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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 (NNESTs), 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 (NNESTs) 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 NNESTs. 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[10]. 

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[40]. Deng , Zhang & Mohamed 

demonstrated NESTs and NNESTs have different perspectives of English teacher’s qualities[10] . Although Carless 

and Walker did study the lesson plan coordination strategies in a co-teaching environment[5], 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[16]. Lesson plans, as a foundation of classroom practice, offer valuable insight 

into how teachers organize instruction, set goals, and choose activities[14]. 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[18]. 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 

expression[5]. 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[20]. 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[3]. Although there is no exact statistical data, many studies have shown that most students, 

teachers, and university administrators expect to recruit NESTs[28]. Compared to NNESTs, 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[10].  

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[36]. 

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[33]. 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 well[36]. Additionally, the educational environment in China is dominated by standardized testing[7], 

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[38]. Many people believe that Chinese English 

teachers cannot match native speakers, at least in terms of teaching speaking[35]. 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[32]. 
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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 China[10], which emphasizes on teachers’ 

authority knowledge transmission[15]. 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[7]. By contrast, a NEST, 

raised and educated in Western countries, where the educational model has moved from teacher-centered to 

student-oriented[1], is used to paying attention to a more flexible classroom, students’ participation and diversity[39]. 

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[21].  

Studies have shown that Chinese English teachers emphasize on developing meta-linguistic and literary 

competence and assigning activities that are exam-oriented[15], while NESTs hold the idea that positive 

participation is the key assessment of the success of a class and prefer to hold communicative activities[10]. 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[13][7]. Therefore, EFL writers, who write in English as a Foreign Language, face a great challenge and so 

does EFL teachers[19]. 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[11]. 

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[7]. 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[42]. 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[24].  

NESTs and NNESTs perceive similar but also different challenges when designing lessons. NNESTs 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 NESTs, they problematized the 

students’ lack of autonomy in class[9]. 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[26] 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[29], 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 [10]. 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[2]. 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 NNESTs (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 NNESTs. 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. 

   

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. 

   

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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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 4–5, 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 

vocabulary drills 

Math images to 

sentences 

Review animal parts Recall family terms 

Comprehension Classify 

food(healthy/unhealthy) 

Picture-word 

associations 

Label skeletons Match descriptions 

with families 

Application Pair-work with sentence 

models 

Fill-in-the-blank 

writing 

Draw& describe animals Write about own 

family 

Analysis Categorize food by pyramid Discuss emotional 

description 

Compare skeletons (human 

vs animal) 

Compare family types  

Synthesis Write guided sentences about 

healthy eating 

Write a “love note” Invent new animals Draw/ write own (real 

or imaged) family 

Evaluation Rarely emphasized “Let’s think” task 

(light reflection) 

Peer presentation/discussion Reflect on similarities 

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[20], 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[23][16].  

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 NNESTs 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[12]. 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[20]. Thus, they believe that students' active participation is the key to 

a successful class and interactive and independent activities in teaching are of great significance[1].  

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[3]. 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[4][17]. 

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” / 

“Expressing Yourself” 

NESTs: “Animal Skeletons” / “My Family”                           

Pedagogical 

Orientation 

Textbook-based, content-heavy, 

structured by curriculum (PEP primary 

series) 

Task-based, creativity-driven, loosely textbook-

dependent 

Cultural 

Integration 

Strong integration of Chinese contexts. 

For example, the “Healthy Food” 

lesson uses the Chinese food pyramid, 

and “Expressing Yourself” discusses 

familial love in culturally resonant 

forms. 

Culturally neutral or inclusive. For example, “My 

Family” features diverse family types rather than 

traditional nuclear units; “Animal Skeletons” 

includes imaginary creatures that encourage 

personalization. Cultural relevance is built through 

student choice rather than national context. 

Language 

Support 

Frequent use of scaffolding (pictures, 

sentence stems) 

Higher expectation for linguistic independence, 

optional L1 support 

Assessment 

Focus 

Often focuses on completion, 

accuracy, and textbook alignment. 

Activities such as sentence matching 

and filling blanks are used for checking 

understanding. 

Focus on creative expression and participation. 

Assessment appears more formative, emphasizing 

language use over correctness. Peer sharing and class 

displays are common. 

 

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 love my ___ 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[2]. 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[33]. 

7.4 Distribution of Autonomy in Learning 

 

Table 3. 

Level NNEST Lessons NEST Lessons 

Teacher 

Control 

High – tight control of input, repeated 

drills, strong guidance in comprehension 

tasks 

Medium – teachers facilitate but learners make 

decisions (e.g., inventing animals, drawing their 

own family) 

Learner 

Autonomy 

Present but guided (e.g., “Let’s think”, 

“Pair work” with fixed sentence frames) 

Strong – learners create unique content (e.g., write 

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[6]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 NNESTs. 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 “I 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, NNESTs 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, “It 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 NNESTs 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[4]. 

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 NNESTs 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 NNESTs are indispensable, since it helps improve teachers’ 

language skills, cultural understanding and teaching strategies, and promotes improved classroom design and 

emotional support[17][22], 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 

     

Appendix 3, Miss Lin’s Interview 
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Appendix 4, Anene’s Interview 

 

 

Appendix 5, Eric’s Interview 

 

 

Copyrights 

Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal. 

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 

license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 


