 
diverseEnglish Language learners. (b) it exposes English lan-
guage learners to authentic language; and (c) it also exposes 
native speakers to students from other cultures. 

Based on the results of the study, it could be concluded that in 
EFL contexts, a teaching team, consisting of language teach-
ers with different linguistic, cultural, and educational back-
grounds, is able to better respond to students’ needs. This-
model provides students with more opportunities to use the 
target language, learn more about diverse intercultural val-
ues, and foster positive attitudes towards communicating with 
native speakers of the target language. Differences in cultural 
background and teaching strategy expose team teachers to 
being challenged and compared by students in class. The 
implementation of team teaching provides teachers with the 
opportunities to collaborate and assist one another in their 
teaching and widens their concept of teaching strategies and 
class management.
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Cooperation between teachers in a team teaching arrange-
ment can serve as an example of teamwork and communi-
cation. In an ESL setting, teaming teachers can effectively 
provide a communicative model in the target language. In ad-
dition, through parallel or differentiated instruction, learners 
can receive more personal instruction time from teachers. Fi-
nally, because learners are taught by more than one teacher, 
there is an increased chance that each learner encounters 
an instructional style that matches his or her learning style 
(Goetz, 2000).

Part of the limitations of the study was that the researcher 
was not able to get the students’ results in each of the lan-
guage skills (Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Writing) in 

the PET Test. He only got their scores out of 100 of the four 
skills together. The researcher recommends conducting an-
other study investigating the effect of team teaching on stu-
dents’ proficiency in each of the four language skills. He also 
recommends studying the effect of team teaching of native 
and non-native teachers on school level students in the differ-
ent education stages.
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