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Abstract The negotiation of privilege and marginalization in the field of English 
language teaching (ELT), traces back to the field’s sociohistorical construction in 
and through the British and American colonial agenda of linguistic, cultural, eco-
nomic, political, religious, educational and ethnic imperialism (Pennycook A The 
myth of English as an international language. In: Makoni S, Pennycook A (ed) 
Disinventing and reconstituting languages. Multilingual Matters, Clevedon, pp 
90–115 (2007)). ELT was a vehicle by which to privilege British and American 
colonizers, and create colonial subjects modeled after their own image 
(Kumaravadivelu 2003; Pennycook 2010). Thus, ELT was predicated upon fluidly 
intertwined binaries of being, including colonizer/colonized, and Native Speaker 
(NS)/Non-Native Speaker (NNS). These categories were value-laden, affording lin-
guistic, cultural and academic authority and “superiority” to individuals associated 
with the category of “NS,” while Othering the identities of individuals grappling 
with the epistemic and actualized violence of colonialism (NNSs) (see 
Kumaravadivelu 2016). As “local” teachers began to enter the classroom, an addi-
tional binary emerged -Native English Speaker Teacher (NEST)/Non-Native 
English Speaker Teacher (NNEST)- privileging “NESTs” over “NNESTs,” as 
teachers were collectively responsible for targeting an “idealized nativeness” con-
flated with the identity of an idealized colonizer. “NNESTs’” use of “local” lan-
guage in the classroom to facilitate learning, was countered by the discourses of the 
monolingual principle (Howatt 1984), or notion that learning, and learning through, 
“English,” exclusively, was ideal for maximizing student growth (Hall and Cook 
2012). The worldview underpinning this principle marginalized the identities of all 
individuals whose negotiation of being and becoming did not correspond with that 
of the idealized “superior.”
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The negotiation of privilege and marginalization in the field of English language 
teaching (ELT), traces back to the field’s sociohistorical construction in and through 
the British and American colonial agenda of linguistic, cultural, economic, political, 
religious, educational and ethnic imperialism (Pennycook 2007). ELT was a vehicle 
by which to privilege British and American colonizers, and create colonial subjects 
modeled after their own image (Kumaravadivelu 2003; Pennycook 2010). Thus, 
ELT was predicated upon fluidly intertwined binaries of being, including colonizer/
colonized, and Native Speaker (NS)/Non-Native Speaker (NNS). These categories 
were value-laden, affording linguistic, cultural and academic authority and 
“superiority” to individuals associated with the category of “NS,” while Othering 
the identities of individuals grappling with the epistemic and actualized violence of 
colonialism (NNSs) (see Kumaravadivelu 2016). As “local” teachers began to enter 
the classroom, an additional binary emerged -Native English Speaker Teacher 
(NEST)/Non-Native English Speaker Teacher (NNEST)- privileging “NESTs” over 
“NNESTs,” as teachers were collectively responsible for targeting an “idealized 
nativeness” conflated with the identity of an idealized colonizer. “NNESTs’” use of 
“local” language in the classroom to facilitate learning, was countered by the 
discourses1 of the monolingual principle (Howatt 1984), or notion that learning, and 
learning through, “English,” exclusively, was ideal for maximizing student growth 
(Hall and Cook 2012). The worldview underpinning this principle marginalized the 
identities of all individuals whose negotiation of being and becoming did not 
correspond with that of the idealized “superior.”

Time marched on, with colonialism morphing into, and being reified in, the post-
colonial and the late-/postmodern in context-specific ways. During this transition, 
Noam Chomsky (1965) proposed the notion of an idealized native speaking/hearing 
member of a homogenous speech community, as a linguistic abstraction upon which 
to theorize regarding language acquisition and use. Chomsky was by no means the 
father of idealized nativeness, and he vehemently denies responsibility for the 
resulting detrimental consequences for stakeholders in ELT (see Wu 2010). Yet, 
scholars in ELT subsequently inscribed the Chomskyan “NS” with essentialized2 
“normative” linguistic and cultural knowledge, skills, thinking and behavior, and as 
the idealized yardstick by which the ownership of English might be ascertained, and 
learner, user and instructor value might be assessed. Mainstream and “critical” 
scholarship has generally both alluded to and explicitly apprehended this idealized 
“individual” as Western, Caucasian, middle to upper class, urban dwelling, usually 
male, and often monolingual (Amin 1997; Braine 1999, 2010; Cook 1999; Kubota 

1 When employing the term discourses in this introduction, we are referring to the notion of “com-
plex interconnected webs of modes of being, thinking, and acting. They are in constant flux and 
often contradictory. They are always located on temporal and spatial axes, thus they are historically 
and culturally specific” (Gannon and Davies 2007, p. 82).
2 Here, we define essentialization as the discursive construction (and/or acceptance and promotion) 
of borders demarcating “Self-Other,” “Us-Them” “purity-impurity”, “correctness-incorrectness,” 
and “valuable-not valuable,” relating to “language,” “culture,” “place,” and “identity” (Rudolph 
2016a, b; Rutherford 1990) These borders frame, whether intentionally or unintentionally, who 
individuals “are,” and “can” and/or “should” become (Rudolph 2016b). We explore essentializa-
tion further, in latter portions of this introduction.
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1998; Motha 2006), and juxtaposed (implicitly and explicitly) against an idealized, 
essentialized “non-native speaker” (NNS), whose plight it was to journey towards 
“idealized nativeness.” The discourses implicated in the construction of the “ideal-
ized NS” thus contributed to dominant, mainstream conceptualizations of, and 
approaches to, theory, inquiry, teacher identity and training, materials creation, 
instruction, assessment, and hiring practices within the “field” of ELT (Leung 2005).

1  Critical Challenges

Flows of people, ideas, goods, technology, and money (Appadurai 2000), manifest-
ing in different degrees and combinations, both predated and marked the colonial 
period, and have continued to the present. This movement, at times in concert with 
discourses of neocolonialism and neoliberalism, has contributed to ongoing innova-
tion, in terms of being and becoming around the globe, with the ownership, learn-
ing, use, instruction, and spread of “English” (as well as the spread of the myth of 
its ubiquitous utility) being no exception (Pennycook 2007). Indeed, new users, 
uses, functions, varieties, and contexts of “English” have emerged in the fluid, dis-
cursive interaction of “local” – “global,” as seen in the appearance of postcolonial 
World Englishes, and in the interaction between individuals hailing from differing 
backgrounds via “English” as a multilingua franca (Jenkins 2015).

During the last few decades, critical scholarship has problematized, both piece-
meal and holistically, the sociohistorical construction, perpetuation and mainte-
nance of discourses of superiority-inferiority shaping ELT, resulting in 
problematization of dominant, mainstream, deficit-oriented binaries of identity 
(NS/NNS; NEST/NNEST). Critically-oriented scholars have concomitantly 
wrestled with apprehending and attending to the ever-emergent complexity of 
identity and interaction. The divergent worldviews underpinning such criticality3 
have resulted in very different conceptualizations of identity, experience, (in)equity, 
advocacy, and interaction (Yazan and Rudolph 2018). In other words, there exists 
diversity within “criticality,” in terms of what scholars are problematizing (or not), 
and advocating for, conceptually, and what the resulting implications are for inquiry 
and practice.4 Additionally and very importantly, this diversity shapes how scholars 
attend to other lenses within the “critical” landscape.

3 Here, we draw upon Pennycook’s (2001) conceptualization of “criticality” within the field of 
applied linguistics, which “involves a constant skepticism, a constant questioning of the normative 
assumptions of applied linguistics. It demands a restive problematization of the givens of applied 
linguistics and presents a way of doing applied linguistics that seeks to connect it to questions of 
gender, class, sexuality, race, ethnicity, culture, identity, politics, ideology, and discourse. And cru-
cially, it becomes a dynamic opening up of new questions that emerge from this conjunction” (p. 10).
4 We must also note, here, that scholars both positioned and positioning themselves as “critically-
oriented,” are negotiating participation in criticality in dynamic ways. Thus during the span of their 
professional lives, authors’ work may be situated within divergent approaches to identity and inter-
action, in line with their negotiation of personal-professional identity.
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1.1  Juxtaposed Nativeness: Critically-Oriented, Deficit 
Binaries

One critical approach to addressing dominant, mainstream, deficit-oriented binaries 
of identity, involves the retention of idealized nativeness. Rather than rendering 
“non-natives” deficient as per the “idealized NS” of English, work by scholars 
including Medgyes (1992, 1994, 2001), juxtaposes idealized nativeness in English 
against the local, idealized non-nativeness of “NNESTs.” This lens values 
“NNESTs’” lived experiences learning English, and their “own/native/first/local” 
language, which affords them the means to, in theory, better connect with their 
students, personally and professionally. In valuing the use of local language/s, and 
moving away from the monolingual principle, this lens also juxtaposes “non- 
nativeness,” as “NESTs” cannot and/or should not, employ the local language/s. 
Thus, both “NESTs” and “NNESTs” are “superior” and “inferior,” and can and/or 
should work together symbiotically, in order to equip English language learners to 
become “native like.”

When addressing (in)equity, scholarship employing the lens of juxtaposed 
nativeness problematizes the privilege “NESTs” are afforded, and the marginalization 
“NNESTs” experience, due to ELT predicated exclusively on idealized nativeness 
in English. Therefore, this lens views identity and experience categorically, and the 
“NS/NEST” and “NNS/NNEST” categories are left largely undertheorized and 
unpacked. Studies conceived through this lens, however, appear to be referring to a 
“local NNEST” when discussing the “value” of juxtaposed nativeness, which results 
in a new binary distinction within the category of “NNEST” (see Rudolph, chapter 
“Essentialization, Idealization, and Apprehensions of Local Language Practice in 
the Classroom”, this volume).

1.2  “Moving Beyond the Idealized NS of English”

A second critical approach problematizes mainstream and critically-oriented deficit 
models predicated upon an “idealized NS of English” (e.g., Braine 2010; Kamhi- 
Stein 2016; Mahboob 2010). One key (at times implied, and in others, explicitly 
stated) facet of this lens, is that it draws upon social constructivist, postcolonial, 
postmodern, and poststructural theory and inquiry, in order to:

 1. account for the complex, dynamic, sociohistorical, contextualized negotiation of 
trans–/multi/pluri- linguistic and cultural identity and interaction around the 
globe (e.g., Canagarajah 2007; Cenoz and Gorter 2013; Higgins 2011; Kubota 
2013; Lin 2013);

 2. problematize English language education predicated upon essentialized and ide-
alized nativeness in English (e.g., Kramsch 2014; Leung 2005);
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 3. reconceptualize language ownership, learning, and use, in accordance with such 
movement and hybridity (e.g., Canagarajah 2006, 2007; Kramsch 2008, 2012);

 4. promote the cultivation of learning spaces and practice attending to learners’, 
users’, and instructors’ negotiations of identity and interaction (e.g., Canagarajah 
2013; Creese and Blackledge 2010; Jain 2014; May 2014; Motha et al. 2012).

While acknowledging and attending to movement, complexity, hybridity and 
diversity, this approach does not do away, however, with categorical apprehensions 
of identity, embedded within binaries (Rivers 2016; Rudolph et al. 2015). Instead, 
the category of “NNEST” is imagined as a one of “multilingualism, multiculturalism, 
and multinationalism” (Mahboob 2010, p. 15), and of marginalization, as according 
to Aslan and Thompson (2016), “it is NNESTs who are discriminated against in the 
profession” (p. 2).

Through this “NNEST Lens” (Mahboob 2010), Native speakerism (Holliday 
2005, 2006), or the idealized “NS construct” as an actively perpetuated discourse, is 
viewed as a ubiquitous and stable truth originating in the West, and shaping the 
globalized field of ELT, leading to the professional privileging of NSs/NESTs 
whose identities correspond with the NS construct, and marginalization of the 
identities and abilities of NNSs/NNESTs. Through this lens, privilege is bolstered 
by the ever-perpetuated, universalized NS fallacy (Phillipson 1992), or notion that 
NSs whose identities corresponded with the idealized NS might, practically and/or 
theoretically, serve as better teachers. Thus, via the NNEST lens, privilege and 
marginalization are categorically experienced, in a universal and largely uniform 
fashion, around the globe. Though ascribing complexity, hybridity and diversity to 
“NNESTs,” however, the category is left largely undertheorized, while that of 
“NESTs” remains unpacked and/or essentialized (Houghton and Rivers 2013; 
Llurda 2016; Rivers 2014, 2016; Rivers and Houghton 2013; Rudolph et al. 2015).

Scholars employing the NNEST lens have called for critical attention to the 
“NNEST experience” in the global field of TESOL, in terms of scholarship and 
professional activities, in the interest of the acknowledgement and challenging of 
NEST privilege and NNEST marginalization (e.g., Braine 2010; Brutt-Griffler and 
Samimy 1999; Kamhi-Stein 2016; Mahboob 2010) for a more equitable ELT 
profession. In concert with the work and efforts of scholars employing the lens of 
juxtaposed nativeness, this critical call, and the response it has cultivated, has been 
labeled the “NNEST Movement” (Selvi 2014, 2016). As part of the appeal for 
attention to (in)equity and to the complexity of identity and interaction, scholars 
drawing upon the NNEST lens have also envisioned practice “beyond the idealized 
NS of English.” Scholarship has focused on how “NNESTs” might attend to and 
draw upon their and their students’ identities in the classroom, in tailoring learning 
to students, affording them ownership of English, and an opportunity to instill in 
them a sense of pride and of value, within and beyond the classroom (Mahboob and 
Lin 2016). This has necessarily included reconceptualization of the nature and 
purpose of local language use in classroom practice. As with the lens of juxtaposed 
nativeness, scholarship conceived through the NNEST lens approaches “NNESTs’” 
use of local/native/own/first language. In doing so, this work implicitly and explicitly 
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distinguishes, purposefully or otherwise, between “local” and “non-local” 
“NNESTs” in reference to the use of local language in the classroom (e.g., Mahboob 
and Lin 2016 2018; Tatar and Yildiz 2010), as with scholarship conceptualized via 
the lens of juxtaposed nativeness.

There is, additionally, an emergent body of literature that purports to draw upon 
postcolonial, postmodern and poststructural theory in approaching both identity and 
interaction, yet retains the vestiges of binaries when theorizing (in)equity (e.g., 
Lowe and Kiczkowiak 2016; Swan et al. 2015). Such tension can be seen within, for 
example, the literature being drawn upon, which may simultaneously include 
references to the lens of juxtaposed nativeness, NNEST lens, and destabilization of 
binary approaches to identity, experience, (in)equity and interaction. Here, we 
situate such literature within the NNEST lens.

1.3  Problematizing Binaries

Recent scholarship, drawing upon social constructivist, postcolonial and postmod-
ern theory, is providing a different approach by which to apprehend identity, experi-
ence and (in)equity, and to attend to moving beyond the deleterious effects of 
essentialization and idealization, in and beyond the classroom. One line of 
scholarship (e.g., Faez 2011a, b; Higgins 2003; Park 2012; Sayer 2012) apprehends 
identity as dynamically, contextually and discursively negotiated. Such work 
focuses on deconstructing the discursive local-global construction and perpetuation 
of categories of essentialized and idealized “nativeness” and “non-nativeness” in 
English, in terms of learner, user and instructor identity, and problematizing the use 
of categories of being, inscribed with presupposed experiences and characteristics 
and situated with binaries, as potentially essentializing individuals’ lived experiences 
negotiating identity, and therefore stripping them of “voice.”

1.4  Problematizing Essentialization and Idealization

Further scholarship, drawing upon postmodern and poststructural theory5 to recon-
ceptualize identity, experience and interaction, is seeking to problematize the con-
textualized construction and perpetuation of essentialization and idealization, in 
terms of identity and interaction, both within ELT and the settings in which it is 
located (Rudolph 2016a, 2018a). Scholarship in this vein, asserts that apprehending 

5 Ontological and epistemological diversity can be found within “poststructural” scholarship. 
Some scholars contend for the complete deconstruction of “self” (Procter 2004). We, the Editors, 
draw on poststructural theory that apprehends “self” as discursively negotiated, and subjectivity 
and positionality as apprehensible and worthwhile pursuits. Additionally, as noted by Agger (1991) 
there is conceptual overlap between postmodern and poststructural theory.
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and addressing identity and corresponding experience, involves contextualized 
attention to individuals’ ongoing negotiation of discursive positioning and being 
positioned (Davies and Harré 1990; Davies 1991) in the intersectionality of fluid, 
local-global linguistic, cultural, ethnic, socioeconomic, religious, political, 
educational, geographical, professional, and gender-related discourses (e.g., Aneja 
2016a, b; Higgins 2011; Houghton and Rivers 2013; Kubota 2011, 2013; Menard- 
Warwick 2008; Motha 2014; Motha et al. 2012; Park 2015, 2017; Pennycook 2007; 
Rivers 2014, 2016; Rivers and Houghton 2013; Rivers and Zotzmann 2016; Rudolph 
2016a, b). These discourses, dominant and critical, construct essentializing discur-
sive “borders” of who individuals “are,” and “can” and/or “should” be or become, 
both in terms of the ownership, learning, use and instruction of English in ELT, and 
of community membership in the context in which the ELT is constructed and 
located (Houghton and Rivers 2013; Rudolph et  al. 2015). Such borders assign, 
afford, limit, and eliminate space for identity. When apprehending, affirming, prob-
lematizing, challenging, reifying and crossing such borders, individuals negotiate 
subjectivity (Weedon 1997), or “self,” in motion (Davies et al. 2004), in ways that 
may “appear,” and be, contradictory. Though “self” is discursively constituted in 
interaction with others (Anderson 2009; Davies and Petersen 2005; Yazan 2017), 
individuals may nevertheless trouble discourses (Vaughan 2004), not do so, or do 
the opposite, in varying degrees and combinations. This is the assertion of agency 
(Davies 1991, p. 51).

In line with postmodern and poststructural commitments, the idealized “NS con-
struct” may be apprehended as contextually constructed at the interstices of local-
global discourses of identity (Yazan 2018). “Native speakerism,” through such a 
lens, is the contextualized local-global discursive creation, limitation, and/or elimi-
nation of space for individuals’ negotiations of being and becoming, both within a 
given “context” and ELT therein (e.g., Rivers 2014), which may result in diverse 
manifestations of fluid privilege-marginalization within and across “categories” of 
being, in and beyond the classroom (Rudolph 2016b). Likewise, the “native speaker 
fallacy” is also a product of local-global discourses, and may manifest (or not) in 
diverse ways both within and across “contexts” (Rudolph et  al. 2015; Rudolph 
2018b). In conceptualizing “the NS construct,” “native speakerism” and “the NS 
fallacy” in such a way, such postmodern and poststructural work is advocating for 
the notion that, “apprehending and addressing constructions of ‘nativeness’ in 
‘English,’ and manifestations of privilege-marginalization, requires broadening the 
conceptual scope of criticality beyond ‘moving beyond the idealized NS of English’” 
(Rudolph 2018b). Very recent scholarship is therefore challenging criticality that 
problematizes binaries, to seek apprehend and describe “identity,” “experience,” 
“(in)equity and “interaction” in manners that are conceptually consistent with their 
underpinning ontological and epistemological commitments, which may indeed 
include a move away from terms with conceptual baggage from other lenses, such 
as “native speaker” construct; −ism; fallacy (see Rivers 2016; Rudolph 2016b, 
2018b). Regardless of the continued or discontinued use of such terms, postmodern 
and poststructural scholarship seeking to “problematize essentialization and ideal-
ization” is united in contending the following: all learners, users, and teachers may 
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potentially experience degrees of fluid privilege- marginalization relating to their 
identities, talents, training and experiences, as per essentialized binaries of Self-
Other within a given setting, and Self-Other in terms of a given context and the 
“world beyond.”

There is an important caveat that must be noted at this juncture. While some 
scholars have chosen to contextually apprehend, problematize, and deconstruct 
binaries within and beyond ELT in their entirety (e.g., Kubota 2011, 2013; Rivers 
2014, 2016; Rudolph 2016a), others have focused on deconstruction of locally- 
globally constructed binaries of identity through the lived experiences of a specific 
“group” of individuals (e.g., Park 2015, 2017; Rivers and Ross 2013). Collectively, 
such inquiry, however, lends to the destabilization of binary approaches to identity, 
experience, (in)equity and interaction.

Destabilizing Critically-Oriented Binaries Problematizing essentialization and 
idealization involves destabilization of binary approaches to criticality, for a number 
of reasons. First, such work contends that the use of static binaries does not and 
cannot afford discursive space for individuals’ accounts of negotiating identity 
within and across borders of being and doing (Houghton and Rivers 2013; Rivers 
and Houghton 2013; Rivers 2014, 2016; Rudolph 2016a, b; Rudolph et al. 2015). 
The essentialization of identity and experience may lead to a failure to capture the 
fluidity of lived privilege-marginalization, and therefore, to the outright devaluation, 
ignoring, invalidation, or even suppression of dissenting voices (Park 2017; Rivers 
2014, 2016; Rudolph 2012; Rudolph et al. 2015). Second, treating the “NNEST 
experience” as shared and largely uniform, has essentialized the complexity of 
contextualized, local-global negotiations of privilege-marginalization, and the 
diverse educational settings and institutions therein. This has been exacerbated, we 
contend, by the fact that scholarship through the NNEST lens and critically-oriented 
deficit lens, has tended to draw upon the same select body of literature when 
constructing the contention that “NNESTs” are “universally marginalized,” which 
has produced an essentialized framework that lumps teaching locales and experiences 
at all levels, within and across contexts, together (see Moussu and Llurda 2008; 
Rivers 2016; Rudolph et al. 2015).

Scholarly work that is rooted in categorical conceptualizations of identity, and 
privilege and marginalization, and yet draws upon sociocultural, postcolonial, 
postmodern and poststructural theory in approaching inquiry and practice, has both 
indirectly and directly responded to the concept of fluidity between privilege- 
marginalization. An article by Lowe and Kiczkowiak (2016), for instance, asserts 
that, though “NESTs” and “NNESTs” may experience a certain fluidity of privilege- 
marginalization, there exist degrees of what might be considered “real,” “authentic” 
or “noteworthy” experiences in terms of the marginalization “NESTs” may face in 
ELT and the society in which it resides. In an article conceived through a 
“poststructural” lens, examining the lived experiences of “Caucasian, western 
males” in ELT in Japan, Appleby (2016) notes wrestling, ethically, with sharing 
these individuals’ accounts of negotiating fluid privilege-marginalization, as their 
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privilege may potentially outweigh or override their incidental experiences with 
“marginalization,” when positioned as “Other” within Japanese society.

We assert, however, that, through a postmodern and poststructural lens, all 
accounts of fluid privilege-marginalization contribute to apprehension of 
contextualized, local-global constructions of Othering, within communities and 
societies, and ELT therein, as through such a lens, there is no separation between 
local-global, the classroom-beyond, nor the personal-professional (Rudolph 2016b). 
In the university context in Japan to which Appleby refers, for example, scholars 
have contended that professional space has been created for “NESTs” whose 
identities correspond with that of the idealized NS, and, in a majority portion, for 
“NNESTs/Native speakers of Japanese (NJSs)”, while other “NESTs” and “non- 
Japanese NNESTs” find space severely limited or eliminated (Houghton and Rivers 
2013; Rivers 2014, 2016; Rivers and Ross 2013; Rivers and Zotzmann 2016; 
Rudolph 2012, 2016a, b, 2018b; Toh 2014, 2015a, b, 2016). The categorically 
juxtaposed and essentialized nativeness “privileging” “NESTs” and “NJSs,” may, at 
the same time, “marginalize” their “non-nativeness,” thus leading to such teachers 
experiencing fluid privilege-marginalization (Rivers 2014, 2016; Rudolph 2018a, b, 
chapter “Essentialization, Idealization, and Apprehensions of Local Language 
Practice in the Classroom”). Thus, teachers’ personal and professional negotiations 
of translinguistic and transcultural identity and community membership, may be 
devalued, ignored, or actively Othered (Rivers 2014, 2016; Rudolph 2012, 2018b; 
Simon-Maeda 2011). Additionally, teachers may find themselves required to draw 
upon their translinguistic and transcultural identity in the workplace, yet discouraged 
or even prompted to do so in the classroom, in line with contextualized, essentialized 
constructions of the bounds of identity and interaction (Rivers 2016; Rudolph 2012, 
chapter “Essentialization, Idealization, and Apprehensions of Local Language 
Practice in the Classroom”, this volume).

Scholarship seeking to problematize essentialization and idealization, further 
destabilizes the critical binary-oriented move to assign the use of “local language/s” 
to the “NNEST” category. Within relation to the binary of critically juxtaposed 
nativeness, the issue is with the use of local language/s being assigned to one 
category of teacher (NNEST) and, in fact, to “local” teachers therein, while assigning 
ownership of English to those individuals whose identities correspond with the 
“idealized NS construct.” The NNEST lens, meanwhile, draws upon social 
constructivist, postcolonial, postmodern and poststructural theory challenging 
essentialized and idealized constructions of language ownership, learning, use and 
instruction, and yet essentializes lived experience, training, knowledge, skills, and 
identity, while affording the border crossing complexity of identity and interaction 
to “NNESTs,” categorically. This also includes assignment of the ownership of 
“local language/s” to “NNESTs,” though, as mentioned above, the literature 
distinguishes implicitly and explicitly between “local” and “non-local” “NNESTs,” 
creating a binary within the category. Thus, the NNEST lens may potentially reify 
the categorical division and assignment of idealized nativeness, and in the process, 
limit and/or eliminate personal-professional space for all teachers to attend to the 
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complexity of identity and interaction both within and beyond the classroom. For 
scholars including Yoo (2014), this has led to the proposed replacement of one form 
of idealization (the “idealized NS”) with another, with an “idealized NNEST” (an 
unpacked theoretical abstraction) as the “ideal” teacher.

Through a postmodern and poststructural lens, apprehending the negotiation of 
identity -of positioning and being positioned- involves attending to individuals’ 
contextualized, local-global, negotiations of linguistic, cultural, ethnic, 
socioeconomic, religious, political, educational, geographical, professional, and 
gender-related discourses, and of fluid privilege-marginalization. Critical, binary- 
oriented approaches to identity have both afforded and prompted little to no space, 
or need, for learners, users, and instructors to attend to their own positionality. 
Positionality is both a deeply personal and political issue that, while extremely 
sensitive, we regard as a necessary topic to be addressed in and beyond the field of 
ELT.

Finally, as noted by Rivers (2016) and Rudolph (2016a), critically-oriented bina-
ries can be co-opted by localized discourses of essentialization and idealization. 
This may result in criticality being discursively commandeered to reinforce 
constructions of, and agendas for, binaries of Self-Other that serve to privilege and 
marginalize, in theory and in practice. Thus, critical discourse intended to 
“empower,” may become a discursive vehicle to Other. “Criticality,” through the 
lens of juxtaposed nativeness and the NNEST lens, we contend, is hampered by 
conceptual contradictions, with real-world consequences for attending to (in)equity 
in and beyond the classroom, and approaching practice.

2  Prompting “Criticality”...

Conceptually, critical scholars, regardless of lens, all express the desire to appre-
hend, problematize and address inequity. Yet, approaches to addressing “inequity” 
are far from shared. Scholarship, underpinned by postmodern and poststructural 
theory, is calling for critical scholars, regardless of lens, to clearly outline how they 
conceptualize, attend to, and seek to move beyond, inequity. This, we assert, is a 
necessary first step toward apprehending tensions and commonalities in criticality, 
as well as discursive points of departure. Postmodern and poststructural theory is 
also prompting the field of ELT to view the necessity of apprehending how privilege 
and marginalization are fluidly, contextually, and sociohistorically negotiated, in 
order to reconcile criticality with theory, inquiry and practice exploring the 
complexity of identity and interaction. This includes critical scholars’ attention to 
their own positionality. Finally, the lens of problematizing essentialization and 
idealization affords discursive space for all individuals’ personal-professional 
accounts of negotiating identity, which we contend has been alternately devalued, 
overlooked, downplayed, ignored, and actively marginalized, both by mainstream 
and critically-oriented binaries.

B. Yazan and N. Rudolph
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3  This Volume

The following edited volume is chronotopic (Blommaert 2015) in that it is a non- 
linear, intertextual (Allen 2011) and sociohistorically-situated construction of time- 
space, and underpinned by postmodern and poststructural commitments. It originally 
represented an effort to: (1) provide discursive space for apprehending identity, 
experience, (in)equity and interaction beyond binaries of identity, whether dominant 
and mainstream or dominant and critically-oriented, (2) contribute toward laying 
the conceptual and empirical foundation for scholarship seeking to problematize 
essentialization and idealization in the field of ELT, (3) afford researchers and 
researcher-practitioners whose voices may be overlooked, denigrated or silenced, 
discursive space to negotiate participation in criticality, and (4) begin to explore the 
implications problematizing essentialization and idealization, through a postmodern 
and poststructural lens, might hold for attending to the complexity of identity and 
interaction in and beyond the classroom, in terms of practice.

In conceptualizing and approaching the volume, we the Editors asked potential 
authors to problematize essentialization and idealization, and explore the fluidity of 
privilege-marginalization, in the field of ELT.  We noted that the book would be 
framed by postmodern and poststructural theory. In receiving dozens of abstracts, 
invited and otherwise, we quickly realized that the majority of possible contributors 
were drawing upon the above-mentioned binary-oriented lens of “juxtaposed 
nativeness” and the “NNEST lens,” when conceptualizing and approaching 
“essentialization and idealization.” The abstracts we chose to move forward with in 
constructing the volume, provided by a diverse group of authors, were those that 
collectively demonstrated the potential for destabilizing binary-oriented approaches 
to identity and interaction.

During the manuscript submission and editing process, we prompted authors to 
reflect upon the postmodern and poststructural commitments underpinning the 
volume. At times, this involved prompting authors to reflexively attend to how the 
ontological and epistemological commitments underpinning their work aligned 
with their conceptual frameworks for and approaches to identity and interaction. 
Additionally, we found ourselves charged with revisiting our own conceptualization 
of the nature and purpose of the volume. This can be seen, in particular, in the fact 
that we have retained chapters whose contents may at times, implicitly or explicitly, 
militate against aspects of the original framework for, and goals of, the book, and 
even challenge the manner in which the contents of the above introduction are 
constructed. As a result, a fifth purpose for the volume emerged, which, in fact, gave 
shape to the content of the introduction above: to prompt critical scholars within and 
beyond the edited volume, towards reflexivity, conceptual clarity and congruence, 
and dialogue.

In approaching the volume and interacting with authors, we learned that critical-
ity seeking to problematize binary approaches to conceptualizing and attending to 
identity, experience and (in)equity (whether mainstream and native speaker-centric, 
or critically-oriented), must necessarily attend their sociohistorical and ongoing 
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construction in the contextualized and chronotopic negotiation of pre-colonial, 
colonial, postcolonial, neocolonial, neoliberal, late modern and postmodern 
discourses of identity, in ELT and the contexts in which it is located. Failing to 
attend to the ongoing discursive construction, perpetuation and maintenance of 
categorical apprehensions of identity, may result in glossing over the contextualized 
complexity of ongoing, negotiated tensions between modern, late-modern and 
postmodern discourses of identity and interaction within and beyond the field of 
ELT (see Canagarajah 2016; Kramsch 2014; Kubota 2014; Selvi and Rudolph 2018; 
Shin and Kubota 2008). Scholars seeking to challenge binary-oriented lenses, may 
be pointing stakeholders in ELT toward a paradigm shift they may find uncomfortable 
or threatening. This may be linked to the ways individuals position themselves and 
others, and are positioned, within and beyond ELT. This may be due to the nature 
and source of critical voice (e.g., researchers and researcher-practitioners positioned 
as “privileged” by binary-oriented discourses), which may prompt individuals to 
believe criticality is being co-opted and is therefore under threat. Additionally, 
interrogating binaries within criticality may threaten the linguistic, cultural, 
academic and professional authority of individuals within ELT and the context in 
which it is situated, who derive authority from categorical juxtapositions of identity. 
In any case, understanding and problematizing binaries is a political affair inscribed 
with tensions fluidly intertwined with negotiations of positionality “beyond” ELT.

3.1  Content and Organization of the Volume

The chapters in this volume represent contextualized, sociohistorical accounts of 
researchers, researcher-practitioners, teacher educators, and students apprehending 
and attending to positionality, and essentialization and idealization in the field of 
ELT, and, in varying degrees, to privilege-marginalization and its fluidity. Readers 
will soon note that there exist conceptual tensions within and across chapters, as 
well as within the foreword to this volume. At times, this tension arises from 
manifestations of conceptual incongruity between ontological and epistemological 
commitments, conceptual frameworks (including theoretical approaches and 
literature reviews), and approaches to inquiry and practice. This may relate to an 
author’s use of postcolonial, postmodern and poststructural theory to apprehend 
interaction, while drawing upon binary-oriented scholarship to conceptualize 
learner, user and instructor identity. This may also result in very different meaning 
poured into the notion of problematizing essentialization and idealization, in inquiry 
and practice. Additionally, the diverse array of authors herein, have negotiated 
identity and participation in criticality in unique, contextualized ways, and represent 
a divergence of training, knowledge, experience and status.

We the Editors have chosen to organize the volume into two parts: (I) 
Problematizing and Reifying Binaries: Conceptual Transitions, and (II) Towards 
Destabilizing Binaries: Problematizing Essentialization and Idealization. Part I of 
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the volume is inscribed with conceptual tension, as authors wrestle with 
apprehending, problematizing, utilizing and reifying binaries of identity, in light of 
postcolonial, postmodern and poststructural theory. Part II of the volume, though no 
less inscribed with tension, explores apprehending identity, experience, (in)equity 
and interaction beyond categories embedded within binaries. As scholars framing 
the volume through the lens of postmodern and poststructural theory, we note that 
approaching the content of chapters in the volume in sections, may essentialize their 
complexity. In line with how the above introduction is written, however, this 
approach to organization provides the reader with a framework for interacting with 
the texts.

Part I: Problematizing and Reifying Binaries: Conceptual Transitions In the 
first portion of the volume authors wrestle with apprehending, problematizing, 
utilizing and reifying binaries of identity, in light of postcolonial, postmodern and 
poststructural theory. In chapter “Glocalization, English as a Lingua Franca, and 
ELT: Reconceptualizing Identity and Models for ELT in China”, Fan (Gabriel) Fang 
uses autoethnography and narrative inquiry to weave his own account of identity 
negotiation with the accounts of four Chinese EFL teachers who have had education 
outside China, and explores Chinese EFL teachers’ positioning through encounters 
of privilege and marginalization. In chapter “Power and Ownership Within the NS/
NNS Dichotomy”, I-Chen Huang reports on a study that juxtaposes her own 
narrative as a language user in relation to the “idealized NS,” with interview-based 
accounts of 27 college students in Taiwan. Huang discusses the role of power and 
ownership inscribed with the dichotomous categories of NS/NNS in the dynamic, 
ever-evolving construction of identities as legitimate English language users. In 
chapter “Teachers’ Identities as ‘Non-native’ Speakers: Do They Matter in English 
as a Lingua Franca Interactions?”, Yumi Matsumoto examines multilingual 
interactions in a writing classroom at a US university to explore the impact of a 
teacher’s assumed identity of NNESTs on English as a lingua franca (ELF) 
communication. Her findings highlight the performative nature of identity 
negotiation and challenge the presupposed and essentialized characteristics of a 
teacher that come with the label of ‘NNEST.’ In chapter “The (Re)Construction of 
Self Through Student-Teachers’ Storied Agency in ELT: Between Marginalization 
and Idealization”, Alvaro Hernán Quintero and Carmen Helena Guerrero present a 
narrative inquiry that explores pre-service teachers’ experiences of identity 
development in an English Language Teacher Education Program in Colombia. The 
authors discuss how pre-service teachers negotiate multiple ways of being and 
reconstruct their identities as they navigate the marginalizing conditions in their 
contexts. In chapter “English, Identity and the Privileging and Marginalizing of 
Transculturality”, Tamara Chung Constant and Haiying Cao present an 
autoethnographic account of their individual negotiations of privilege and 
marginalization through postcolonial feminist lenses. Chung Constant deconstructs 
the essentialization of categories of identity, while Cao wrestles fluidly with a desire 
to problematize essentialization and yet retains such a lens to apprehend her lived 
experiences positioning herself and being positioned.
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Part II: Towards Destabilizing Binaries: Problematizing Essentialization and 
Idealization The second portion of this volume represents a move towards appre-
hending identity, experience, (in)equity and interaction beyond categories embed-
ded within binaries. As with the first portion of the book, these chapters may appear 
contradictory at times, and inscribed with conceptual tension. Yet they represent a 
step towards problematizing essentialization and idealization. In chapter ““What 
Should I Call Myself? Does It Matter?” Questioning the “Labeling” Practice in ELT 
Profession”, Christine Manara challenges “labeling games” in the ELT profession 
and industry, with an autoethnographic account of the phases of her identity (re)
construction in different contexts while interacting with and responding to the labels 
embedded in the discourses of ELT. Chapters “Accepting and Circumventing Native 
Speaker Essentialism” and “‘I Speak How I Speak:’ A Discussion of Accent and 
Identity within Teachers of ELT” present studies by Robert Weekly and Alex 
Baratta, whose work destabilizes categorical apprehensions of identity, experience 
and (in)equity. In chapter “Accepting and Circumventing Native Speaker 
Essentialism”, Robert Weekly presents his findings of a qualitative study on the 
ways in which eleven multilingual South-Asian English language teachers negotiate 
their encounters of prejudice (positioned as “inauthentic” native speakers of English) 
when living in Leicester, England and working in an ESOL program. Chapter ‘I 
Speak How I Speak:’ A Discussion of Accent and Identity within Teachers of ELT” 
includes Alex Baratta’s discussion of ESL teachers’ identity negotiation and posi-
tioning with regards to their accent as English users. He interrogates the deleterious 
impacts of accentism or privileging and marginalization of certain accents upon 
ESL teachers’ identities and the efforts of inclusivity in the field of ELT.

Chapters “Speakerhood as Segregation: The Construction and Consequence of 
Divisive Discourse in TESOL”, ““Legitimate” Concerns: A Duoethnography of 
Becoming ELT Professionals”, “Significant Encounters and Consequential 
Eventualities: A Joint Narrative of Collegiality Marked by Struggles Against 
Reductionism, Essentialism and Exclusion in ELT” and “Exploring Privilege and 
Marginalization in ELT: A Trioethnography of Three Diverse Educators” explore 
researcher-practitioner accounts of problematizing and moving beyond binary- 
oriented essentialization and idealization in the field of ELT. In chapter “Speakerhood 
as Segregation: The Construction and Consequence of Divisive Discourse in 
TESOL”, Damian Rivers questions the ways in which divisive discourses are con-
structed and maintained in the field of ELT through binary categories, discusses the 
fluidity of status privilege and status marginalization, and prompts criticality 
towards reflexivity and transformation. In chapter ““Legitimate” Concerns: A 
Duoethnography of Becoming ELT Professionals”, Amber Warren and Jaehan Park 
present the findings of their duoethnography that juxtaposes and explores each 
author’s accounts of marginality and acceptance they faced integral to the contours 
of their identity development as ELT professionals. Chapter “Significant Encounters 
and Consequential Eventualities: A Joint Narrative of Collegiality Marked by 
Struggles against Reductionism, Essentialism and Exclusion in ELT” presents 
Masaki Oda’s and Glenn Toh’s combined critical historical narrative as colleagues 
at the Tamagawa University Center for English as a Lingua Franca. Drawing from 
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vignettes including their significant work-related encounters, Oda and Toh demon-
strate the impact of cultural-political discourses of ELT upon “ongoing contesta-
tions, contradictions, inconsistencies and disjunctions” teachers confront when 
seeking to humanize and transform their discursive and practical spaces. In chapter 
“Exploring Privilege and Marginalization in ELT: A Trioethnography of Three 
Diverse Educators”, Antoinette Gagné, Sreemali Herath, and Marlon Valencia pres-
ent a trioethnographic inquiry in which they challenge and deconstruct the ELT 
ideologies in different glocal contexts that maintain binary identity categories and 
essentialize the experiences of privilege and marginalization.

Chapters “Doing and Undoing (Non)nativeness: Glocal Perspectives from a 
Graduate Classroom” and “Essentialization, Idealization, and Apprehensions of 
Local Language Practice in the Classroom” attend to the destabilization of dominant 
and critically-oriented binaries in (and beyond) the classroom, in the interest of 
problematizing essentialization and idealization. In chapter “Doing and Undoing 
(Non)nativeness: Glocal Perspectives from a Graduate Classroom”, Geeta Aneja 
develops (non)native speakering as a poststructural concept to understand teachers’ 
(non)native speakered subjectivities and negotiation and reification of their identities 
through daily interactions. Drawing from qualitative data, Aneja discusses 
possibilities to resist and dis-invent binary approaches to teacher identity through 
teacher education classroom practices. Finally, in chapter “Essentialization, 
Idealization, and Apprehensions of Local Language Practice in the Classroom”, 
Nathanael Rudolph provides a poststructural ethnographic account of 16 Japanese 
university students and their teacher (himself), apprehending and deconstructing the 
bounds of local language (Japanese) practice in one department of English, as 
intertwined with binary-oriented discourses of “idealized Japaneseness-Otherness” 
and “idealized native English speakerness-Otherness.” Rudolph contends that the 
study challenges scholars participating in criticality, to reflect upon how critical 
approaches to identity and interaction may create, limit and/or eliminate learner, 
user and instructor space for being and becoming, and potentially bolster and/or 
reify discourses of idealized nativeness and community membership, contextually.

In closing, we would like to note that, in addition to the wide array of profession-
als and conceptual frameworks within the volume, there is also diversity in terms of 
the scholarly use of English. We ground this purposeful decision to avoid the 
“homogenization” of language within the chapters, in the ontological and episte-
mological commitments underpinning the volume, which problematize language 
practice (Pennycook 2010) predicated upon essentialized and idealized nativeness.
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