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Abstract

As English remains a predominant global language, the demand for high-quality English lesson plans, delivered
by both native English-speaking teachers (NESTs) and non-native English-speaking teachers (NNESTSs), is
increasingly critical in EFL contexts such as China. The present study investigates the disparity between lesson
plans and pedagogical beliefs among Native English-Speaking Teachers (NESTs) and Non-Native English-
Speaking Teachers (NNESTSs) in writing lessons for primary students, with particular emphasis on the influence
of their linguistic and cultural backgrounds on classroom decision-making. The study employs Bloom's Taxonomy
to evaluate the alignment of classroom activities with diverse cognitive requirements, utilizing four actual lesson
plans and interviews with two NESTs and two NNESTSs. The results show that NESTs often plan their lessons in
a way that moves from simple recall to more creative and open-ended assignments. This shows how important it
is for students to be able to work on their own and communicate with each other. On the other hand, NNESTs tend
to focus more on aligning with the textbook, structured practice, and grammar accuracy. This focuses give students
a strong foundation through modeling and repetition. The interviewees' responses, which showed differences in
training, classroom priorities, and limitations, also show these differences. The study suggests that writing lesson
plans could benefit from the collaboration of each group's distinct strengths, combining creativity and structure to
better address the diverse needs of young students in writing classes.
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1. Introduction

Due to globalization, English has gradually become a lingua franca, resulting in an increasing demand for
proficient English teachers worldwide. In recent years, Chinese schools and language institutions have actively
recruited both native English-speaking teachers (NESTs) and non-native English-speaking teachers (NNESTS) to
meet this demand. In China, however, hiring practices often reflect a strong preference for NESTs, largely
influenced by perceptions of linguistic authenticity and fluency, due to the influence of native-speakerism—the
belief that native speakers of English are naturally more competent or effective as language teachers!'%,

Also, there have been plenty of research areas on the comparison between them. For example, Wu compared
students’ listening performance before and after receiving listening input from NEST for one year and found that
those students achieved higher performance in standardized English listening test™*”l. Deng , Zhang & Mohamed
demonstrated NESTs and NNESTs have different perspectives of English teacher’s qualities!!” . Although Carless
and Walker did study the lesson plan coordination strategies in a co-teaching environment!®), there are few studies
on the comparison of their lesson plans in the field of EFL writing class. Hence, I believe that it is important to
compare the difference of NESTs with NNESTs in terms of their lesson plans in order to enhance teaching
effectiveness and allow different types of teachers to complement each other.

Writing is a critical skill in EFL education that involves both the grammar and structure, as well as the ability to
express ideas clearly and creatively!'®l. Lesson plans, as a foundation of classroom practice, offer valuable insight
into how teachers organize instruction, set goals, and choose activities!'¥l. By examining the specific elements of
lesson plans, such as the choice of teaching methods and classroom management strategies, research can provide
a more detailed picture of how these educators' cultural and educational experiences influence their teaching
approaches and decisions. Since lesson plans reflect not only training and experience but also underlying beliefs
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about teaching and learning, comparing the plans of NESTs and NNESTs can help us better understand how
different educational backgrounds shape instructional choices.

In China, writing classes are often based on what students need to do for tests, with a focus on structure, accuracy,
and memorized patterns''®]. NNESTs, who have often learned this way, may feel more at ease reinforcing these
patterns. NESTs, however, may be more familiar in a different approach that values student creativity and
expressionl®l. At the same time, these differences can also be complementary. Therefore, when used together
thoughtfully, the strengths of both teacher groups can enrich the classroom and support student learning better.

Hence, this study looks at lesson plans for teaching writing in Chinese EFL settings from both NESTs and NNESTs,
and it also includes interviews with both groups. This study looks at the differences in their plans and the problems
they face to learn more about how working together and learning from each other can make teaching more effective.

2. Literature Review:
2.1 Definition of NESTs and NNESTs

A "native speaker" is defined as a person, who has been speaking the language as their first language since birth
and raised in that language. The native speaker has an inherent understanding of his first language’s grammar and
possess mastery of linguistic competence on the language. In comparison, a non-native speaker is someone who
speaks a language that is not their first language and have learned the target language later in life as a second
language. Non-native speakers might have their own strengths and should be appreciated for their distinct language
abilities.

Over the decades, native-speakerism has influenced the choose of teachers?”. Nevertheless, in many ESL/EFL
contexts, non-native English speaker teachers(NNESTs), who teach English but learned it as a second language
themselves, still take up larger proportion in Chinese education, for the unique perspectives and advantages they
bring to language teaching, such as empathy for language learners and a deep understanding of how to acquire
second language!®!. Although there is no exact statistical data, many studies have shown that most students,
teachers, and university administrators expect to recruit NESTs?®l. Compared to NNESTSs, native English speaker
teachers(NESTs), whose first language is English in terms of language education as teachers, are perceived as
having an intuitive grasp of English and emphasize on individual qualities and student engagement in class'%l.

Similar studies have also been done according to the differences between NNESTs and NESTS. For example, as
for the advantages and disadvantages from students’ perceptions, the perceived strengths of NESTs are that they
were generally viewed as more effective in employing interactive teaching methods and demonstrating accurate
pronunciation, which helped to create a more communicative classroom environment, while NNESTs were more
proficient in the teaching of grammar and examination strategies, which aligned more closely with students’
academic needs. However, students also identified limitations: NESTs were sometimes seen as lacking in
structured grammar instruction and familiarity with local exam systems, whereas NNESTs were occasionally
criticized for relying on traditional, teacher-centered approaches and having non-native-like pronunciation°l,

While I recognize the linguistic distinction between NNESTs and NESTs, I use these terms in this paper as my
study compares their lesson plans in EFL writing classes at a primary school in China. Such a comparison is
indispensable for improving teaching by allowing both groups to complement each other.

2.2 Challenges Faced by Chinese English Teachers

Teachers are central to improving English classrooms!®). The increasing demands for the capabilities of English
teachers present challenges to Chinese English teachers. Thus, plenty of studies have been done in terms of the
obstacles they are facing. For instance, having been accustomed to grammar and translation methods during their
own schooling, Chinese English teachers tend to favor monotonous traditional teaching approaches in their
teaching as welll*®, Additionally, the educational environment in China is dominated by standardized testing!”),
leading many teachers to focus on exam-oriented teaching with students often motivated primarily by exams.

As native English-speaking teachers become more common in English education in China, Chinese English
teachers face increasingly intense competition. For instance, in Hong Kong, native English teachers often receive
higher salaries and teach more advanced or privileged students™®®l. Many people believe that Chinese English
teachers cannot match native speakers, at least in terms of teaching speaking®*]. However, surprisingly, according
to the research on students’ and parents’ preferences for NESTs and Chinese English teachers, Studies
investigating students’ and parents’ preferences reveal that factors such as teaching effectiveness, classroom
engagement, and teacher personality are often prioritized over whether the teacher is a native speaker(2],
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Thus, the most important issue, given parents' and students’ preferences and the challenges faced by Chinese
English teachers, is not to determine whether native or Chinese English teachers are better, but to urgently improve
the teaching abilities and proficiency of Chinese English teachers. To align with globalization and enhance
intercultural communication skills, comparing the differences in their lesson plans for complementary strengths
can help address traditional teaching issues and better meet students' needs.

2.3 Cultural Influences on Teaching Plans

Cultural influences can significantly impact how lessons are designed and delivered. The most apparent cultural
difference may be the educational model. For example, Chinese English teachers are familiar with and heavily
affected by the traditional teacher-centered educational model in Chinal'%, which emphasizes on teachers’
authority knowledge transmission["*!. Therefore, it is common that in an EFL classroom issued by a Chinese
English teacher, students tend to receive knowledge passively and listen with full attention!”. By contrast, a NEST,
raised and educated in Western countries, where the educational model has moved from teacher-centered to
student-oriented!'], is used to paying attention to a more flexible classroom, students’ participation and diversity.
Therefore, their teaching objectives, which is an inevitable part of teaching plans, can differ as well. However, due
to the development of education and globalization, Chinese classrooms are beginning to adopt more student-
centered strategies. For example, Li proposed certain student-centered activities, like role play and group
discussion can significantly raise motivation and language outcomes in SLA contexts?!l,

Studies have shown that Chinese English teachers emphasize on developing meta-linguistic and literary
competence and assigning activities that are exam-oriented” while NESTs hold the idea that positive
participation is the key assessment of the success of a class and prefer to hold communicative activities!'’. Exam-
oriented teaching can sometimes lead to surface-level knowledge acquisition, but this is primarily due to systemic
pressures rather than an inherent flaw in the teaching approach itself. Moreover, it is worth noting that classes led
by NESTs sometimes neglecting the more holistic development of language skills. Therefore, instead of
regarding the two approaches as dichotomous, this study would focus on their complementary aspect by bridging
teacher-centered and student centered approaches and balancing exam preparation with communicative
competence. By combining the strengths from both groups, students can be better supported, developing both
linguistic competence and communicative fluency.

2.4 EFL Writer and EFL Writing Class

Writing is often considered the most challenging of the language skills, which include listening, speaking, and
reading, for it it requires simultaneous planning, translating ideas into language, reviewing, editing, and sustained
attention!3 "1, Therefore, EFL writers, who write in English as a Foreign Language, face a great challenge and so
does EFL teachers!'l. A typical writing class starts with communicating with students, such as Giving directions,
jigsaw story writing, etc. and followed by composing, which involves pre-writing, drafting, redrafting, and editing
and organize ideas. After scaffolding the ideas, the last group of activities emphasizes on the collaboration between
the teacher and the class, such as peer editing, raising awareness about text quality and so on!!!,

Plenty of researches has been done in different fields in EFL writing class. For example, in terms of improving
students’ writing through written feedback, a study shows that there were similarities and differences between
NNESTs and NESTs. They all agreed that promoting students’ writing performance and informing their
pedagogical practices were the two main purposes of an EFL writing class and the feedback focus should be the
content and organization of the articles. However, NNESTs were used to having comprehensive feedback and
negative comments while NESTs preferred focused feedback and positive comments!’l. This distinction in
feedback practices can influence how lesson plans are designed, particularly in terms of assessment or revision
stages, and student-teacher interaction in the class. NNESTs may design lesson plans that are highly structured,
with activities focused on grammatical accuracy and teacher-led correction, which is a beneficial to class
management and exam preparation. However, NESTs may emphasize student participation and self-expression in
order to align with the development of communicative competence by positive feedback.

However, almost no research has been done on the overall differences in designing writing lesson plans between
NESTs and NNESTS in a primary school EFL writing class. Most studies focus only on one specific aspect of the
class. Therefore, it is necessary to compare and analyze the two lesson plans according to a writing class containing
similar contents to attain a more comprehensive view of the issues.

2.5 Lesson Plan

A lesson plan involves outline the structure and content of a class session, which mainly contains clear objectives,
appropriate materials, structured activities, and assessment methods!*?. A good lesson plan ensures more effective
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management and use of available resources, and serves as an important blueprint that every effective teacher should
be equipped with, which is also a teacher's sophisticated description of the teaching/learning activities for a
particular lesson?*,

NESTs and NNESTS perceive similar but also different challenges when designing lessons. NNESTSs believed that
classes based on grammar was the root cause for negative attitudes toward English lessons and thus suggesting
integrate some technological tools when designing lessons. On the part of the NESTSs, they problematized the
students’ lack of autonomy in class!?. Therefore, NESTs may be more likely to design lessons to highlight students’
autonomy. In terms of the cooperation between NESTs and NNESTs, Lin and Wang[?®! have noted that NESTs
often found it difficult to ask their NNEST partners to discuss lesson plans together. Collaborative lesson planning
could create a balance between student-centered and teacher-centered approaches, as well as between exam
preparation and communicative competence. Whether this lack of collaboration impacts the coherence and
effectiveness of lesson plans when both groups of teachers work in the same institution can be noted in my research.

However, there are fewer researchers studying on the comparison of different lesson plans between NNESTs and
NESTs??} especially on writing class. So the purpose of this study is to fill this gap and learn about the problems
these teachers have when they plan lessons and how their different methods can work together to facilitate the
learning outcomes.

3. Participants and Contexts

This study is conducted in an EFL context in which one NEST called Anene are asked to write a lesson plan about
description of my family, one NEST named Eric are asked to write one about animal skeletons, one NNEST called
Miss Lin shares a lesson plan about expressing yourself and Miss Xin shares a lesson plan about healthy food.
Although these four lesson plans address different topics, i.e., family, food, animals, and emotional expression,
they are all related to students’ real life and encourage students to connect learning with their personal experiences.
Also, they are all interviewed about their problems when designing their writing lesson plans. Miss Lin and Miss
Xin were raised in China and knows well about Chinese education background. They were also trained to be a
teacher in the colleges in China and Miss Lin has 10 years of teaching experience and Miss Xin has been teaching
for 12 years. Anene and Eric are from USA and Anene has 5 years’ teaching experience in America and 3 years’
experience in the same school as her counterparts, Miss Xin and Miss Lin in China, while Eric has 4 years’ teaching
experience in America and 5 years’ experience in the same school as Anene, Miss Xin and Miss Lin’s. Therefore,
Miss Lin and Miss Xin can be a representative of Chinese English teachers who aims to improve students’ grades
and Anene and Eric are familiar with western education background but try to adapt to Chinese education
background through the years.

The subjects of their teaching plan are 82 third-grade students from international schools. The first class, containing
44 students are from Miss Xin’s class and have been taught by Anene twice a week since the first grade. And the
other 38 students are from Miss Lin’s class and have been taught by Eric twice a week since the first grade. These
students started learning English from Oxford textbooks in the first grade and switched to PEP textbooks in the
third grade. Therefore, they have a certain basic understanding and practice of English, and the pass rate in the
most recent school’s final exam is higher than 80%. Therefore, they are familiar with the four teachers of this
study.

4. Research Purpose and Questions

Considering the literature review and the underlying research problem, this study is conducted to examine
differences in academic writing in EFL classes among Chinese EFL learners who are exposed to NEST and
NNEST. Both groups have their own strengths, but their cultural and language backgrounds may affect how they
plan lessons. Hence, this study argues that these differences are not merely stylistic, but reflect deeper pedagogical
orientations rooted in their educational and cultural experiences. Such study may lead to more effective teaching
in writing class and the implications of the study may enable two groups of teachers to reflect themselves and learn
from each other’s strengths, particularly in co-operative efforts as many Chinese education instructions are likely
to hire both NESTs and NNESTs [!%, Therefore, my study aims to address two research questions.

(1)How do cultural and language backgrounds influence the content and structure of lesson plan design, especially
on the distribution of autonomy and teaching objectives.

(2)What are the problems they may encounter when they are planning their lessons?
5. Applied Concepts
In this study, I would adapt Krashen’s theory of comprehensive input to compare the input activities that they have

used to assess if the input is understandable yet also challenging enough to promote learning. As for the assessment,
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I would apply Bloom’s Taxonomy, which divided the learning objectives into six levels, that is, Level 1:
Knowledge; Level 2: Comprehension; Level 3: Application; Level 4: Analysis; Level 5: Synthesis; Level 6:
Evaluation. This model can be used to evaluate how their lesson plans match the level of the learners’ abilities
and desired learning outcomes.

6. Methods
6.1 Research Methods

This study adopts the literature review method, which involves systematically collecting, analyzing, and
synthesizing existing scholarly research related to the definition of NNESTs, NESTs, challenges faced by Chinese
English teachers, cultural influences on teaching plans, EFL writer and EFL writing class and lesson plan. By
this way, I could have a grasp of current knowledge related to my topic and identify where further research is
needed. Also, this method allows me to underlie theoretical frameworks and place new findings within the context
of existing ones.

What is more, the interview method is utilized as well. The two NNESTSs (Eric, Anene) and two NESTs ( Miss
Xin and Miss Lin) are interviewed in terms of their lesson plans, such as purposes of certain activities, their
objectives of this class, etc. The interviews last about 30 minutes, which are audio-recorded for research purposes.

6.2 Instruments

An interview would be conducted to understand the problems encountered by NESTs and NNESTs in designing
lesson plans. The interview aims to identify the specific challenges NESTs and NNESTs face when designing
lesson plans, focusing on objectives and structure when planning their lessons, teaching philosophy, students’
autonomy and engagement, challenges in lesson planning, writing-specific questions and insights related to the
relationship between NESTs and NNESTSs. The interview would involve open-ended questions. First, it includes
an introduction about the teacher’s teaching background and the factors they consider when planning writing lesson
plans. Secondly, there are also questions about the objectives and structure of their writing lesson plans. Next, the
teacher are asked about what ways they adapt their lesson plans to meet the cultural expectations of their students
or the educational environment. Also, questions about students’ autonomy and engagement in their lessons and
challenges they meet in lesson planning are also contained. At last, there are also questions focusing specifically
on writing and their insights on the collaboration between NESTs and NNESTs. With permission, the interviews
would be recorded to compare and contrast their responses to highlight any key differences or similarities.

Besides, all participants are informed about the purpose of the study and obtain their consent before conducting
interviews They would be informed that their privacy would be protected and individual responses would not be
traced back to them to ensure their confidentiality and thus obtaining the most valuable answer.

7. Results
7.1 Bloom’s Taxonomy Analysis Summary

Figure 1 shows the original lesson plan about Animal Skeletons from Eric.

Animal skeletons = Clean the board. Now explain thal you are going 10 invent an animal skeleton

§ fogether. The skeleton can be of a real animal, o an imaginary one.
Topic
« Ask questons and draw an anima skelelon using the leaers’ answers on the
‘Anmas, parts of he bedy
[ | our,fr e
[ ’2
| (2 Does the animal walk, fly, swim?
Lsarning outcomes Sl
a % i

o Does it have kegs? How many?
+ Say and weke scome bacy parts of difree \ Wy ve legs’ ny
. ) % Does it have a taif? How many bones does it have?
< 7

What else does it have? Wings? Fins?

Age and level = Label the parts of the body on the board. Leave the picture on the board.

|H an | + Use the picture to review parts of the body,for example

Puoint 1o 8 bady part and say & sertance &3 polnt 1o he head and say. 3. Creating « Ask leamers 1o draw their own animal skeletons. They can draw the skeleton of

Timo This is an ear’. Leamers isten and say true or faise. Repeat with more
| 0 7 ekt Ganbbncss. skolotons room as leamers work. Offer help and also talk about leamers' drawings €.g.

animal  real or Imaginary anmal. Give a time ki for the drawing, Walk around the

o Pointto body parts and ask leamers to name the parts.
« Ask leamers o label their drawings. You may need to write the words for
iferent body parts on the board e.g. wing. fin, trunk etc.

Materials « Tellleamers to quickly copy the picture of the animal into ther notebooks. You

may ke o set  bme St for this
|. Colourea pencis o1 ciayons. |

+ Make sure il loarners can accass cakoured pencils o crayons, then give soma =
pen oo o 4. Writing « Tell everyone to look at the animal skeleton you drew on the board. Elict some

3 instructions for colou g diferent parts of the animal in, fr example:

Introduction ple ser bout the skeleton and ard, .9

Colour the tail bue

100 esson. eamers review vacabulary fr pars ofthe body and are inlroduced o the names of animal | This animal is a Megafish. I’ very big. It ves in the sea. It has a big head and

oy parts. They imvent ihe sheleton of an anmal, hen kabel end descrbe 1L Colour one eye red, snd the olner eye green farge teeth. It has a long body. It has tvee fins on its back It has a long tai

+ o check answers, point to the body parts of the picture on the board and ask
Procedura ‘What colour is the tail” Etc.

« Ask leamers to write some sentences about their skeletons. Walk around the
ro0m and help as necessary. Early finishers can write more sentences or colour

b Instructions 2.Croatingan |+ Tell lamers o imagine what the skeleton of the animal drawn on the board e Pk
example animal | would ook k. Ask them how  would be Gferent rom 3 human skeleton « When they are ready. leamers can share their pictures in groups. Alternatively
skeleton Invite them o give some ideas — tney can use the firstlanguage for s (e It display the pictures and descriptions around the room. Leamers can walk

(10 minutes) Would have tail bones). 1t may be usefus to teach the word Bone' here. ‘around the room and look at al the skeletons.

1. Review snimal | Dispiy
body parts
{10 minutes)

dog o draw the outine of
0 e foc s

Figure 1. Eric’s Original Lesson Plan

The instructional sequence for the Animal Skeletons unit is organized according to Bloom’s Taxonomy to support
progressive cognitive development from recognition to creative synthesis. At the Knowledge level, learners review
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and identify animal body parts through interactive tasks such as pointing, naming, and responding to true-or-false
statements about different body parts (Activity 1). These activities reinforce foundational vocabulary related to
animals and the human body. The Comprehension stage focuses on understanding animal anatomy by engaging
students in colouring exercises that associate language with visual recognition. Learners follow instructions such
as “Colour the tail blue” and respond to comprehension checks like “What colour is the tail?”’, demonstrating their
grasp of the vocabulary in context (Activity 2). In the Application phase, students are encouraged to imagine and
sketch an animal skeleton, integrating language, creativity, and scientific reasoning. This stage introduces the
concept of “bone” and allows learners to use their first language when generating ideas, facilitating deeper
conceptual engagement. The Analysis level extends this by prompting learners to compare animal and human
skeletons through guided questioning about function and form—considering features such as movement type,
number of legs, or presence of tails, wings, or fins. At the Synthesis stage, students construct imaginative written
descriptions of newly invented animals, for instance, “This animal is a Megafish. It lives in the sea and has three
fins on its back.” These writing activities encourage integration of linguistic, scientific, and creative thinking.
Finally, the Evaluation stage involves peer sharing and discussion, as learners display and reflect on their creations
collaboratively. This scaffolded progression from vocabulary recall to creative production cultivates not only
language competence but also observation, comparison, and imaginative expression within a science-integrated
language learning framework.

Figure 2 shows the original lesson plan about My Family from Anene.

famies. AL the end of e lesson, it thei they make

Wy Family
Topic

and to find similarites and differences
‘ Famiies ‘ Procedure

3. Follow-up « Ask learners if any of the families in the pictures are the same as theirs. Ask ‘is this
their texts and pictures.

(5 minutes) ke your family?' Encourage leamers 1o think about the components of each famdy

= Point out that all famiies have things that are the same and things that are diferent
Betoro the + Prepare the presentation  using. Alematvely, download and make coples of he

Learning outcomes losson description and image cards. Cut them into cards: See options for stage 2 of the
ik Note: You may prefer to use learmers' first language for this discussion. It may be &
sensitive issue for some leamers

and that every family is special.

+ Use famiy vocstulary
« el hoy inguage i shot descrpgons
+ Wt skmplo sentences st your own fa

s pee

1. Warmer « Inkoduce e topic by playing a guessing game. Draw & simple stick picture of 8
(5mins) chikd on the board and label it e, If necessary. explain thatthis s a picture of you

4. Extension and |« Give leamers a plece of paper. Tell them 1o draw a picture of their own famiy,

personalisation including themselves. If they like, they can draw and write about an imaginary

the words by
ying. This is my ... Leamers hokd up their hands to guess. When a (20-25 minutes) famiy.

Age and level

‘ &8, 812 (A1) ‘ « When they are ready. tel them 10 write some sentences about their families. If

necessary, before they write you could write some sentences about your family.

Time and 1 o write some useful structures on the board, for exampie:

My family is big / smal

Appruimately 45-50 minuies
2 Descriptions |+

of different
Matarials familios.

I've got .../ | haven't got

His 1 her name is
56VBIA 0D A1 IESATIAN 1 IS 55360, TRACNGTS CaN L ST PSS 80K DENFl o CrAYDNS 100 L YR I There are .. people in my family.
owing *

ives with us.

e using the description and image cards: Pu ksamers nfo pairs. Hand out 3 set of « Walk round the room as leamers draw and write about their famslies. Help with

- Wmages of tamiies (POF) optional) oV E-pdasaipion cads and w ael of ook up wage cars 1o aac: pak. vocabulary where necessary e 9. stepfather, half-sister. Write any common words
Explain that leamers need f0 fead the famly descriptions and match each

on the board. Encourage higher-level leamers 10 write more sentences, for
descripton

Introduction ., match Help and guide where necessary.
. ERci the answars wah the whole class. One way of doing this is by reading out « Early finishers can colour their pictures.

responding pictre, Monfor leamers whils ey road and
example about family members’ likes / disiikes of activities.

eachtext « Make a dassroom display with the leamers’ pictures and texts. Add a heading: Cur
Answer key: 1: May, 2 Anna, 3 Efic. & Niko, & Ceclia, 6: Jan s

Figure 2. Anene’s Original Lesson Plan

According to Bloom’s Taxonomy, My Family unit is designed to develop learners’ linguistic and cognitive skills
progressively, moving from recognition of vocabulary to creative and reflective production. At the Knowledge
level, students are introduced to family member terms through a guessing game in which the teacher draws simple
stick figures and prompts learners to identify relations such as “mum,” “dad,” and “sister.” This activity reinforces
basic kinship vocabulary through visual and interactive engagement. At the Comprehension stage, learners work
in pairs to read short family descriptions and match them with corresponding images, thereby demonstrating
understanding of family-related texts and vocabulary in context. The Application phase extends learning as
students write sentences about their own families using guided structures such as “My family is big/small” or
“There are four people in my family.” This task encourages personalization and meaningful language use. The
Analysis level prompts learners to compare different family types by identifying similarities and differences
between families shown in the materials and their own, fostering awareness of diversity and inclusion. In the
Synthesis phase, students create drawings and written descriptions of their real or imaginary families, incorporating
new vocabulary and sentence patterns, while advanced learners are encouraged to elaborate on family members’
preferences or daily activities. Finally, the Evaluation stage involves reflection and sharing; learners display their
family portraits under the heading Our Families, discuss them with peers, and receive feedback. This systematic
progression from vocabulary acquisition to creative expression not only enhances students’ communicative
competence but also nurtures empathy, self-awareness, and respect for social diversity within the classroom
context.

Figure 3 shows the original lesson plan about Expressing Yourself from Miss Lin.
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Stepl.Pre-reading [[@ e [ || [ Readafier therape

Activityl Let's sing:Expressing yourself Ee g

If you're happy ,we Ss sing the song together i -

I you're happy.We can do a lot of things. Eﬁmm

Activity2.Let's chant 2 Let's retell

We show our love 1o our (parents) | We show our love to our Activity $ Let's reell Let's think:How do the writer

Activity3 Pair work parents Am‘"":’ A Ik e
Activity7. Look choose and write

T:How do we express our love to our (P pr———— We write and show pictures.

parents? Learn the new sentence: P a—

Sn:We sing and dance We express oursclves in ".

T:We express ourselves in many ways B 0202020 | [l - .

Step2. While-reading

Activity! Look and say i e v

We show our loveto our (pets/...) Ss:We show our loveto our L RE Taow, s e ook puren

€ 1ovs vt vy Pet/friends/teachers P
GP= -

v
3 v": r Activity8 Look and say
n We show our loveto
LY e || L TR
| =St |

Acivity2. Read and circle Ss circle the main words or - e

How do they show love? phrases.
Circle the main words or phrases.
Talk/draw pictures/sing songs/dance/smile Try to read and check

Step3.Post-reaidng

“Activity] Read and maich
74 weot ot e together. Fomt Read and match the exercise.

E‘! . Activity2, Write a “Love Note” Let's write,draw and sy

Share your “love note™ and put on the “Love

Activity 3 Read andnumber Wall”.
Theme topic:Show your love &express | Put on the “Love Note"on the

1)T:Do we talk in picture1/2/3/4? Analysis the sentences one by e -l
2)How sbout sentence 2/3/4? one.Read and numbers. Stepd. Homework
3)Let s think:How can we talk with dogs? Must 1o do

1. Read the text on P21

Activity 4 Listen and repeat
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Figure 3. Miss Lin’s Original Lesson Plan

The instructional design for the Expressing Yourself unit employs Bloom’s Taxonomy to scaffold students’
emotional literacy and communication skills. At the Knowledge level, learners recall and match sentences with
corresponding pictures through activities such as singing “Expressing Yourself,” chanting phrases about showing
love to parents, and engaging in pair work to discuss ways of expressing affection (Activities 1-3). In the
Comprehension phase, students demonstrate understanding by identifying how love is expressed toward pets,
family members, or friends, using tasks like “Look and Say,” reading and circling key words, and repeating target
phrases (Activities 45, 8-9). The Application level encourages real-life use, where learners match expressions
with images, write personal “Love Notes,” and share them on a “Love Wall,” thereby practicing communication
in meaningful contexts (Activities 10—11). During Analysis, students examine sentences and images critically,
numbering steps in dialogues and considering how to communicate with different audiences, including animals
(Activity 6). At the Synthesis level, learners integrate prior knowledge to create original notes and retell
experiences, reinforcing expressive skills and personal engagement with the theme “Show Your Love & Express
Yourself” (Activities 7, 11). This structured progression enables students to develop both affective and linguistic
competencies, fostering empathy, creativity, and expressive confidence in a scaffolded and interactive learning
environment.

Figure 4 shows the original lesson plan about My Family from Anene.
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Figure 4. Miss Xin’s Original Lesson Plan

According to Bloom’s Taxonomy, at the Knowledge level, students engage in recognition and recall tasks through
activities such as singing “What would you like?”, identifying food items in pictures, and reading short texts to fill
in missing words and classify foods (Activities 1, 3—6). The Comprehension level emphasizes understanding
through communicative practice, where learners discuss questions such as “What do you eat for breakfast?”” and
“Is your plate healthy?”” to demonstrate comprehension of food-related vocabulary and concepts (Activity 2). The
Application level allows students to use learned language in practical contexts through pair work and written
exercises involving dialogues like “Would you like some...?”” and “I’d like some...” (Activity 10). At the Analysis
level, learners categorize food items and match them with corresponding health categories to deepen their
analytical understanding of nutrition (Activities 8-9). The Synthesis level integrates prior knowledge into creative
output, encouraging students to retell what they have learned using structured sentence patterns such as “

are good,” and “Candy and cake are yummy but don’t eat too much!” (Activity 7). This structured progression
from knowledge acquisition to synthesis fosters both linguistic competence and health awareness in an engaging,

scaffolded manner.

7.2 Brief Comparison of the Lesson Plans

Table 1.

Bloom’s Level NNEST: Healthy Food

NNEST:
Expressing
Yourself

NEST: Animal Skeletons

NEST: My Family

Knowledge Read and repeat; food Math images to Review animal parts Recall family terms
vocabulary drills sentences
Comprehension Classify Picture-word Label skeletons Match  descriptions
food(healthy/unhealthy) associations with families
Application Pair-work  with  sentence Fill-in-the-blank Drawé& describe animals Write  about  own
models writing family
Analysis Categorize food by pyramid Discuss emotional Compare skeletons (human Compare family types
description vs animal)
Synthesis Write guided sentences about  Write a “love note”  Invent new animals Draw/ write own (real
healthy eating or imaged) family
Evaluation Rarely emphasized “Let’s think” task Peer presentation/discussion  Reflect on similarities
(light reflection) across families
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According to Table 1, NNESTs often aid learners with their writing by giving them set structures and controlled
language practice. A great deal of their lessons employ exercises from textbooks that focus on recognizing words
and sentence patterns?? like “Read and repeat,” “Look and say,” and “Pair practice.” These activities mostly fit
into the lower to middle levels of Bloom's Taxonomy, which are Knowledge, Comprehension, and Application.
They focus on using language in a way that is based on form. This dependence on textbook material may limit
chances for creative thinking or personal expression, even though it gives structure and clarity. Hence, getting
NNESTs to modify textbooks and add their own knowledge, experiences, and resources could make the lessons
more interesting and engage learners more deeply. Conversely, NESTs incorporated more Analysis, Synthesis,
and Evaluation tasks, such as comparing skeletons, inventing creatures, or reflecting on familial diversity. In other
words, some NEST-led lessons may not have included sufficient input or pre-teaching scaffolds to support all
learners. As a result, only the more advanced or confident students might have fully benefited from these open-
ended tasks. These findings align with prior research that NESTs often prioritize communicative competence over
linguistic perfection?3116],

Beyond the differences in autonomy and objective setting, there is another key distinction emerging from the four
lesson plans: How much space is given to student-led language production. In the lessons designed by NESTs,
there is a noticeable tendency to include open-ended tasks where students are encouraged to create, imagine, and
share their own ideas. For instance, in My Family, not only are learners asked to describe their own families, they
are also invited to invent imaginary ones. Similarly, Animal Skeletons ends with students presenting their animal
drawings and describing them in their own words. These activities illustrate more spontaneous use of language
and give students the chance to go beyond controlled structures and have their own ideas if all students could
follow the lesson. In contrast, the lesson plans from NNESTSs tend to focus more on structured activities that guide
students step-by-step. In Healthy Food, much of the work revolves around recognition, repetition, and matching
tasks, while Expressing Yourself provides writing practice that is heavily modeled and scaffolded. These tasks are
certainly useful, especially in early stages of language learning, but they generally offer less room for creative or
personalized expression.

This difference may be due in part to the teachers' own language backgrounds and teaching experiences. Teachers
in an L2 setting might be more careful about letting students speak freely because they are worried about mistakes
or managing the classroom!'?). At the same time, NESTs seem to be more sure about letting students have their
own voice, maybe because of their own language skills and training in the classroom that was mentioned in
Holliday’s study, who suggested that NESTs are socialized into individualistic, student-empowering classroom
cultures, where communication is prioritized™!. Thus, they believe that students' active participation is the key to
a successful class and interactive and independent activities in teaching are of great significancel!l.

An interesting pattern emerged when comparing the sequencing of activities across the four lesson plans. The
NESTs usually plan their lessons in a way that closely follows Bloom's Taxonomy, starting with simple tasks that
test students' knowledge and understanding and moving on to harder ones that require analysis, synthesis, and
evaluation. In both "Animal Skeletons" and "My Family," students first do vocabulary recall or picture matching,
and then they do creative tasks like making up animals or writing about families that aren't traditional. This step-
by-step method shows that these teachers really care about building cognitive depth over time. They may have
learned this from training that focuses on developmental sequencing in language learning®. The non-native
English-speaking teachers (NNESTs), on the other hand, use a more mixed approach. In "Healthy Food" and
"Expressing Yourself," the build-up isn't as linear. For example, comprehension, application, and even creative
writing tasks may all occur at the same time. Students might be asked to retell the information before they learn
the sentence patterns. Rather than being a weakness, this flexible ordering may reflect context-driven decisions,
such as time constraints, curriculum demands, or the need to sustain young learners’ attention through varied and
engaging tasks (Appendix 3). This method may actually be similar to a spiral model of teaching, where cognitive
functions are revisited at different levels of depth. Students can reconstruct their understanding of knowledge
multiple times and can also access the same topic multiple times at their own pace, making it easier to bridge
learning gaps“l!7,

These differences do not necessarily point to better or worse approaches, but rather highlight how teacher
background and training can influence lesson design. NESTs seem to favor a more structured, developmental path,
while NNESTs opt for a more integrated, sometimes pragmatic arrangement. Recognizing these tendencies can
help educators reflect on their planning habits and potentially learn from one another’s strengths.

When NNESTS plans lessons, they often stress using precise words and sentence patterns. This could assist
students acquire basic grammar well. Activities like “read and match”, “Look,choose and write” all help students
practice the targeted vocabulary and sentence patterns. NESTs, on the other hand, usually prefer students to be
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creative, express themselves, and acquire knowledge about different cultures in the classroom, like asking them to
draw imaginary animals and families. So, these two ways of teaching might work well together if they are used
together,, whether through co-teaching or collaborative curriculum development. In this way, students can benefit

from more interesting lessons and improved learning outcomes in this way.

7.3 Instructional Design Philosophy

Table 2.
Aspect NNESTs: “Healthy = Food” / NESTSs: “Animal Skeletons” / “My Family”
“Expressing Yourself”
Pedagogical =~ Textbook-based, content-heavy, Task-based, creativity-driven, loosely textbook-
Orientation structured by curriculum (PEP primary  dependent
series)
Cultural Strong integration of Chinese contexts. Culturally neutral or inclusive. For example, “My
Integration For example, the “Healthy Food” Family” features diverse family types rather than
lesson uses the Chinese food pyramid, traditional nuclear units; “Animal Skeletons”
and “Expressing Yourself” discusses includes imaginary creatures that encourage
familial love in culturally resonant personalization. Cultural relevance is built through
forms. student choice rather than national context.
Language Frequent use of scaffolding (pictures, Higher expectation for linguistic independence,
Support sentence stems) optional L1 support
Often focuses on  completion, . . C
. Focus on creative expression and participation.
accuracy, and textbook alignment. . ..
Assessment o . Assessment appears more formative, emphasizing
Activities such as sentence matching .
Focus language use over correctness. Peer sharing and class

and filling blanks are used for checking

. displays are common.
understanding. piay

According to Table 2, the results indicate that NNESTs generally utilize a curriculum-based, structurally
scaffolded methodology for lesson planning. Their lessons are highly in line with national education standards and
the order of the textbooks (for example, the PEP English series). They focus on accuracy, repetition, and
vocabulary acquisition. For example, in the “Healthy Food” lesson, the teacher introduces vocabulary (e.g., “milk,”
“vegetables,” “hamburger”) through flashcards and then reinforces it with structured repetition exercises, such as
matching words to pictures and completing guided sentences like “I like _ .” Similarly, in the “Expressing
Yourself” lesson, sentence stems such as “I lovemy _ because...” are provided, which guides students to produce
grammatically accurate and culturally appropriate expressions.

On the other hand, NESTs prefer to integrate some task-based and creative approaches. Their lessons give students
more chances to be independent and personalized output. For example, the "Animal Skeletons" plan asks students
to make up imaginary animals and write descriptive sentences. This gets them involved in the synthesis and
evaluation stages of Bloom's Taxonomy!?. In the "My Family" lesson, students are also asked to draw and discuss
their own family structures, with a focus on non-traditional families. This shows a teaching philosophy that is
culturally inclusive and focused on the students.

These patterns show that NNESTs often plan their lessons based on local education rules, high-stakes tests, and a
need for linguistic accuracy. On the other hand, NESTs, which are based on Western teaching traditions, stress
individual expression, creative meaning-making, and communication between people!3l.

7.4 Distribution of Autonomy in Learning

Table 3.
Level NNEST Lessons NEST Lessons
Teacher High — tight control of input, repeated Medium — teachers facilitate but learners make
Control drills, strong guidance in comprehension decisions (e.g., inventing animals, drawing their
tasks own family)
Learner Present but guided (e.g., “Let’s think”, Strong—learners create unique content (e.g., write
Autonomy “Pair work™ with fixed sentence frames)  about an imaginary skeleton or describe a non-

nuclear family)
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Another important difference is how autonomy is shared. NNESTs tend to maintain control, so they typically
design tasks that are clear and contribute to maintaining order in the classroom. NESTs, on the other hand, offer
flexible frameworks and let students shape the content (for example, by making their own drawings, stories, or
categories). This autonomy, while advantageous for motivation and engagement, may also pose challenges for
NESTs operating in environments where structured assessment and adherence to textbooks are emphasized®and
for the language proficiency of young EFL learners, who would be struggle with express themselves in L2.

8. Analysis of the Interviews

This study sought to investigate the impact of cultural and linguistic backgrounds on EFL writing lesson planning
by contrasting the perspectives of NESTs and NNESTSs. Interviews with two NESTs (Eric and Anene) and two
NNESTs (Miss Lin and Miss Xin) revealed several distinct patterns concerning instructional focus, autonomy
distribution, and pedagogical challenges.

Firstly, one clear difference lies in the lesson objectives and planning priorities. NNESTs put a lot of emphasis on
making sure that the curriculum is in line with language accuracy and step-by-step support. For instance, Miss Lin
(NNEST) said that her main goal was to help her students write short, grammatically correct sentences that fit with
the PEP textbook and the national curriculum standards(Appendix 3). NESTs like Eric, on the other hand, put
more emphasis on creativity, building confidence, and meaningful communication, even at the most basic level of
sentence structure. He talked about lessons that start with reviewing vocabulary through movement and end with
making up sentences using sentence frames. However, Eric also acknowledged the need to align with curriculum
expectations. He identified challenges in balancing prescribed grammar targets with communicative goals, noting:
“When the curriculum emphasizes grammar drills, which can conflict with communicative approaches, I am
learning to bridge the gap by embedding grammar in meaningful tasks” (Appendix 5).

When it came to autonomy and engagement, both NESTs mentioned the time constrains when having lessons.
NESTs seemed more open to adding open-ended and student-driven learning opportunities. Anene stressed the
importance of students’ autonomy, noting “/ incorporate student autonomy by offering choices in writing topics
and allowing students to set personal writing goals” (Appendix 4), which is in line with what she has seen in
culturally diverse classrooms. In the meantime, both NNESTs were more cautious about giving their students
freedom. They preferred structured support through sentence starters or controlled writing formats because their
students' language skills were lower and Chinese public schools were focused on tests (Appendix 3). It is worth
mentioning that their targeted students are only primary school students and the structured support is indeed of
necessity.

Cultural background also played a subtle yet influential role. NNESTs who were educated and trained in China
understood the local educational norms and emotional expectations. One NNEST Miss Lin specifically mentioned
using culturally resonant topics like filial piety to foster emotional connection and learning motivation. On the
other hand, NESTs like Eric stressed the need to find a balance between Western teaching values like creativity
and independence and the structured learning environment that Chinese students are used to.

Despite these differences, all four participants acknowledged the value of cross-cultural collaboration. NESTs
realized that objective design required more structure and clarity which NNESTs are good at. Although NESTs
noticed the importance of curriculum requirement in Chinese EFL context, they may encounter difficulty, like
Anene said, “I have encountered difficulties aligning lesson plans with students’ needs when their interests diverge
from the curriculum requirements. In such cases, I strive to find common ground where students can engage with
the material while still meeting educational standards.” At the same time, NNESTSs stated they wanted to add
more flexible, communicative activities that were inspired by their NEST coworkers. Anene said, “By combining
their strengths, [NESTs and NNESTs] can create a more holistic learning experience” (Appendix 4). And Miss
Xin noted, “/t mainly depends on what the teaching objectives of the writing lessons are, how the two teachers
coordinate the teaching division of labor and the progress tracking after class.” (Appendix 3).

The interviews also showed that these two groups face a few of the same problems, such as how to balance
curriculum standards with student needs, especially in writing lessons where students' language levels are very
different. This shared challenge makes it even clearer how helpful co-planned writing instruction could be.

In short, this interview shows that NESTs and NNESTSs have different strengths which aid EFL writing instruction.
NNESTs excel at structured, language-focused planning as they are aware the local curriculum well, while NESTs
often encourage pupils to express themselves creatively and take charge of their own learning. These findings
indicate that collaborative lesson design between the two groups can result in writing instruction that is not only
more effective but also more culturally appropriate, especially in contexts such as China where both groups are
actively teaching.
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9. Summary of Findings

The research utilized lesson plan analysis and semi-structured interviews to uncover consistent patterns that
illuminate each group's pedagogical orientation and instructional challenges.

First, NESTs typically employ a step-by-step cognitive progression that is identical to Bloom's Taxonomy in both
content and structure. In their lesson plans, which include "Animal Skeletons" and "My Family," they clearly move
from assignments that test knowledge to higher-order thinking tasks like synthesis and evaluation. The focus on
communicative competence in Western educational traditions may have affected the activities in these plans,
which often included projects led by students, creativity, and connections to the real world. On the other hand, it
is important to note that similar approaches are also advocated in China’s national English Curriculum Standards™!.
NNESTs gave more lesson sequences that were based on the curriculum and had a clear structure. Sentence
patterns, vocabulary drills, and repetition were very important in lesson activities like “Healthy Food” and
“Expressing Yourself.” Language accuracy and following national teaching resources are the most important
things. Even though these classes sometimes have open-ended parts, the overall cognitive growth is spiral and
more integrated with tasks.

The interviews supported these conclusions. It is clear that NESTs valued learner independence, adaptability, and
the development of self-assurance. They also spent plenty of time changing their lessons based on what the students
were interested in and how the class was going. On the other hand, NNESTs were worried about the need to "stay
on track" with the goals of the curriculum, the content of the exams, and the levels of student proficiency.
Consequently, teachers' freedom, structure, and practice that focuses on form are getting more attention. Both
groups were interested in learning from each other's strengths and admitted that they have problems, especially
when it comes to balancing engagement with curriculum requirements. For example, NESTs admitted that they
needed to work on their own scaffolding and curriculum alignment, while NNESTs liked how NESTs could
encourage creativity and spontaneity.

These results indicate more than merely a variation in teaching methodologies. The way NESTs and NNESTSs set
up their writing classes shows how they received their education, how they learned to be teachers, and the demands
that different school systems place on them. Instead of thinking of these differences as opposing methods, it's
better to think of them as complementary. More specifically, NNESTs provide clarity and consistency through
well-organized lessons that follow the local curriculum. On the other hand, NESTs often bring energy to the
classroom through activities that encourage creativity and self-expression. Combining these two advantages could
result in a more comprehensive and successful writing program for young students, particularly when it comes to
cooperative planning or team instruction.

10. Teaching Suggestions for Lower Primary EFL Writing Instruction

There are pros and cons to both native English speakers (NESTs) and non-native English speakers (NNESTs)
when it comes to helping young EFL learners write.

NNESTs, particularly Chinese English teachers who am acquainted with the national curriculum, are great at
delivering lessons that are clear, organized, and well-structured. Their deep familiarity with textbook content,
exam expectations, and the linguistic challenges Chinese learners face enables them to design writing tasks that
feel achievable and focused. In classes like “Healthy Food” or “Expressing Yourself,” NNESTs often break writing
down into smaller parts that are easier to understand. They do this by using structured sentence patterns, pictures,
and repetition. This is especially useful for younger EFL learners who need clear instructions before they can speak
for themselves. But this structured way of doing things can sometimes get too mechanical. Students may be tired
of writing lessons that feel like grammar drills or vocabulary exercises, with little room for imagination or personal
voice, leading to a probable risk that students associate writing only with correctness rather than creativity or
communication. Hence, this is where NESTs often bring a needed balance. In lessons like “Animal Skeletons” or
“My Family”, native teachers encourage students to draw, imagine, and narrate. Students are invited to create
stories, invent characters, and explore personal experiences. These open-ended tasks contribute to help young
learners consider writing as meaningful and expressive. However, Anene noted, “Sometimes I may find that
students can’t totally engage in the activity, maybe, because their age or language proficiency.” Hence, it is crucial
to design activities that are both engaging and aligning with targeted students’ levels. On the other hand, NESTs
are not without challenges. Although they have noticed the importance of curriculum requirements, they may have
problems meeting language targets while also making lessons fun and accessible. In terms of students’ L1, Eric
also suggested that “sometimes when students propose questions about grammar rules, I find it difficult to explain
in English in a simpler way that they can understand,” (Appendix 5) and thus too much autonomy for young
learners too soon may have a counter-effect. Also, some students may struggle to follow open tasks if they have
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not yet acquired the necessary language structures. And while spontaneity and creativity are of great importance,
they can lead to classroom management issues and students may not reach the learning objectives of the lesson if
the lesson lacks clear focus, especially for younger children.

Thus, as NNESTs often adopt a teaching method with clear structure and clear language objectives, it helps
students master sentence patterns and vocabulary. However, if they rely too much on textbooks and templates, it
may inhibit students' creativity in language expression. On the contrary, NESTs tend to encourage students to
express themselves freely and output in a personalized way, but excessive openness may make students with weak
language foundation feel at a loss. Therefore, it is recommended that teachers organize writing activities through
the “structure + open” model: lay the foundation through input and sentence construction in the early stage, and
stimulate students' output through semi-open tasks in the later stage. The second point is that NNESTs may
dependent on the content of the textbooks to a large extent and follow the textbook structure and examination
requirements in the teaching design. Although this method ensures the consistency of teaching standards, it may
not be suitable for the cognitive and language development rhythm of all students. It is recommended that teachers
should not only understand the textbooks, but also adapt the textbooks and adjust the tasks and redesign the
materials according to the students’ interests, age characteristics and actual language level. The third point is that
writing tasks such as “writing stories about family members” or “creating imaginary animals” may be too difficult
for lower grade students despite their high degree of openness. It is recommended that teachers gradually transition
and add scaffolding when designing tasks, such as providing vocabulary lists, sentence cards, graphic templates,
etc., to help students gradually transition from “imitative writing” to “expressive writing”. Besides, some NESTs
may not be familiar with the national curriculum standards, and may not be good at explaining grammar. And
some NNESTs may lack training in how to carry out creative thinking or task-based teaching. Therefore, schools
and training institutions should strengthen the integration of teaching concepts and sharing of classroom strategies
in teacher training, provide NESTs with curriculum standard guides and language support strategies, and provide
NNESTs with task-based writing training and cross-cultural teaching skills improvement. Finally, as all four
teachers mentioned, collaboration between NESTs and NNESTSs are indispensable, since it helps improve teachers’
language skills, cultural understanding and teaching strategies, and promotes improved classroom design and
emotional support!! 71221 ultimately “benefiting students’ writing skills in a comprehensive manner” (Appendix 4).

Importantly, these adjustments are so feasible that large systemic changes are not necessarily required. Even simple
modifications can shift the classroom dynamic and improve student engagement. Ultimately, teaching writing to
young EFL learners is not just about accuracy or creativity, it is about giving students both the structure to feel
secure and the freedom to express themselves. When NNESTs and NESTs reflect on their strengths and are open
to learning from each other, writing lessons will be more than just assignments; they'll be chances for students to
think, imagine, and grow in both languages.

11. Conclusion

This study shows how NESTs and NNESTs have different but complementary strengths which facilitate EFL
writing lessons for lower primary students in China. NNESTs frequently deliver meticulously organized,
curriculum-compliant lessons that emphasize precision and lucidity. This method works particularly well with
young learners who learn best through repetition, routines, and straightforward examples. NESTs, on the other
hand, are more likely to create activities that are more exploratory and student-centered, with a focus on voice,
creativity, and personal engagement. But it's important to note that this openness can sometimes confuse or
disengage lower-level students, especially when they are not receiving enough help with language. Both groups
of teachers can definitely learn from each other and get benefits from doing so. NNESTs might explore how to
incorporate more free expression, flexibility, and reflection into their writing lessons, while NESTs could use more
scaffolding techniques to help students who are just starting to learn a language. Professional development and
collaborative planning spaces could be great places for these cross-cultural exchanges to happen.

That said, the study has clear limitations. The small sample size and limited scope which focused solely on lesson
plans without student learning data. It means that findings should be interpreted cautiously. It remains unclear how
these lesson designs play out in real classroom settings or whether they lead to measurable gains in students’
writing development. Future research should include in-class implementations of co-planned lessons, student
performance tracking, and learner feedback to more fully evaluate the effectiveness of different planning styles.
Longitudinal studies that follow teacher pairs working together across a term could also offer deeper insight into
how mutual learning and collaboration evolve over time.

All in all, while this study only captures a glimpse of current teaching patterns, its real strength lies in pointing
toward more flexible and collaborative ways of teaching writing in China’s primary EFL classrooms. Rather than
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arguing which approach is better, the focus should be on how these different strengths can come together. When
teachers draw on each other’s methods, i.e., structure from one, creativity from the other, students are more likely
to feel both supported and inspired in their writing.
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Appendix 1: The original Interview

Appendix 2, Miss Xin’s Interview

Interview

Thank you for agrecing 1o participate in this rescarch. This interview aims to
understand how cultural and language backgrounds influcnce lesson plan designs in
EFL writing classes and 1o identify challenges faced by teachers in the planning
process.

Introduction

1. Can you tell me about your tesching background, including your experience in
EFL writing classes?

1 have taught IGCSE Second Language Englishin an intermational school in China for
more than 4 years, obviously writing was & pant of the syllabus as students have to

Pilot Interview

Thank you for agreeing 1o participaie in this research. This. interview aims 1o
nderstani how cultural and language backgrounds influence lesson plan designs in
EFL wriing classes and lo identify challenges faced by feachers in the plaming
process,

Introduction
1. Can you tell me about your teaching background, incliding your cxperience in
EFL writing classes?

2. What facters do you consider when designing your lesson plans for writing
classes?

Objectives and Strusture

1. Whatare the pr of your
creaviy. commueatve cormpetence)’

Lo 4

& Philosophy

1 what ways doyou adapt your lesscn plass to meet the culural expetations af yous
cuudents or the educational environment?

Autonomy and Engagement

I How do you incorporate student sutomemy in your lessen plans? Do you
encoursge independent exploration of focus more on gubded instruction”

2. Do you believe your background influsnces how you engage stadents during
lessoms?

allenges in Lesson Planning
1. What are the biggest challenges you face when designing lesson plans?

2. Have you encountered difficulics aligning lesson. plans with students' necds or
curriculum requirements?

Writing Speific Facus
[ W'Muypcmrwmnu activities 80 you prioritze (e.g. pre-writing, pee editing.
creaiive aeks) 7 W

2. How do you balance grammar-focused instruction with activiries that foster
ceeaiity and auioncany™

Insights

1 What do you
lesson plusning?”

2 How do you see the potential for collsbaration between NESTs and
desigring effective writing lessons?™

isk NESTs and NNESTs can learn from sach other segarding

Thank you for your participation nd time.

students, etc.

Lead-in sctivity 10 activate stdents” prior knowledge

a
b
e L
a

Group wrk or individual work in class
Homework after class

Teaching Philasophy

In Jesson pl your

students o the cducational environment?
1 don't think there was. righd cultural expectations for stidenis back thea, but a5 &
teacher, 1 try to be more inclusive and prepare stdents to be exposed 1o a variety of
cullures so that they could be more motivated in learming. | believe that studenss
beneit more, in temms of motivation and global perspective, when they are

say
Ieaming. diffresisticm is incvitabl. I this case, more time, energy e effcrt Bave
10be nvested i Jsson planing

2 Have you cocoumered fficultes aligning essce phns with staderss’ noeds ce
currculum rogarements?

1 don't thisk sa.

Wriding-Specifc Focus

1. Wit types of writing seivities do yos peiortze (¢ ., pre-writig. peer eiing.
creative tasks)? Why?

1 prefrcrestve tasks as stenes would be meee cagaged, which is cee of the most
imporant fackors contributing 1o ssccessfil lewning. Apaet from that, creative tasks.
an funber motvale stdents 10 explore o cxpand ther leaming afir clus,
enhuncing leaming o 8 grester extent. Bet | would also consider time coestraint,

take an exam aflerwards.

2 What factors do you consider when designing your lesson plans for writing

. Language support (e, writng prompts)
Homework

1 iting lessons (c.2,
creativity, communicative competence)?

‘The primary objectives would be linguistic accuracy and the organization of idcas.

2. How do you structure your lessons from the beginaing (0 the end?

It depends on the teaching objective of the lesson. There are some structures like
lead-in activity 1o activae students” prior knowledge, in-class activities 10 engage

Appendix 3, Miss Lin’s Interview

Interview

Tk you for wgsing (o pricpee i i rserdh. Tis e, sims 0
plan designs in
EFL writing clasics petpn .mf, chmbcogts b by Y- 0 plciog
proces

Introduction

EFL writing classes?

encouraged in class.
Autonomy and Engagement

L. How do you incorporate student aulonomy in your lesson plans? Do you
ion o focus more

cumculum demands, sed the need 10 sustain young lesmers’ atiation when | plan
activities

2 How do you talance gramemar-focused insiruction. with actviies that fosier
creivity and autonommy ™"

Gramenar-focused instrction can also be creatve. So if the instructin is crestive
itsel, there will not b asch diffculty in achicving the balance.

Insights

It was of significance that students play a more active role in leaming. Therefore,
studonts” autonomy was priaritized in my previous teaching. However, enabling them

w0 have the autonomy docsn’t mean that students don need to be guided and
faciltated. It should be  oint efTor made by both teacher and stadenis. S0 it fir to

say that |

1. What do you think NESTs and NNEST can lear from each other regarding
s plaening ™"

students leaming.

2. Do you believe your background inflacnces how you engage students during

lessons?

| R, S .
AHOANS Sesson plarming WL, FAW, WARIWT M.
2. How do you scethe potential for collaborstion between NESTs and NNESTs in
desigring cffoctive wriing leson*

Vs, 1 do. Background plays a role as that is part of my prior knowledge. However,

besides that, teachers” practces and experience also contribute o how the engagement

s developed in class.
Challenges in Lesson Planning

v e

Toaching Philoscehy

ety srts o e b cveonrnt?

schea 1, 5nc tsing. nara
w\nmmm-limmm For examol, tis asaon
sccpted wep. |y 1o ke 3 belaa betwnen recpiremects and what

tucenes o amotionsty cortortatio wih,

Autoeormy and Engegement

@ How do you incorporste. student suionomy in your lesson plans? Do you

m-..u-a,r- [T ———— p.m.m.,mo..u.

mm-mumwm mmmm-\mm

stuctuess.
G: What factors do you consider when desigring your lesscn plans for writing
classos?

I

sl it
o guidance— ke seclence saters and ficlure promets. Hawswsr, | do ol
morments o cheace, ke leting Them choose how 1o express love [Grawig, wrieg, or
pasirg. Autereemy b prEgan DUt SIS,

background influsnces. how you sngage

sasons?
Yo, atscltoly, | urdorstand wha s ks 0 leam English as  forsign language. I m
: o hasitation, v

the progress wacking e clas,

“Tharik you for your pariipetion se e

Dmltg_ulwdﬁwmﬂh:hpuphdﬁ--ldﬂﬁ

Athis evel, | pe . and metehing tasks,
\mmmwmmmuuyﬂnlmmm
story wiing o descriptive witing. But in Grade 3, we foous on simple, structured
wrting.

@ How do you balance grammar-focused instruction with activities that foster
creativity and autonoemy?

| erribed grammar into the task. For exarmple, when wiiting  “We show our love to..”
mmwmmmmmmmmmm
method. | don” t drits—1 integr

Insights

@ What do you think NESTs and NNESTs can leam from each other regarding
lesson planning?

NNESTs ave good @ structure and scaffolding: we Lnderstand what our students
struggle with. But | think we can leam from NESTS to alow more flexibiity and promota
reativity. Sometimes we womy too Much about Comectness.

G How do you see the potential for collaboration between NESTs and NNESTs in
writing lessans?

Than s " priar iowiedge s i nasd. | 320 suppot My . Jr—
“and whetber th vt
Chaengesin Lesson Panring
Obloctivs and Sirturo
“Thare

Q: What ars the prmary cblecties o your it lesscns? somil
Tra main geal i 2 help s uss i Ergleh 1o express perscnsl e, So et A, a
[ irporart tat | sl by o foster cofidnce s orotorsl

wrei, ¢ wods

P
ccrrnciion In s, fors

nd? Could you
uuhnmumnnmuun

orcurioutm reqirementa?
s, capocialy when shalonts _actinl koguage kvels s ower than expecied. The
ook assumes Sy can rcognize and weita cartain words, but it raally. thay may
e o ekl vk, | flen i sk 1 e e s on o them

Frmp———— inowledge. Then
picires . tat, crcing by phrasen, e i el Al e, et

Wiriting-Spcific Focus.

68

I think collaboration woukd ba very helpful. NESTs can bring in ideas for mora
opan-ended tasks and authentic language uss. NNESTs can provide insight into
gudents’  leaming needs and clagsroom management. Together, we could design
les=ons that are both eflective and enjoyable.

Thark you for your participation and time.
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Thank you e sgrecing 0 panicipuic i @is resewh. This inierview sims 0
understand how calursl nd langusge baskgrousds influcnce lesson ps designs in
EFL wrilng classes and 10 Mesify challenges faced by teachers. in the plansing
process

Intrsduction

1. Can you el me. abost your ieashing baskground, including your expesience in
EFL wrsing chasses?

Teaching Backpround: | have been & teacher for many years, specaizing n

Writng nd the creative PrOCESs, SIOWING SHUANES 10 EXBISS hemsaives
effectivelyin Engish,

2. What fcsors do you consider when desigaing your lesson plans for writng
clases?

Wnen designing my lesson plans, | consider severa factors, incuding the
Students” profciancy laves. cutural backgreunds. speciic lsaming Qo
and the oversl curiculum objectives. Addionaly, | take into ccount the
types. of writing skils | want o dovelop, such as narative, descriptive, or
argumentative wiiting, and | ensise that my plans nclute & variety of
enguging sctiviies to maintain student rterast.

Objectives and Structure

1. Whatare e peissry objectives o your wriling lessoas (e.¢, isguistc accurscy,
[ ———

Thank you for apweing o pamcpee in his rsarch. Ths menview sms o
nbrsand how cultsl e langrags backirsds nlosmce levson pls denigs i
EFL, writing classes and % idewiify challeses fosed by Ieachers in e plarning

f—
Reiterte comfidestialty sal cbtain vt corn 3 secund e wssion.

Appendix 4, Anene’s Interview

The primary objectives of my wrting lessons are 1o snhance inguistc
sccuracy. foster croateety snd buld communicative competence. | s o
ensure students not ony produce grammatically correct writeg but also
engage thes ausence effectively.

2 How do you sracture your lssons from the beginaing 1o the end?

Fypicaly structure my lessons 1o begin with & warm-up activity that activates
pricr knowledge. folowed by droct insiruction on spaciic writng tachnaues
Aftor that, | quide students through colaborative writng exercises, alowing
them 1o practics in pars or smal groups, before moving fo independert
writing tasks. | conchude with a refiection or sharing seasion whero students.
can discusa thaw work

3 cing
In 8 typical wriing lesson, | would start with a discussion of the writng topic,
followed by & mini-lesson on relevant techniques or styles. This wouid be
followed by brainstorming sessions, crafing, peer review, and finaly, a
ruvsion phase whare students rafine their work based on feedback

Teacking Philosophy

n adugt your
students orthe cducational environmens?

1 adspt my lesson plans 1o meet the cultural sxpectations of my students by
incorporating cuturally relevant topics and exampies hat resonate with thes
experiences | aiso consider the educationsl environment. ensusing that my
methods sign with nstiutonal osls while baing sensitive to the diverse
backgrounds ofmy students

Astonemy snd Engagement

I How do you incorporste stadent satonomy in your kesson plans? Do you

| incorporate student autonomy by offering choices In writg topics and

Appendix 5, Eric’s Interview

Sarn. b P “Arkrod Snebtir” e

allowing students 1o set personal writing goals. | encourage independent
explorston through projects that require sell-directad research. while aiso
providing guided Intructon to PP thee leaming process

2 Do you believe your background influcnces how you engage students during.
lessons?

My background certainly influsnces how | engage students. Having
experienced various educational settings, | am able to draw on diflerent
stratogies thal resonate with students, making lessons more relatable and
engeging

Challcages in Lesson Plasning
1 esson plans?

The biggest chalienges |face in designing lesson pians include balancing the.
diverse needs of students with varying peoficiency levels and ensuring that
lessons. remain engaging and relevant. Somatimes | may find that students
can't totally engage in the activity, maybe, because ther age or language
proficiency. Addtonally. time constraints can imit the depth of expioration
writing tasks.

2. Have you encountered difficulties aligning lesson plans with students” needs or
curricalum requirements?

| have encountersd difficulties aigning lesson plans with students’ needs
Wwhen thei interests diverge fror miculum requements. In such cases,
1 strive to find comman ground where students can engage with the material
while stil meeting educational standards.

Writing:Specific Focus

1. What types of writing activities do you prioriize (e, pre-wriing, peet ediing,
creative tsks)? Why?

1 priccitize & mix of pro.writing activites, poer ediing sessions, and creative
tasks. Pre-wiiting heips students organize their thoughts, peer editing fosters
collaborate isarming, and creative tasks encourage self-expression, which s

Thin, we s craat 3 Sctanal areral Skt o0 s ol

e

meaningful tasks.

2 rwedores vocatudary.

Freasy, s conptay arc shurs 2 e A A g hn ~Sareon S ek moverrart

Writing-Specific Focus

‘sssential for deveioping a love for writng.

2 How do you hulance grammar-focused imsruction with actviies that foser

crcativity and sutonomy ™

1 balance grammar-facused insiruction with craatve actities by intagrating

grammar lassons within the contax of wrilng assignments. For instance, |

might focus on & specific grammatical sructure during a creative wring task,
to practice grammarin

Tnsights

1. What do you think NESTs and NNESTs can lear from cach ather regarding.
bevson planming ™
NESTs and NNESTs can leam a great deal from sach other regarding lesson

planing. NESTe might offer insights into. native. expressions and cultural

nuances,
by enaing of

2 How do you see the polential for collsboration betwen NESTs and NNESTs i
dexigning cllctive wrtng o

There
dasigning effectve writing lessons. By comtning their strengths. they can
creats a mors holistic Isaming experiance that addresses both Inguistic
Broficioncy and cultural elevancs, uibmatsly bensing students” wring skils.
in a comprehensive manner.

Thank you for your participaion sod tme.

Date: 12 June 2025

Mame: Anene Net

GommUnicative BpPrOGCNEs. | AM Isaming to brdge the gap by ambecding grammer in

@: What types of writing activities do you prioritize? Why?

Copyrights

P R prem——— A
-

Ags sperorstanans & crucal | coradar irguish eee, cprie devsicgimer, mnd

|7 ety s i1 e cramcre. — moch a8 e b o e . et — 3}
sncouge them 1o label and descrise £ incapancianty, | ako sk tina fo tham 1o

@ B0 you teberm your o v e
lnsaons?

Aeachtsty. Coming ¥om e LS. | naturuty vave shcken w0 e craatety, |y i
Sotber 4. casteucen whers anpheabin 8 e — v | shabarts arw 8 &l
fonguie el | st e ool iy v oot sy

[
fongunge tagets whie akso Mok lessom e an scceeein. Sometines when

e ———

| emphasizs pre-writing (drawing end and semtence writng with
scaffcidoet modats. Poar aditing is minimal at this lovel dus to languags constraints, |
focus on creating fun, visual, and meeningful contexts for ‘riting.

@: How do you balance grammar-focused instruction with activities that foster
creativity and autonomy?

| integrate grammar Ehrough crealive Contexts. For example, In the “Anmal Sselstons™
lesson, studerts Use present simpsa ta descrbe thair imaginary animal, ft's grammar with.
& purposs, whi mativated Wpiage

Insights

@: What do you think NESTs and NNESTs can leam fram sach cther regarding
lesson planaing?

MEST often bring creathvty and flexibiity, while NNESTS bring deep knawledge of

There's huge potertial. NESTS can model communicative, interactive methods, while
NNESTs can ensire languags gosis are mat wiih proper scaflailing. Go-planning haips
et an
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