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Executive summary
2.

All schemes investigated for the project included
an induction for NESTs, although some
inductions were deemed more useful than
others.

3.

Discover which countries currently use NESTs
(Native English Speaker Teachers) in state
education.

Key factors contributing to a successful coteaching relationship identified by both NESTs
and LETs were communication and planning.

4.

Investigate how NEST schemes operate in different
countries and the training and support received
by participants.

NESTs and LETs generally took a pragmatic view
of using English and the local language in the
classroom, even where English-only is mandated.

5.

Cross-cultural understanding and
accommodation were deemed necessary by
both NESTs and LETs for successful partnerships.

The project Investigating NEST schemes around the
world: supporting NEST/LET collaborative practices,
funded by the British Council ELT Research
Partnership Awards Scheme, was undertaken during
2014. Its main aims were to:
■■

■■

■■

Observe what happens in NEST classes and what
are the typical roles played by LETs (Local English
Teachers) and NESTs.

■■

Highlight what can be learnt from the experiences
of LETs and NESTs to improve classroom teaching.

■■

Identify what support can be offered to LETs and
NESTs to improve training and support.

The project was conducted using document analysis,
interviews with NESTs and LETs and classroom
observations. Document analysis was used to gather
detailed information about NEST schemes and
prepare a final audit document. Semi-structured
interviews were carried out in six different countries
(Brunei, Cameroon, Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea,
Taiwan) with 15 NESTs and 8 LETs for a total of 23
interviews. Observational data were collected from a
total of 15 classrooms in four countries (Japan,
Korea, Hong Kong and Taiwan) involving ten NESTs
and 15 LETs.
The study uncovered considerable diversity in the
way schemes operate, the roles that teachers have in
NEST schemes and the experiences of both NESTs
and LETs. The main findings are:
1.

The schemes can be broadly divided into
two types:
Type 1 – those that require teachers to be
qualified/experienced.
Type 2 – those for which qualifications and
experience are not required.

Based on the research findings, the following
recommendations are made:
■■

Induction programmes should not be limited to
NESTs but should be available for both NESTs
and LETs.

■■

Induction should include time for NESTs and LETs
to discuss their expectations of their roles. Ideally
the discussion should be between partner
teachers and be on-going.

■■

Teachers should be encouraged to maintain a
healthy regard for the value of L1 and L2 in the
classroom.

■■

Time should be made available for planning,
especially where the NEST is peripatetic and
moving from classroom to classroom or school to
school.

■■

Planning should be a joint endeavour between the
LET and the NEST and time should be created to
allow this to happen.

■■

On Type 2 schemes in particular, status issues
between LETs and NESTs should be carefully
monitored. LETs and NESTs in these contexts
should be given opportunities to discuss the
impact of their roles.

The findings from the study have informed the design
of materials to support NESTs and LETs with teaching
collaboratively. The materials are freely available for
download.

Terms and conditions, as well as status, of NESTs vary
according to the type of scheme, with Type 1
schemes generally offering better contractual terms
and participants enjoying higher status and greater
responsibility.
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1
Introduction
For well over a hundred years, teachers have been
leaving English-speaking contexts, such as the UK
and the USA, to teach English overseas. In a number
of countries, the attraction of having ‘native’ English
speaker teachers (from here, NESTs), either because
of the perceived benefit of their linguistic skills or
because of a lack of English teachers at home, has
resulted in the establishment of formal programmes
to recruit and sponsor NESTs (referred to in the study
as NEST schemes). Previous research has examined
individual schemes (for example, Shin, 2011) and
compared particular schemes (for example, Carless,
2006). However, to date, there has been no overview
of where the schemes are located, how they operate
or of the experiences of both NESTs and Local
English Teachers (from here LETs) taking part. What is
more, there is a lack of widely available resources to
support those considering or preparing for such
schemes, or those who have recently joined. This
project was instigated with a view to responding to
these gaps and to answer the following questions:
1.

Which countries currently use NESTs in state
education?

2.

How do these schemes operate and how much
training and support do participants have?

3.

What happens in NEST classes and what are the
typical roles played by LETs and NESTs?

4.

What can be learnt from the experiences of
LETs and NESTs to improve classroom teaching?

5.

What support can be offered to NESTs and
LETs to improve collaboration?

To do so, the project brought together an
international team of partners. Through classroom
observations, interviews with NESTs and LETs, and
document analysis, detailed information about the
schemes was collected, from which three outputs
have been produced. In order to respond to
questions 1 and 2, an audit document (titled Global
NEST Schemes – An Audit) was produced and is
available for free download. It comprises a summary
document giving basic facts about each scheme, and
a full document providing extensive details of each of
the schemes researched.
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The Audit will be of particular value to teachers
considering taking part in a NEST scheme and to
policy makers considering establishing schemes
in different contexts.
To respond to questions 3 and 4, NEST schemes were
investigated through classroom observation,
interviews with teachers and document analysis.
The results from the investigation are presented in
this report.
Finally, a set of materials for NESTs and LETs who
are either preparing to work together or who have
recently started working together, either as
colleagues or as co-teachers, has been produced
to respond to question 5. These materials (titled
Materials: Developing collaborative practice between
LETs and NESTs) have been created by partners who
are currently working in the field, and by the
researchers, drawing directly on the research data.
They are designed to be used either by groups of
teachers or by individuals. The materials are freely
available to download.

1.1 The Report
As stated above, this report responds to questions
2 and 3. Following a literature review of some of the
existing research on NESTs and NEST schemes as it
relates to the project, we then describe the research
design and the data collected and how they were
analysed. After presenting the findings, we provide
recommendations for how NESTs and LETs can be
supported to make the most out of their
collaborations, with reference to the materials
produced in response to question 5.

2
Literature review
The focus of this project is NEST schemes, particularly
how they operate and the experiences of the NESTs
and LETs taking part. While the experiences of these
teachers must be contextualised within current
sociolinguistic debates, our main focus in this review
is on recent research into these schemes.

NESTs can take on a range of roles in different
classrooms and are often called AETs (assistant
English teachers) or ALTs (assistant language
teachers). We use the acronym AET for both. We
use the acronym NS for native speaker and NNs
for non-native speaker.

We begin by examining the emergence of English
as a global language and how this has affected
the demand for teachers. Then we briefly visit the
debates around native speakerism, with a particular
focus on how the debate affects English language
teachers. We then examine literature which has
focused on NESTs and on LETs, before moving to
reviewing literature on particular schemes. Finally,
we highlight current themes in research in this area.
But first we turn to the issue of terminology.

We call the teachers who host the NESTs in overseas
contexts LETs (local English teachers). Our decision
to use LET draws attention to the problematic status
of the ‘non’ (Medgyes, 1999) in ‘non-native English
speaker teacher’ (NNEST), another popular acronym.
We discuss some of the issues with these labels in
more detail below.

2.1 Terminology
We recognise that researchers have used different
terms to describe the actors in NEST schemes. In this
report, we use the acronym NEST for the ‘native
English speaker teachers’. Our decision to use the
term is a pragmatic one: it is widely used and
recognised. Nonetheless, we acknowledge it is also
an inaccurate label (NESTs are not all native
speakers, and not all are qualified teachers, for
example). We are also keenly aware of the on-going
debates around ‘native-speakerism’ and our use of
the term is not meant as an endorsement of the
native speaker myth (see below and Holliday, 2005;
Park, 2008; Rampton and Blommaert, 2011; Creese,
et al., 2014).

2.2 English as a global language
The demand for teachers of English, whether they
be L11 speakers of English or not, is closely linked to
the global spread of the English language. This is a
process that started in the nineteenth century
(see Hackert, 2012) but accelerated in the twentieth
century (Jenkins, 2006a) through colonisation,
emigration and business, amongst other things
(see Kachru, 1996 and Jenkins, 2009). English has
become the language of engineering, science, trade,
finance and diplomacy. The number of learners of
English is still increasing (Medgyes, 1999; Graddol,
2006) and they are learning at a younger age
(Copland et al, 2014). This all creates a demand
for English teachers and for NESTs in particular
(Liu, 2009).

1
L1 is short-hand for ‘first language’. We are aware that this term can be contentious
but use it here so that we can distinguish between English and the usual language of
instruction in the class.
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2.3 Inner circle dominance
The sustained demand for NESTs is related to what
is termed ‘inner circle dominance’ (Kachru, 1985),
where the inner circle represents the traditional
bases of English (e.g. the UK, USA, Australia, New
Zealand). Preference for an NS model of English,
specifically American English and British English,
and in particular their grammar, vocabulary and
pronunciation, is still prevalent, high status and
norm-providing (Hall, 2011). Furthermore, testing
and materials in English language teaching (ELT)
remain oriented to the English of the NS (Jenkins,
2012) and there ‘appears to be a firm and blind
belief that norms and authentic models’ should
come from NESTs (No and Park, 2008: 71). Indeed,
as Galloway (2013) notes, the NS continues to be
used as a yardstick of competence and teachers are
often paid for their accents (see also Galloway, 2014).
All these conditions ensure that native speakers
remain in demand globally.
Inner circle countries, in particular the UK and USA,
have taken commercial advantage of the expanding
ELT market and demand for western varieties by
providing teachers, training, materials and testing.
Shin and Kellogg (2007) provide a convincing
account of the way Anglo-American spoken English
has been packaged for export and mass-marketed,
serving the business interests of the UK and US. Over
the years, this marketisation has resulted in standard
varieties of British and American English being
‘accepted and promoted as the only internationally
acceptable pedagogical models for English language
teaching’ (He and Zhang, 2010: 770).
A number of studies (e.g. Inoue and Stracke, 2013;
Mynott, 2014) examine the attitudes of overseas
postgraduate ELT/TESOL students studying in
Australian and UK universities. On the one hand,
these students value their qualification from an
‘Inner Circle’ institution; on the other hand, they
are sceptical about the value of inner circle models
of English and are aware of the importance of ‘world
Englishes’.

2.4 Beyond the inner circle
In contrast to the ‘inner circle’ countries, in which
English is a main language of communication
amongst citizens, and ‘outer circle’ countries (such
as Nigeria, India and Malaysia for example), in which
English has an official function, often because of
their colonial histories, English in ‘expanding circle’
countries (such as Japan, Russia, and Korea for
example) has no official status and there are no
colonial links to Britain or the USA (Deterding, 2010).
Yet the demand for English is strong. He and Zhang
(2010) suggest that worldwide the majority of
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interactions in English in both outer circle and
expanding circle countries are now between nonnative speakers, using English as a common
language, sometimes called English as a lingua
franca (Jenkins, 2012). It is widely believed that the
English required for these ‘lingua franca’ purposes is
less complex than western native speaker models.
Nevertheless, UK and USA varieties of English
continue to dominate the ELT landscape (Galloway,
2013), and their testing systems (e.g. IELTS and
TOEFL) continue to challenge English language
learners with unobtainable NS models (Jenkins,
2012). Whether you subscribe to Phillipson’s (1992)
view that this is the result of a deliberate postcolonial plot or to the view that economic conditions
are responsible (e.g. Brutt-Griffler, 2002), it is hard to
ignore the continuing demand for native English
speaker teachers.

2.5 Native speakerism
There has been a great deal of debate about ‘native
speakerism’ and the related area, the ‘myth of the
native speaker’. Various aspects have been
articulated by a range of researchers (Holliday, 2005;
Kubota, 2009; Leung et al., 1997; Park, 2008;
Pennycook, 1994; Phillipson, 1992; Seidlhofer, 1999;
Widdowson, 1992; Creese et al., 2014). The debates
touch on a number of issues, from ideological
perspectives to the value of using terms such as
‘native speaker’, which do not accurately describe
the realities of many teachers. Indeed, Kramsch
(1997: 363) completely dismisses the term, calling it:
… an imaginary construct - a canonically literate
monolingual middle-class member of a largely
fictional national community whose citizens share a
belief in a common history and a common destiny.
As we state in the introduction to this section, we too
find the term problematic. Nevertheless, for the
purposes of this research project, the purchase this
term gives on describing and imagining the field
overrides qualms about its use.
In terms of this project, a particularly significant issue
in the debate is status. It has often been argued that
the elevated status of the native-speaker can have
negative effects on LETs (Medgyes, 1992), causing
lack of confidence, disempowerment, insecurity and
inferiority regarding their English proficiency (Murai,
2004; Tsui and Bunton, 2000). Piller (2001: 14) calls
the idealisation of the native speaker ‘debilitating’ for
LETs, a view reiterated by Clark and Paran (2007:
409), who regard the NS model as an ‘elusive
concept’ and so far removed from the NNSs’ ‘multicompetence’ that the NS model is simply an
unsuitable measure of achievement.

2.6 The local English teacher (LET)
There are both advantages and disadvantages to the
label LET. As with most terms, advantages and
disadvantages depend on the context and
circumstances of use. The TESOL Nonnative English
Speakers in TESOL Interest Section (NNEST-IS) serves
as a reminder that organisations and networks of
LETs may want to continue to use the term Non-NEST
(see http://www.tesol.org/connect/interest-sections/
nonnative-english-speakers-in-tesol). For many
teachers, the term NEST is a badge of identity and a
locus of communication. We use the term LET in this
report mainly because it is the one most non-native
English speaker teachers we observed and
interviewed used to describe themselves.
Whatever term is chosen, it is now estimated that the
percentage of English teachers classed as LETs has
reached 80 per cent (Moussu and Llurda, 2008).
Furthermore, in terms of using English for
communication, NNSs far outnumber their NS
counterparts.
Important work has been done in repositioning the
LET as a legitimate model and teacher of English.
Phillipson (1992) first put forward the concept of the
‘native speaker fallacy’, which strongly contends that
the ideal teacher of English is a native speaking
teacher. Being a non-native speaking teacher is also
considered to be a distinct quality by Braine (1999:
xiv), who supports Phillipson’s argument when he
says that ‘the very fact that non-native speakers of a
language have undergone the process of learning a
language makes them better qualified to teach the
language than those who are born to it’. Kamhi-Stein’s
(2004) work also positions LETs in a favourable light
and shares their perspectives and experiences.
Authorities in some countries are beginning to
recognise that LETs with a high level of English can
be recruited into roles traditionally held by NESTs. In
Japan for example, Japanese nationals who have
spent time in English speaking countries and display
high levels of proficiency are being recruited as
assistant English teachers (AETs). However, Shibata
(2010) found that while Japanese teachers of English
in Junior High Schools appeared to approve of both
types of AET (NESTs and LETs), their Senior High
School counterparts tended to be reluctant to accept
non-native speakers as AETs.
While LETs continue to be much in demand in their
home countries, where local knowledge of
educational and societal norms is recognised as
important, there are barriers to their employment in
inner circle countries (see Clark and Paran, 2007).
However, in the UK at least, a gradual change may be
underway: BAAL (the British Association for Applied
Linguistics) recently banned employers from
7
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advertising for native speaker teachers on its site
and LETs are employed in university departments,
adult and further education centres and language
schools.

2.7 The native English speaker teacher
(NEST)
There are thousands of NESTs working in institutions
in inner, outer and expanding circle countries, in
every type of educational institution from nurseries
to universities. Their status in these institutions
depends on a range of factors from qualifications
and experience to country of origin. The relative
status of NESTs and LETs within the same educational
institutions and schemes has long been an issue
worldwide. Most studies tend to focus upon the
position of LETs and their struggle against
unfavourable comparisons with their native-speaker
counterparts. However, Houghton and Rivers (2013)
articulate NESTs’ concerns in Japanese and Italian
educational contexts. Their edited collection
explores wide-ranging issues related to nativespeakerism as it manifests itself in a range of
workplaces. The collection shows how NEST teachers
can be the targets of various forms of prejudice and
discrimination. Other studies giving voice to the
challenges and experiences of NESTs include Chen
and Cheng (2010), who concentrate on the NEST
perspective and challenges in Taiwan, and, outside
South East Asia, Gingerich (2004), who focuses on
the learning experiences of three NESTs (from the
USA) in Lithuania.
In terms of recruitment, NEST schemes typically take
NSs from inner circle countries (Jenkins, 2003), and
EPIK (The English Program in Korea) even mandates
that to qualify for a position you had to have been
born in a (listed) English speaking country. However,
there is evidence that this may also be changing.
Whether this is because schemes are becoming
more enlightened or because NSs cannot be secured
is not clear. Notwithstanding, the JET scheme in
Japan recruited teachers from four countries in 1987
and from forty countries in 2012, including from
expanding circle countries (Deterding, 2010). CfBT,
which recruits teachers mainly for Brunei, does not
stipulate the birth country of the teachers it wishes
to recruit, but instead requires that they have a
degree from a university in Australia, Canada, Ireland,
New Zealand, the United Kingdom, or South Africa.
There are also pernicious elements of race closely
associated with native-speakerism. It was mentioned
earlier that it is often believed preferable for nativespeakers to have either a British or American accent
(Galloway, 2013), but preference also extends to
racial aspects of identity (see Chen and Cheng,
2010). Javier (2015) draws on Holliday (2005; 2011)

when she argues that ELT is dominated by the belief
that native-speaker teachers represent a Western
culture from which spring the ideals of both the
English language and of English language teaching
methodology. Associated with these ideals is the less
explicit but prevalent view that native-speakers are
western native English speakers, and white. Javier
shows that the racial stereotype of the idealised
NEST as ‘white’ creates problems for professionals
who do not fit into others’ linguistic and racial
categorisations. She argues that visible ethnic
minority NESTs (VEM-NESTs) may not be regarded as
‘western’ enough to be considered native speaking
teachers because of their racial identities.

2.8 Learner and parent preferences
Whether NESTs are valued or not depends on whose
perspective is foregrounded. Many studies show that
learners believe that their speaking and listening will
improve faster if they are taught by NESTs (e.g. Butler,
2007; Hadla, 2013), although there is no empirical
evidence to support this belief. Lasagabaster and
Sierra (2002) found that students in Spain also
preferred NESTs or at least a combination of NESTs
and LETs.
Parents have an important effect on the demand for
native-speakers, as do LETs. Heo (2013) argues that
Korean society has built a strong public faith in
‘native speakers’ (see also Park, 2008). One of Heo’s
featured teacher’s talks about the significant impact
that the NS has on the students’ responses and
attitude in class (compared to her solo teaching
classes). She found that the students were more
active and excited in the team teaching classes. In
addition, teachers spoke of parents’ expectations
and preference for NESTs. As one of the teachers in
Heo’s study noted (ibid: 289) ‘when we organised an
English camp during a vacation, we had to put a
native speaking teacher’s name on the name list
of tutors (.) otherwise, parents and students were
less interested in or insecure about the camp
programmes’.

2.9 NEST schemes
So far this section has discussed issues around
NESTs and LETs, but this project focuses particularly
on NEST schemes. For details on a range of schemes,
including details of recruitment policies and terms
and conditions, please see the NEST Audit. NEST
schemes have been particularly robust in Brunei,
Hong Kong, Japan, Korea and Taiwan, and most PhDs
completed in the last few years on the subject of
NEST schemes concern South East Asia. Shin (2011)
and Heo (2013) both focus on schemes in Korea,
while Bryant (2011) looks at various schemes in Hong
Kong and Liu (2009) and Tsai (2007) both focus on
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the situation in Taiwan. Sutherland (2012) examines
team-teaching in Japanese schools while Tran (2014)
provides an account of ‘relating’ between
Vietnamese and NEST teachers at the tertiary level in
Vietnam. Outside South-East Asia, Hudson (2013)
provides an insightful account of the Native
Speaker’s working experience in Higher Education in
UAE.
Heo (2013: 40-52) provides a thorough overview of
the various NEST schemes and features of individual
teaching contexts and stated scheme objectives
(building on previous work done by Liu, 2009). She
particularly focuses on challenging issues of team
teaching between teachers in these schemes.
Carless (2006) also reviews aspects of team-teaching
schemes in Japan, South Korea and Hong Kong. The
next section of the literature review introduces the
main NEST schemes with reference to key literature,
before drawing out some common themes across the
various schemes.
2.9.1 JET (Japan exchange and teaching)
Programme in Japan
The JET programme is both the largest in scale and
the longest continually running scheme (since 1987)
and has expanded in scale by five times since it
began (Miyazato, 2009). Two factors were particularly
important in its establishment. The first was related
to economic development and the second to a
perceived cultural insularity (Miyazato, 2009). Being
able to use the English language was seen as
particularly important to developing communication
between the Japanese and the rest of the world
(Wada 1994; Wada and Cominos, 1994). Perhaps the
most important feature of this scheme is that NESTs
are recruited as AETs by CLAIR (the Council of Local
Authorities for International Relations). The aims of
the scheme are both to encourage Japanese
students to engage with AETs in authentic
communication but also to raise LETs’ awareness of
English as a communicative medium (Wada, 2002).
2.9.2 NET (Native-speaking English Teachers)
Scheme in Hong Kong
The NET scheme began life as EELTPS (the Expatriate
English Language Teacher Pilot Scheme). This started
in 1987 and lasted until 1989. It was relaunched in
1998 and extended to primary schools in 2000. This
scheme has layers of complexity (in terms of Hong
Kong’s colonial history, the shift from British to
Mainland Chinese rule, language policy and various
other cultural factors) that make it particularly
difficult to pin down (Carless, 2006). In addition,
English, both as an ‘official’ language and as a
medium of instruction, has been contested for many
years in Hong Kong, up to and beyond its
reintegration into China (see Jeon and Lee, 2006).

The current scheme – called NET (or PNET if teachers
work in primary schools) – recruits experienced and
qualified teachers to work with LETs on designing
and delivering interactive lessons on certain aspects
of the curriculum.
There continues to be a widely held perception in
Hong Kong that there are not enough trained and
linguistically competent local English teachers (Lee,
2005), which may contribute to the belief that NESTs
should be hired from overseas. The Hong Kong
Education Bureau website, which provides details
about the schemes, suggests that the purpose of
hiring NESTs is to ‘enhance the teaching of English
Language and increase exposure of students to
English’2. Not all NESTs working in Hong Kong belong
to the NET/PNET scheme, of course. Many are locally
hired with varying degrees of success. While some
researchers believe NESTs bring benefits to Hong
Kong classrooms (for example, Storey et al., 2001),
Ng (2015) explores the challenges that a kindergarten
NEST faces and questions the value of employing
under qualified and inexperienced teachers to work
in this context. (see too Luk and Lin, 2006)
2.9.3 EPIK (English Program in Korea)
in Korea
EPIK recruits NESTs to teach in Korean primary
and secondary schools, usually in team-teaching
relationships. Park (2008) claims that EPIK draws
significantly on the JET scheme. In general, most
studies of EPIK are positive about its benefits (e.g.
Kim and Lee, 2005; Park and Kim, 2000; Park, 2008)
but there are other studies which point to a lack of
collaboration, cultural conflicts (Ahn et al., 1998), and
LETs’ unwillingness to team teach with NESTs
(Carless, 2002).
2.9.4 FETIT (Foreign English Teacher in Taiwan)
in Taiwan
The FETIT scheme was introduced in 2003 and is on
a smaller scale than schemes in Japan, Korea and
Hong Kong. Liu (2009) argues that Taiwan’s joining
the WTO (World Trade Organization) in 2002 and its
establishment of Challenge 2008 (a national
development plan) were particularly influential in the
expansion of the scheme. FETIT focuses particularly
on teaching in remote areas where there are limited
English learning resources (Chou, 2005). Wang (2012)
shows that, although LETs show a great interest and
willingness to team teach with NESTs, and believe
that this collaborative model has pedagogic benefits,
they are concerned about potential communication
problems with and marginalisation by NESTs.
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2.10 Important themes emerging from
the literature
It is impossible to cover all the literature on the
subject of NEST schemes. However, it is fair to say
that accounts vary considerably. Some are focused
on collaboration and cases of good practice between
NETs and non-NETs, or effective team-teaching (e.g.
Tajino and Tajino, 2000; Jang et al., 2010). Several
studies (Choi, 2001; Choi, 2009; Kim, 2010) report
positive comments from LETs about their teaching
experiences and general satisfaction with the
arrangements in their schools. Others are much
more sceptical (e.g. Wang and Lin, 2013). This report
attempts to include a range of perspectives,
positions and stances.
2.10.1 Team-teaching
Sutherland (2012) argues that team teaching
reinforces the dichotomy between native and
non-native speakers to the detriment of both
Japanese teachers and their students. However,
Carless shows a range of good practice across
several different schemes (2006). Other studies are
also essentially positive about the team teaching
aspects of such schemes (e.g. Kim and Lee, 2005;
Park and Kim, 2000; Park, 2008). Heo (2013), in a
detailed study of four team-teaching relationships in
Korea, shows how the nature of the team-teaching
relationship varied considerably in terms of teamteaching styles and interactional styles. These
differences were dependent on levels of
collaboration and levels of NESTs’ experience in their
contexts. A number of studies have considered
intercultural aspects of team teaching (e.g. Carless,
2006; Luo, 2006, 2007; Tran, 2014), including detailed
critical incidents relating to misunderstanding and
cultural difference.
2.10.2 Language level
Across schemes there are frequent doubts
expressed about LETs’ English levels and hence their
ability to work effectively with NESTs (e.g. in Taiwan,
Chen, 2007; in Japan, Carless, 2002). In addition,
some LETs develop a sense of inferiority about their
English abilities that arises out of contact and
comparison with NESTs (e.g. Murai, 2004). Johnson
and Tang (1993) and Luk (2010) focus on
communication difficulties that NESTs face in
maintaining discipline due to lack of access to
Cantonese, while Ng (2015) reports on how a LET
struggled to support the NEST when the latter
introduced unplanned vocabulary such as
‘marshmallow’.

2.10.3 NESTs experience and training
There is a common perception that NESTs often have
little teaching experience and lack formal teacher
training (Carless, 2002; Tajino and Tajino, 2000). The
Hong Kong NET scheme is one exception to the
general trend to employ inexperienced, untrained
teachers, as is the CfBT scheme in Dubai and Koto-ku
in Tokyo.
2.10.4 Collaboration
In Korea, Chung et al. (1999) report a lack of
collaboration between LETs and NESTs. In Hong Kong
NESTs often teach on their own (rather than in
team-teaching relationships), particularly in
secondary schools (Carless and Walker, 2006).
However, in primary and kindergarten, team teaching
is more normal. Furthermore, the PNET scheme
requires LETs and NESTs to work together to prepare
lessons. However, on private schemes, such as the
one reported by Ng (2015), there is often little time
for planning and preparation between LETs and
NESTs.
2.10.5 Roles and relationships
Rutson-Griffiths (2012) argues that there are
particular problems when teachers do not agree on
their expected roles in the Japanese context. These
can lead to conflict between LETs and NESTs. Similar
views are articulated by Mahoney (2004). Because of
the ‘assistant’ status and lack of formal training
(Johannes, 2012), there is evidence that LETs in
Japan can adopt, or be positioned to take on, passive
translating and interpreting roles (Mahoney, 2004).
Some accounts show evidence of NESTs being used
as human tape recorders (e.g. Tajino and Tajino,
2000). Research across other schemes reveals that
there is little consensus on what classroom roles
teachers should take (Aline and Hosoda, 2006; Tajino
and Walker, 1998; Marchesseau, 2006). Nevertheless,
despite many studies highlighting the problems of
establishing roles and relationships, positive
collaborations are possible (e.g. Browne and Wada,
1998; Carless and Walker, 2006; Heo, 2013).
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2.10.6 Preparation
Lack of planning and preparation can also cause
tension between team-teachers. It can also mean
that instead of the class being co-taught effectively,
there is limited co-constructed instruction (RutsonGriffiths, 2012). Park and Kim (2000) also provide
accounts of several problems arising from
insufficient preparation time for team teaching
(Korea).
2.10.7 Effects on LETs
Tsui and Bunton’s (2000) study showed that LETs in
Hong Kong appeared to ‘lack confidence in their own
authority over the language as English teachers’ (Tsui
and Bunton, 2000: 301; see too Medgyes, 1992 and
Murai, 2004). In Japan, Sakai and D’Angelo (2005:
324) report that in the 1980s and 1990s there was a
huge increase in NESTs and consequently ‘fewer and
fewer local Japanese teachers of English’. Wang and
Lin (2013) argue that NEST schemes have had the
unintended consequences of jeopardising the
professional identity of LETs in these countries.
According to Elyas and Picard (2012: 68), ‘[LETs’]
perception of the public’s favour of NESTs can be
seen as the root for their self-marginalisation and
devaluing’. Indeed, Moussu and Llurda (2008) see the
investigation of LETs’ professional self-esteem as a
particularly important topic that warrants further
research.
This section has presented the research context in
which the current study is situated, describing a
range of issues associated with the terms NESTs and
LETs and with NEST schemes more broadly. We have
also highlighted the challenges and opportunities
that NEST schemes offer. In the next section, we
outline the research carried out for this project.

3
Research design
This project followed a qualitative methodology. The
basic aim of qualitative research is ‘to understand
better some aspect(s) of the lived world’ (Richards,
2003: 10), aiming at detailed descriptions of people’s
perceptions, with the major goal of gaining an insider,
or emic, perspective (Burns, 2010). Qualitative
researchers therefore ‘study things in their natural
settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret,
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to
them’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994:3). Drawing on
qualitative approaches was thus deemed the most
appropriate for answering the research questions
and enabled a detailed and nuanced picture of
the experiences and practices of NESTs and LETs
to emerge, as well as complementary findings to
be presented.
The research design adopted consisted of:
1.

A survey of NEST schemes through document
analysis and interviews to prepare an audit.

2.

Semi-structured interviews with those working
on a variety of schemes around the world.

3.

Classroom observations of co-teaching
classrooms.

Before undertaking any data collection, ethics
approval was given by Aston University. The project
was explained to all participants and their consent
was obtained for their data to be used for the
purposes of this report.

3.1 Procedures for preparing the audit
Research questions 1 and 2 asked:
1.

Which countries currently use NESTs in state
education?

2.

How do these schemes operate and how much
training and support do participants have?

In order to answer these questions, an audit of NEST
schemes was undertaken and a document prepared
that gives the key information about each scheme3.
The starting point was well-known schemes such as
JET (Japan), NET (Hong Kong) and EPIK (Korea).
However, online searches and informal networking
revealed a number of other schemes operating,
mainly in Asia. In order to ensure that the audit
3
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document did not become too unwieldy, the decision
was made to include only the larger schemes and
those that operate in schools. Therefore the final
audit covered 11 schemes, of which five were
country-specific (JET – Japan, EPIK – Korea, NET –
Hong Kong, CfBT – Brunei and FETIT– Taiwan) and six
were international (VSO, Cuso International, British
Council Language Assistants, Peace Corps, Fulbright
and Australian Volunteers International). The
schemes were divided into Type 1 – schemes for
which experience/qualifications are required, and
Type 2 – schemes for which experience and
qualifications are not required.
The individual constituents of the audit were selected
after detailed discussions between members of the
research team, and were based on the information
they considered interested parties (e.g. teachers)
would find particularly useful. The starting point in
gathering details about the constituents was, in most
cases, the website dedicated to the scheme, which
often contained much of the relevant information.
Where a website did not exist and where more
information regarding a specific field or category
was needed, search engines were employed to
locate relevant web pages and/or documents. Where
possible, primary data were sought, i.e. data
originating from official institutional web sources
rather than from personal pages or secondary data.
Documents accessed directly included (where
available) sample contracts, participant handbooks,
scheme summary reports, induction and training
programmes, and advertising materials. In some
cases, scheme representatives were contacted
directly with requests to supply information either as
part of the audit or as part of the wider project.

3.2 Interviews and observations
Research questions 3 and 4 asked:
3.

What happens in NEST classes and what are the
typical roles played by LETs and NESTs?

4.

What can be learnt from the experiences of LETs
and NESTs to improve classroom teaching?

In order to answer these questions, semi-structured
interviews and classroom observations were carried
out. Opportunity sampling was used to identify
research participants, drawing on researchers’
contacts, snowballing and internet searches. For this
reason, no claims of generalisability can be made;
the data offer a snapshot of attitudes and practices
in particular contexts.
In this research, a constructivist view of interviews
was taken, in which interview data are not viewed as
objective accounts of external reality but as a form of
interaction jointly constructed by the interviewer and
interviewee. The interviews are active and locally
accomplished events (Mann, 2011: 8), in which
perspectives on lived worlds are created in situ. The
relationship between interviewer and interviewee is
clearly fundamental in this type of interview. In all
cases, interviewees were told that the interviews
were for a project investigating NEST schemes
around the world and that their answers would be
anonymous and treated confidentially, with all
identifying information removed. Moreover,
interviewers created a friendly and collaborative
tone, through responding to the interviewees’
contributions and drawing on their own experience,
as in the following extract:
P:

 ut going back, I graduated in 2002 with a
B
degree in French and Philosophy, and I then did a
TEFL course, the CELTA at International House in
London.

I:

Oh, I did mine there too.

Two interview schedules were prepared, one for
NESTs and one for LETs (see Appendix A and
Appendix B). The interview schedules provided the
key questions for each interview, but as the approach
was semi-structured, each interviewer was also free
to probe and follow up as appropriate in order to
investigate in as much detail as possible the
teachers’ perceptions of the NEST scheme they were
involved in. We did not always follow this sequence of
questions, but tried to cover all areas by the end of
the interview to enable case comparison.
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Interviews were conducted by all three main
researchers, as well as by research partners in Hong
Kong and in Taiwan, and included a mixture of Skype,
phone and face-to-face interviews. All interviews
were recorded. The final interview database for this
report consisted of 15 interviews with NESTs (one in
Brunei, one in Cameroon, one in Hong Kong, four in
Japan, six in Korea and two in Taiwan) and eight
interviews with LETs (two in Hong Kong, two in Japan,
three in Korea and one in Taiwan).
Interviews were analysed using a thematic analysis
(Richards et al., 2012) to identify the benefits and
challenges of the NEST schemes as perceived by the
NESTs and LETs. An initial coding scheme was drawn
up by one of the researchers based on the interview
schedule and the findings from existing literature.
The three researchers then used the scheme to code
the same interview independently of each other. The
three sets of coding were compared and deemed
sufficiently similar to be able to proceed with further
independent coding of the remaining interviews. At
the same time, the coding categories were refined to
give the final coding scheme (Appendix C).
Once all the interviews were coded by labelling
relevant sections in a Word document, the data were
sorted in two ways: first by country, so that all the
data for each code from a particular country were
copied and pasted into a single table; second by
theme, so that all the data for each code were copied
and pasted into a single table. Each table had two
columns, one for data from NESTs and one for data
from LETs. The two tables, with the alternative ways
of sorting the data, allowed the researchers to
identify key themes within a particular scheme as
well as key themes across schemes.

Observational data were collected from 15 classroom
observations. Table 1 shows the number of lessons
and teachers observed in each country.
Table 1: Number of NESTs and LETs observed
Country

Number of
lessons

NESTs

LETs

Japan

6

3

6

Korea

4

4

4

Hong Kong

3

1

3

Taiwan

2

2

2

Total

15

10

15

The choice of classrooms observed was dictated
primarily by availability of classes during the
researcher’s visit and willingness of the teachers to
be observed. In all observations, the role of the
researcher was that of non-participant observer
(Allwright and Bailey, 1991). The researcher took
fieldnotes and collected classroom artefacts such as
materials and students’ work.
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Although classroom observation is undoubtedly the
best method for finding out what happens in
classrooms, it must be remembered that the
presence of a non-participant observer, or even only
of a tape recorder, will inevitably lead, to some
extent, to an alteration of normal behaviour, to what
Labov (1972) calls ‘the observer’s paradox’, and
allowances must be made for this in the analysis and
reporting of the data. In each case the NEST was also
interviewed (see above) but was not only asked the
questions in the interview schedule but also asked
about the observed lesson and the pedagogies
practised. Three LETs in Korea and one LET in Japan
were also interviewed after the observed lessons.
Fieldnotes were analysed thematically to show and
compare classroom pedagogies in order to highlight
key episodes (Borg, 1998) that seem to impact on the
effectiveness of classroom practice.

4
Findings
In this section we introduce the main findings from
the study. In doing so, we respond to two of the
research questions:
■■

What happens in NEST classes and what are the
typical roles played by LETs and NESTs?

■■

What can be learnt from the experiences of LETs
and NESTs to improve classroom teaching?

The section is divided into: scheme organisation,
roles and relationships, classroom language, cultural
differences, communication, planning and status.
These are the main themes that emerged from the
analysis. Our aim is to elucidate features and issues
shared by the schemes, although we recognise that
some findings will be more relevant to some schemes
than others. Throughout we draw on interview and
fieldnote data.

4.1 Scheme organisation
Each scheme is run in different ways, although there
are common features too. Most of the larger
schemes reported in the audit require teachers to
apply formally, and often from outside the country of
work, through a central recruiting body. Smaller
schemes may require local applications. The larger
schemes are also more concerned with induction
and support, perhaps because they are recruiting
directly from English-speaking countries and
recognise that teachers will find their new NEST
environments different from what they are used to.
However, a number of the NESTs we interviewed had
not received formal induction, or had not received it
until after they had been in the country for some
time. One NEST reported:
There wasn’t [induction] for me, because I came in
suddenly, because a teacher left midway through
the year suddenly … I didn’t have anything, except
for a brief one-to-one session with another teacher.
So this year, lots of new teachers joined and they
had a whole week-long induction, which was
properly organised and was pretty good.
Some schemes, such as VSO, Fulbright and CfBT in
Brunei, seem to conduct a very detailed and
supportive induction programme, which is reviewed
after each delivery to ensure the activities are
pertinent and helpful for new recruits. One NEST
working in Brunei explained:
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It’s administrative, I think they do a fairly good job
on housing, cars, customs, culture and tradition,
and then they move swiftly into the more
professional side of things. There are still quite
old traditions that exist that have to be articulated,
perhaps, in new ways.
Likewise, NESTs were positive about the Fulbright
programme in Taiwan:
I think Fulbright Taiwan does a very good job
compared to some other programmes I’ve heard
about. They make you arrive a month early for
workshops and training and to work with your
co-teachers and meet your co-teachers. And then,
after a month of that training, you start at the
school, but they have you kind of work as an
observer first and then you get eased into the
classroom.
Other schemes may not be as successful, as this
NEST teacher suggested:
[The induction] was terrible, it was really maybe
because of the kind of people that were training us,
in this local university and on the XXX course, there
were people that weren’t that much more qualified
than me doing it, they’d been teaching for four
years or something. I was taking the training course
with a 40-year-old man who’d been a teacher back
home, came over for a couple of years, being told
how to teach by a 25-year-old.
Another NEST teacher complained about the
‘bootcamp-like’ conditions of the induction:
Well, everyone goes through the same process,
essentially we get off the plane and we have to do a
ten-day orientation. During this orientation we get
sent to this facility, which is the only way I can really
put it. It’s in the middle of nowhere and in this
facility we ended up doing a lot of classes, we had a
few field trips, a lot of seminars and lectures about
culture and such. We also had to do a medical
check, which was pretty extensive, they tested our
blood, our weight and everything like that.
Personally I did not like the experience, because I
found it very constricting, I had to sleep in a room
with two other people who were total strangers.

Smaller schemes rarely have detailed induction
programmes, often because teachers are recruited
locally and already have experience of living and
working in the local context:
It’s really funny actually. Nothing at all! So if you are
not experienced, it would be no idea, and you will
be standing in front of the students doing nothing, I
think. ‘Cause I didn’t even know what kind of
textbook I would use.
It is unusual for schemes to offer induction to LETs.
One LET admitted that the night before the arrival of
the NEST she ‘couldn’t sleep’, while another
explained:
I started teaching English in my previous school,
there wasn’t any NEST so I didn’t know that I’m
going to have a co-teacher from a different country
so I started teaching by myself, and then by the end
of that semester I was told that: ‘Oh, there’s going to
be an English teacher and you should co-teach’.
Once NESTs are in situ, support is provided through a
range of mechanisms. The local teacher is often a
first port of call, as one LET explained:
There’s no systematic induction for new teachers so
they are left on their own or have to ask the more
experienced teachers, which take up their work
time. Some guidelines, for example, a schedule that
details what teachers can expect, would happen
from the beginning to the end of a school year;
earlier on would be helpful.
On schemes such as JET and EPIK, support is also
provided through a network of local co-ordinators.
Training takes place regularly on many of these
schemes. Again, some experiences of training are
positive, as this VSO explained about the in-service
training he experienced:
Broadly positive is probably the best way to put it.
People would come, people were engaged. We had
a good relationship with a lady who was the Chief
Inspector based in the ministry in Yaoundé who was
fantastic and she would tell us and she would
deliver a couple of training sessions.

However, training may not be considered useful by all
NESTs. As one explained:
We spend the day discussing the same problems
that we’ve had all along. The training that we do is
based on some sort of idealised fantasy of what is
happening, especially for co-teaching. The training
has for a long time really focused on co-teaching
and we beat the same dead horse.
On some schemes regular meetings and training
sessions are held for NESTs, for LETs and for LETs
and NESTs together, although joint training sessions
are not always provided. Many of the materials
developed from the findings of this project are
designed to be used at these events to support
effective collaborative working. The materials are
freely available to download.
Finally, terms and conditions differ from scheme to
scheme. Most NESTs seem to find these adequate
for their needs, with some schemes offering very
good terms and conditions indeed (see the Audit
document for these). In some countries, however,
the perception that NESTs attract better terms and
conditions than LETs can lead to resentment. This
is particularly true in Hong Kong, where one LET
pointed out that the only difference between her
and the NEST was their salaries!

4.2 Roles and relationships
By roles and relationships we mean how LETs
and NESTs relate to each other, work together,
particularly in the classroom, and the rapport that
exists between them. Roles and relationships are
particularly salient in schemes where team teaching
or co-teaching between LETs and NESTs is the norm,
which is the main focus of this section. A good deal
of our interview data featured comments about
roles and relationships.
Two features are particularly noteworthy. The first is
that the management of roles depends a great deal
on the way the relationship is configured. Another
way of saying this is that each teaching relationship
is unique. A teacher on the Korean EPIK scheme
described the differences:
I have a different co-teacher for every grade, so I
actually have four of them. It’s very much
dependent, I find, on the style of the teacher. The
grade three teacher and I are basically in a pretty
standard position. I’m on one side of the television,
he’s on the other side at the front. The grade four
teacher, I lead some things and then she’ll lead
some things so then we’ll switch, we pass the baton
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between us. The grade five teacher has her own
plan and doesn’t always tell me what it is before she
starts so I’m more like a resource.
However, there are some contextual features that
heavily influence how roles and relationships are
enacted. Experience and expertise are particularly
instrumental. The NET programme in Hong Kong, for
example, requires its NEST teachers to have both
teaching qualifications and experience. These
factors, together with the way in which the scheme is
organised, ensure that NEST teachers have a level of
authority when they arrive at the local school. NEST
teachers in this context often take the lead in terms
of planning and conducting the lessons, as this LET
explained:
The NEST teacher takes the lead. She takes care of
the NET scheme curriculum. There is co-planning
every three weeks and the NEST explains to the
teachers involved in the scheme how things are to
be done.
LETs may lack confidence in these situations,
particularly if they are newly qualified, inexperienced
or worried about their levels of English. A NEST in
Hong Kong explained how she encourages LETs to
take part:
I’ve found it takes teachers time to get over the
shyness. And they are shy about speaking English,
even the English teachers, and if someone is not
necessarily following the lesson plan, you don’t just
say, ‘Oh, you’re doing it wrong’. You have to be
flexible. So I might say, ‘Okay, do you want to do this
part of the lesson, then I’ll do this part then we’ll
swap?’. So you give them a bit of choice.
Elliot, who teaches on a NEST scheme in Japan which
also recruits experienced and qualified teachers,
always takes the lead too, with varying degrees of
involvement from LETs:
If they’re really enthusiastic and interested, then
we’ll have a long meeting every week and we sit
down and discuss and we’ll go through exactly
what’s going to happen, how it’s going to work and
we’ll try to divide the work much more equally. If
they’re not interested, they’ll just sit at the back and
fold their arms and not even help hand out paper,
so you just don’t know.
While it is also the case that inexperienced and
under-qualified NESTs are also sometimes expected
to lead the lesson, with the LET taking a back seat, it
is more likely that, in these cases, the role of the
NEST is to support the LET, modelling dialogues and
key phrases, playing games and providing examples
of ‘Western culture’. LETs can sometimes be
frustrated by the NESTs’ lack of experience, as they
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often have to coach them in teaching strategies, as a
Korean LET explained:
The first few months I was struggling. It was harder
to communicate and I could feel that he felt sorry
for me but he was trying to do something but he
doesn’t have any experience, so he doesn’t want to
take control of everything, so he wants me to … tell
him what to do you know how sometimes you get
stressed, okay, if you’re teaching alone you don’t
get stressed, all the plans in my head, I don’t have
to discuss it with anybody, it’s there.
Nevertheless, even inexperienced NESTs can feel
under-employed or even undermined when they feel
their skills are not being effectively utilised. One
NEST complained:
There have been times where I’ve been expected to
just be an entertainer, a clown, a monkey.
While another reported:
I know that my counterparts in junior high school,
they were completely the assistant. Some of my
colleagues complained that they were a human
tape recorder.
For the most part, however, the teachers we
interviewed were positive about their classroom
roles. Furthermore, in all the schools we visited, a
positive relationship seemed to exist between LETs
and NESTs, perhaps unsurprisingly, as it is unlikely we
would have been invited into classrooms where
teachers did not feel comfortable with each other.
This positive relationship was apparent in the respect
teachers showed each other in and out of class and
the friendly way they addressed each other. In some
classrooms, this positive relationship manifested in a
collaborative teaching partnership in which roles
were equally distributed and teachers addressed
each other in a relaxed way. For example, in a
classroom in Korea, the NEST and LET discussed
together different cooking techniques in front of the
children. Fieldnotes state:
The lesson was started by the LET but there was
lots of to-ing and fro-ing between the teachers at
the front throughout there was an equal distribution
of turns between teachers and it really was not
clear who was in charge.

Likewise, in Hong Kong, fieldnotes describe a
collaborative approach:
As the lesson progressed, the control shifted from
LET to NEST there was some conflabbing between
the two teachers during the lesson about what to
do next and this seemed a fairly comfortable
process.
After this lesson the NEST confirmed that the
relationship between her and the LET was
particularly good, as they had been working together
for many years.
In the majority of classrooms, however, roles were
much more defined and collaborative interaction in
class less apparent. The two approaches described
below were quite typical. Fieldnotes from one school
visit to Korea note:
The transitions between sections are quite abrupt.
The LET announces, for example, ‘the NEST will do
the next part,’ which the NEST duly does. The LET
did all the grammar work and all games were
played by the NEST. There is a clear differentiation
of roles.
While those from a school visit in Japan describe
how:
… the NEST was left to do the teaching while the LET
did a bit of ‘disciplining’ and a fair amount of turning
a blind eye. There was very little turn-taking, as the
LET did not really take part.
In both these classrooms there was less fluidity, roles
were clearly defined and contributions were less
equally distributed. In the first, the LET takes charge
of the ‘serious’ teaching – grammar in particular –
leaving the NEST to do the ‘fun stuff’, as one NEST
called it, practice activities, pronunciation and
games. In the second, the NEST takes charge of the
language learning aspects of the lesson, leaving the
LET to ensure students know what they have to do,
are on task and behave.
Of course, on schemes where team teaching is not
prevalent and where NESTs teach independently, the
importance of roles and relationships to successful
learning and teaching encounters may seem less
central. A NEST working with VSO explained how
most collaboration happened outside class:
The moment we used to collaborate most was when
it came to assessments, so, for example in the
troisième class there were, let’s say, 200 kids in
troisième, and it was split into two classes and I
took one and a colleague took the other. And we’d
administer a common test that one of us would
have written, so that each of us would mark our
own class’s work. So we really did very little, in
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terms of daily lesson planning nothing was
collaborative. We ran an English club for those
students who were interested to join. We had a
session once a week for an hour on a Wednesday
afternoon, I think, and we did that all together.
On the CfBT scheme in Brunei, on the other hand,
one teacher described the importance of being part
of a team, working towards a common goal:
There seems to be an element of [collaboration]
amongst the local schools and school teachers
here, that we’re all in it together and we all need
together to get the job done.
In teaching contexts where LETs and NESTs teach
independently relationships remain important but
are configured in different ways.

4.3 Communication
Both LETs and NESTs were asked what advice they
would give to teachers who are either new to team
teaching or to working in a different educational
environment. Many focused on the importance of
communication. One NEST suggested that
communication should be semi-structured:
Personally, I think one of the most effective things
that can be done is in the beginning, in the initial
stages of the co-teaching relationship, is to sit down
and clarify what are your expectations, what are my
expectations, what do we want to do in the class,
what do we see our roles and responsibilities as
being? so I think directly confronting that at the
beginning of the co-teaching relationship can save
a lot of heartache and it can help you get into the
teaching without having all of these back and forth
smaller issues that negatively impact the teaching.
Another NEST pointed to the importance of learning
the local language in order to improve
communication with both students and staff:
I would tell them if they don’t already know Chinese
they should try to learn Chinese, even if they’re not
allowed to use it in their classroom, I think it’s
important they understand what their students are
saying. I think. And I think it’s just important for
working in the school.
LETs also valued communication in order to ensure
teaching efficacy:
And if you don’t try to communicate with each
other because you had small misunderstanding,
then it will grow and grow over time and there is a
big gap between you and your co-teacher and you

get to the point where you hate each other! And
then you cannot deal with the situation any more,
the classroom gets a nightmare. And then the
students become the victims.
This point was reiterated by a NEST from Taiwan who
found talking to her local colleagues extremely
helpful:
So if I’m having trouble with a class I can talk to my
co-teacher about that class … And I would also say
just to chat and they’re really great co-workers. The
LET and I chat a lot.
Coupled with communication, LETs and NESTs both
highlighted the importance of flexibility from both
sides, but particularly from NESTs. One NEST
reflected:
Maybe our style is completely focused on one way
to do it, but that’s not the only way to do it and it’s
not necessarily the best way to do it, but at the
same time, if they think that they’ve got a good
idea, then they shouldn’t be afraid to stand their
ground and persuade the teachers to give
something a try.
While another advised:
Enter the experience with a very open mind and
willingness to try out new things and … don’t be too
quick to dismiss what’s happening in that context
based on your own experiences, but try to integrate
what you know, what you’ve learnt and what you’ve
experienced with what’s happening in the
classroom context.
LETs in our study were keen for local teachers to
embrace difference and to encourage flexibility. One
told us:
The first thing is just from my personal experience,
people can have a kind of stereotype, don’t fix to
those stereotypes because every person, individual
persons are different, just open your mind, not only
on speaking English but emotionally, and be ready
to negotiate with native English speaker.
While another suggested that:
We shouldn’t ask the NESTs to give in every time, as
one of the biggest benefits they bring to the school
is seeing things from another perspective.
These comments demonstrate a willingness on the
part of both LETs and NESTs to accommodate each
other and to be open to different ways of doing
things. Both underlined that communication,
openness and flexibility are likely to lead to
successful communication.
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4.4 Classroom language
On some schemes language use in the classroom is
mandated by the school, by the Ministry of Education
or by the scheme itself. Teachers, be they LETs or
NESTs, are told explicitly what languages are allowed
in class. In many cases, L1 is actively discouraged.
One LET explained how a NEST was scolded for using
L1:
[One NEST] spoke L1 quite well but she was told by
the vice principal of the school: ‘No you’re not here
to speak L1 to them, you are here to use English in
the classroom. Don’t speak L1 in class’.
Teachers often have strong views on the subject but
these views are not polarised according to whether
the teacher is a LET or NEST. A NEST in Korea
explained:
I use no L1. I tell my students from the beginning, ‘I
do not speak Korean’… we have a sign. They can
signal, ‘I don’t understand,’ and then the LET will
come and help individually.
A position reiterated by a LET, also in Korea:
I think it’s really important to encourage them to
use more English … I was thinking, ‘should I use
some L1?’ No! If they know I use L1, they would too.
So I’ll say the first rule is use English. One of the
rules: it’s English class!
Other teachers take a more pragmatic line. One LET
explained the importance of ensuring students’
understand meaning:
[I use] mostly English but a little bit of L1 when I
think they need some clarification, because I don’t
want them to get confused after class. I want them
to leave the class with a clear idea.
And two NESTs in Taiwan focused on how using
different languages, in their case English and
Chinese, can provide a strong model for students
about languages and language learning:
One thing I like about using both languages is that it
shares with the students the idea that it’s not either
or. You don’t have to only speak English, but that
these two languages are valuable.
I think part of the reason I’ve wanted to use Chinese
in the classroom is because I want to give them a
role model of a language learner so that they see
that it’s okay to make mistakes because I always
make mistakes in my Chinese.

For many teachers, there is ambivalence around
using L1 in the classroom. A NEST fluent in Japanese
reflected:
I never use Japanese in the classroom except for
comedy purposes, but I’ll often respond in English
to something they’ve said in Japanese … Personally,
it seems so crazy to pretend I can’t speak Japanese,
because that’s all I do every day of my life. It seems
strange!
And on a different scheme in Japan, Tomoko, a native
Japanese speaker, employed as a NEST because of
her bilingual skills, had to pretend not to know
Japanese. Her co-teacher explained:
I tell her, please pretend not to understand
Japanese.
Tomoko explained how this injunction caused her to
take on the role of a non-proficient Japanese speaker
in another English class:
Most of the classes I’m prohibited to speak that.
Some of them, like the male teacher I mentioned,
who has no English whatsoever, and he actually
asked me to use Japanese sometimes. Otherwise
he doesn’t understand and students go: ‘Huh?’ Then
I started explaining in Japanese. But in a way, like
broken Japanese.
In all classrooms we observed, L1 was used, mostly
but not exclusively by the LET. However, the amount
of L1 varied considerably. In one classroom, it was
used a great deal in order to clarify a complex
grammar point. In others, it was used sparingly, to
cajole and coax students into taking part or
completing work, or to explain what to do or to
elucidate meaning. Fieldnotes from a classroom
observation in Japan note:
The LET translanguaged a fair bit, moving into
Japanese generally to explain the activities.
In Korea, fieldnotes state:
The LET did a lot of checking meaning and concept
checking, mostly in English but also in L1 to ensure
the children understood.
Another focus of classroom language was the LET’s
use of English. Again, using English depended on a
range of factors but confidence and proficiency were
the most apparent in both the interviews and
observations (where homeroom teachers have not
traditionally been expected to know or teach
English). Fieldnotes from a primary classroom in
Japan indicate that one LET seemed to be modelling
language-learning behaviour:
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I was surprised by the amount of English the LET
used. She was not afraid of making a mistake or
asking the NEST for guidance where English was
concerned … at one stage the LET asked: ‘Do we
put ‘the’ in the sentence?’
This view was later reiterated by the co-teaching NEST:
She always tries to speak English as much as she
can. Sometimes she code-switches into Japanese if
she doesn’t have that word, which is perfectly okay,
perfectly great actually, great model for the
students, and I can understand what she’s saying so
I just throw in English.
As fieldnotes show another LET in Japan seemed
to want to show students that speaking English
was natural:
The LET used English without fuss or
embarrassment despite his telling the NEST
that he didn’t like English. He certainly didn’t
convey this to the students.
And in Hong Kong, a LET seemed particularly
confident about using English as the medium
of instruction:
When we walked into the class the LET was in full
flow and kids were sitting in makeshift rows at the
front. The LET was using English to teach the new
vocabulary and all students seemed engaged.
From this data it seems that, despite the general
belief or imperative that teachers should use only
English in class, L1 is deployed in a number of ways
to meet different needs. Nevertheless, for the most
part, and perhaps fairly predictably, it is the
prerogative of the LET rather than the NEST to use
the students’ L1.

4.5 Cultural differences
Culture is a huge topic, not least as it is interpreted in
so many different ways by so many different
researchers. Teachers in our study focused on two
areas of cultural difference: the classroom and
broader educational context, and societal norms.
4.5.1 The classroom and educational context
A number of NESTs described the differences in
school life compared to their own educational
experiences. One NEST admitted:
I think the school life really just shocked me. I think
coming from here and the US where school life is
eight to four, you practise your sport and you’re out
of school by 6 at the latest, whereas Japanese
school life … students leave at seven but then they
have some practices on Saturdays or Sundays, and
during the summer holidays they have some

practice round their holidays they have club
practice and teachers are there all the time.
This resonated with fieldnotes taken at a Korean
school:
The NEST told me that the school is like a second
home for students. Apparently, some even come
with their blankets in winter!
Both LETs and NESTs felt that as the ‘newcomer’, it
was incumbent on the NEST to learn about the school
culture. For example, one LET explained how staff
meetings in Hong Kong are designed to give out
information and to inform staff of decisions already
made; however, one NEST did not understand this
concept:
The only person that responded to the principal’s
announcements is the NEST. Later I told them about
the local practice (not being so vocal at the
meetings) and they are shocked but perhaps their
principle is to voice out any disagreement. Usually
we talk to people individually rather than sharing
our views in a big meeting.
In a different educational context, a NEST argued:
I think what’s more important is to have some sense
of what the rules of the game are, of what the
cultural rules are and the cultural expectations,
because a lot of people, they come in and they
think: ‘This is how it works. If I have a problem I go
straight to the top, I’m going immediately, directly
to the principal.’ This is the worst idea you can
possibly have.
For NESTs with experience of and qualifications in
language teaching methodology, one of the biggest
challenges is the difference between local teaching
practices and those they have brought with them, as
this NEST explained with reference to the material
designed in the scheme support centre:
So it slowly, step by step, introduces quite Western
teaching methods, or non-traditional teaching
methods I should say, not necessarily Western, but
it slowly brings them out of their comfort zone. In
P1 they make jelly and a birthday cake, and the first
year when I did it they all freaked out! Then they
gave it a try and then they love it and now the
teachers don’t blink an eye, they’re up for it.
Nevertheless, in all the classrooms observed,
students engaged in interactive activities, some of
which involved moving around the classroom, with
incumbent noise levels. Fieldnotes from a classroom
observation in Korea state:
The children quickly get involved in the game,
coming up with sporting items for different letters
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of the alphabet, and the noise levels rise. When the
NEST wants their attention, she has a clapping cue,
which the children respond to by clapping back.
This is not to suggest that when teaching alone LETs
did not introduce similar types of activity, but rather
that they were a constant feature of co-teaching
classrooms.
4.5.2 Societal norms
As might be expected, societal differences between
LET and NEST cultures can cause misunderstandings
and disappointments. Most of the comments about
societal differences came, understandably, from
NEST teachers, as it is they who are directly
experiencing the contrast. For some NESTs it is
hidden cultural practices that are most challenging.
One NEST discussed how the differences in
friendship groups, as she understood them, made it
difficult to make friends in Japan:
Because the Japanese have an ‘uchi’ and ‘soto’
group, and uchi is like the inner circle, people that
are close to you, and soto is the outside, so socially,
and this is also true in schools too. It’s like there’s
the people have the uchi like their parents and their
social group, parents, brother and sister, maybe
one friend that they share their innermost feelings
with, whereas like the soto group, it’s more of a
quick, ‘Hey, how’s it going?’ and then see them once
in a while and that’s it. So it’s really hard to make
friends with Japanese people because it takes so
much time and effort and you really have to push it.
For others, the differences are more tangible. One
NEST in Korea gave an example of differences in
eating habits:
So one of the things that many of my friends didn’t
know was how to eat a Korean meal, everyone
shares everything. Well, some of the native
speakers that I met, they’re germophobes, they
don’t share food, that’s not a thing where they’re
from – you get your meal and no one touches your
food. So people, oh sharing and using the same
spoon for the soup, they were horrified!
For other NESTs it was being visibly different that was
the greatest challenge:
You’re living alone and you could be the only
blond-haired person in your town of 5,000 people,
so they’re always going to ask you questions, the
same questions, where are you from, can you use
chopsticks, all that they ask some ridiculous
questions, you just have to brush that off. And be
prepared to get stared at, I don’t know if that makes
sense, but like be prepared to be the other.

One of the most positive comments about cultural
difference came from a NEST who had worked on
a scheme in a developing country. He embraced a
more idealised view of difference:
… it was the idealised experience of this guy living in
a rural village with no running water and blah, blah,
blah and becomes part of the community. But really
I had that kind of experience.

4.6 Planning
Both LETs and NESTs noted the importance of
planning lessons when co-teaching. Many LETs,
however, struggled to find time to plan with coteachers as they have so many commitments outside
the classroom, such as running clubs and taking care
of the pastoral needs of their students. One LET told
us:
But here in Korea the Ministry duties and dealing
with the students and dealing with the parents,
dealing with so many things, more than teaching.
So approximately, if I have to put as a percentage,
that teaching part is only 30 per cent.
Lack of time for planning was also highlighted by a
LET in Hong Kong:
Yes. I think one of the problems is the time element
to plan the lesson. Most of the teachers, I think, are
very busy and don’t have much time for planning,
and that’s the same in Hong Kong, same in China,
same everywhere.
Other LETs believe it is the role of the NEST to plan
the lessons, as the primary focus of the lessons is to
practise speaking; LETs, in contrast, generally have
expertise in teaching linguistic systems such as
grammar and vocabulary. One LET explained how the
planning worked in her context:
So it depends on him or her but basically I let him
or her do anything and then I’m just organising
classes and I’m in charge of discipline problems,
something like that.
A NEST in Taiwan was grateful for the freedom she
had to plan lessons independently for the students:
Our co-teachers gave us a lot of freedom to play
games. Most of it has not been in the textbook.
They have four classes, four class periods every
week where they study grammar and then in our
class period they would do more speaking and
listening, and most of that is through games or
through cultural introductions where we’d do
hopefully a cultural exchange where we learn about
Taiwan and they learn about America.
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However, not all NESTs have the skills to plan,
particularly when they first arrive, as this Korean LET
explained:
Taking the class, I should be more responsible for
the whole process, like let’s lesson plan together, or
‘I will do this part, why don’t you try planning this
part?’ so I was always the person who suggests
something and also the main teacher in the
classroom. I had to because they don’t know about
what to do at first.
On some schemes, lessons are planned centrally,
either by NESTs or by LETs and NESTs working
together. In Hong Kong, for example, materials are
produced by a central, government-funded team.
This comprises Hong Kong Chinese English language
teachers, who have qualifications in teaching in the
local school system and experience in a range of
schools, and NESTs, who are qualified in teaching
children and in some cases teaching English to
speakers of other languages. One NEST on this
scheme explained how this approach provided
legitimacy to the interactive materials and to the role
of the NEST in delivering them:
But it’s kind of like a structured way for NEST and
LETs to work together because it’s all structured
and written out for them and the different roles and
teaching ones … Because I think sometimes when
there’s just one individual, such as myself, in a
school of 50-plus teachers, you’re the outsider,
your voice can get lost, but having a structured
programme, endorsed by the government behind
you, I think that helps.
Joint planning was a particularly important issue for
NESTs who were experienced and qualified. They
regarded joint planning as an opportunity to share
pedagogies of learning and to develop more
communicative teaching approaches with LETs. A
NEST in Japan explained the advantages joint
planning could bring:
I think it would be much better if we both produced
a lesson … in my experience, I don’t think that
Japanese teachers have any skill of creating a
lesson from scratch, if nothing else, they don’t have
the training, or the experience – so I think that they
would really understand the lesson more and they
would be more involved … and they would gain the
experience that they can use in their own classes
as well, because I think the lessons we create are
really good, but I’d like them to be a collaborative
effort... if it’s collaborative, then it’s our lesson and
they can do those activities in their classroom.

However, learning from each other is not a one-way
process. A number of NESTs reflected on having
learnt a good deal about learning and teaching from
their LET co-teachers. For most NESTs, however,
more planning time would enhance the co-teaching
experience immensely:
[I wish we had] more time! Regular meetings, if
somebody who’s scheduling or something can be
aware of that or can realise how important it is to
communicate for the team teaching, then that
would make so much difference.

4.7 Native speakerism
Much of the research that focuses on native
speakerism suggests that NESTs can make LETs feel
disempowered, insecure and inferior (e.g. Murai,
2004; Tsui and Bunton, 2000; Piller, 2001). Our
findings suggest that the response of LETs to NESTs
is contextual and contingent, and rarely results
intrinsically from them being native speakers. In the
Korean schools we visited, for example, the language
skills of the LETs were extremely strong; all had spent
some time overseas in inner circle countries and
none mentioned that they lacked confidence in their
use of English. Indeed, a number of them told us that
they use English as a medium of instruction for all
their classes, not only those where NESTs are
present. Of course, we only observed and spoke to a
limited number of LETs, who no doubt agreed to
participate in part because of the strength of their
language skills. Nonetheless, there are clearly LETs
who are both expert and confident English language
users who do not consider themselves inferior in this
regard.
In the Korean, Taiwanese and Japanese schools, the
NESTs are positioned as the AET (assistant English
teacher). Some LETs are less than impressed with
their NEST colleagues:
While that mostly that native English speaker, I
cannot see them as a teacher because not enough
education background and no degree. The reasons
how they are hired is just extremely poor I feel
sorry about it. They are not a teacher.
A NEST explained how power relations can be
enacted by LETs:
Sometimes the Korean teacher will talk down to us
or give us an order that is less respectful than they
would ever do to another Korean, to a Korean
teacher, and that could lead to a lot of problems.

22

| Findings

Neither LETs nor NESTs were under any illusions
about who was in charge, and this was
communicated to the students, as illustrated here:
So they said, ‘Pete senpai,’ and that was interesting,
they didn’t see me as a sensei [teacher], but they
didn’t see me as just Pete, they see me as someone
to look up to, but not quite as much as a proper
teacher.
In Hong Kong, on the other hand, the status of the
NEST is very different. They are experienced and
qualified and are employed as teachers, not
assistants. They also work in central government
educational offices, designing the syllabus and
materials, and may deliver training sessions to LETs.
These realities mean that they are locally regarded
as at least equals if not superiors although this does
not mean that their presence is welcome (see Luk
and Lin, 2006). Their status and how they are
positioned may influence how LETs respond to them,
as this NEST explained about her LET co-teachers:
Always very polite and get on well, but they’re very
shy. And they’re very shy about speaking English,
even the English teachers, they’re just nervous
about it.
Given that LETs in Hong Kong must have extremely
strong language skills to be employed as teachers of
English, it is likely that their feelings of inadequacy
are linked to working with NESTs.

5
Summary and implications
In this section we respond specifically to our final
research question:
■■

What can be learnt about the experience of LETs
and NESTs to improve training and support?

Although discussion on induction and training is rare
in the literature on NEST schemes, they are central to
the experience of many teachers and so worthy of
investigation. According to our findings, schemes
tend to offer support to NESTs rather than LETs,
however. NESTs often receive induction and training
and are provided with support mechanisms. LETs, on
the other hand, are rarely invited to induction
activities and training tends to be limited and often
provided to LET cohorts rather than to mixed
cohorts. While it could be argued that NESTs, who are
often starting a new life in a very different cultural
landscape, need support, our data suggest that LETs
too would benefit from induction and training in
order to feel more comfortable with the new teacher
and, as is the norm on most schemes, to make the
most of the team-teaching relationship. Joint
induction would also provide a space for NESTs and
LETs to share expectations and cultural perspectives,
which could reduce tensions later in the partnership.
All NESTs and LETs we spoke to suggested that a
positive relationship between co-teachers was an
essential feature of successful co-teaching. For
many, this positive relationship allowed for
collaboration. However, ‘collaboration’ was open to
interpretation. For some it is a partnership between
co-teachers, in which planning and teaching are
jointly achieved. For others it means sharing the
same class but not necessarily at the same time.
Teachers should be encouraged to discuss their own
understandings of collaboration with each other to
ensure that both parties at least understand each
other’s position. This could be achieved using the
activity ‘Experiential Learning Cycle’, which can be
found in the materials.
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A key feature of collaboration is planning classes.
The research literature suggests that joint planning
is rare on NEST schemes (see, for example, Chung
et al., 1999; Carless and Walker, 2006; Ng, 2015).
Rutson-Griffiths (2012) sees insufficient preparation
for planning and discussion between team teachers
as causing less collaborative and therefore less
effective performances in class. This study confirms
that there is a lack of planning, with most teachers
interviewed stating that planning time was not
available. Planning is contingent on many factors,
including time, experience, confidence, English
language skills, motivation and cultural
understanding. Time is a problem for LETs, in
particular, who often have many demands on them
outside the classroom and cannot make space for
planning meetings. LETs may also lack motivation to
team teach or lack confidence in doing so,
manifested in not making time for planning or
showing no interest in it. On the other hand,
experience is often an issue for NESTs who may join
a scheme with no teaching qualifications and having
spent little if any time in the classroom. With limited
knowledge or understanding of teaching in general
and teaching English in particular, planning is
difficult. It must be noted, however, that a number of
NESTs we interviewed and observed had both
teaching qualifications and experience, often in the
host country; indeed, some schemes, such as CfBT
and the Hong Kong NET scheme require both.
Whatever the context, our data clearly show that
planning is a key component of successful coteaching. Not only does it help determine who does
what in the classroom, but it also gives all teachers
the opportunity to discuss the rationale for different
activities and teaching approaches. The materials
that accompany this report include a planning
activity.

With no planning, problems arise. For example, LETs
often expect a NEST to take on the interactive
aspects of lessons, particularly teaching speaking.
Many NESTs are happy to do this, but those with
advanced qualifications and experience may feel
they have more to offer and can also contribute in
terms of teaching grammar, for example. NESTs for
their part may expect support from the LETs but find
this is not forthcoming.
Rutson-Griffiths (2012) argues that problems arise in
the Japanese context when teachers do not agree on
their expected roles; similar views are articulated by
Mahoney (2004). In this study communication is
highlighted by many teachers as a key aspect of
successful planning and collaboration. Spending time
at the beginning of a team-teaching relationship to
discuss expectations, as suggested by one NEST,
could be an effective response to this issue.
The findings from the study show that English
predominates in NEST classrooms, whether these are
taught by NESTs independently or in team-teaching
dyads. However, the learners’ L1 is also used by both
LETs and NESTs, although it is generally the
prerogative of LETs. Despite ‘English-only’ directives
from ministries and institutions, teachers use L1 for a
range of functions, from managing the classroom to
being humorous and explaining grammar.
Furthermore, they clearly articulate their beliefs with
regard to using different languages. These range
from creating an English language environment to
modelling the ideal language learner for the class.
The materials include an activity to promote
discussion of L1/L2 use. This can be found in
the materials.
The cultural aspects of NEST schemes must not be
overlooked. Both NESTs and LETs can find the
experience of working with someone from another
culture daunting, although for others it is one of the
main attractions. A number of the bigger NEST
schemes address culture in some detail in their
induction programmes, providing NESTs with insights
into both educational and societal norms. However,
it seems that much less support is provided to LETs
who often have a NEST thrust upon them with no
preparation. The materials include two activities
with a specific cultural focus: Cross-cultural Proverb
Exchange and The Culture Iceberg.
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On a slightly different note, one set of materials asks
participants to separate comments made in the
interviews by LETs and by NESTs according to
whether the comment was made by a LET or NEST.
Given that much of the literature highlights
differences between NESTs and LETs (e.g. Chou,
2005; Islam, 2011; Tran, 2014) we were surprised (and
delighted) that the two groups agreed on a range of
issues. Through focusing on similarities rather than
differences, we believe the activity highlights the
affinities between teachers, demonstrating that
teachers have the best interests of students at heart.
Both LETs and NESTs in this study stated that
flexibility and accommodation were important in
reducing cultural clashes and this is the view
expressed by Chen (2009). NESTs should be
prepared to spend time settling into their new
context before suggesting changes; LETs should be
prepared to welcome alternative points of view on
accepted norms. In the classroom, ‘Western’
communicative practices such as games and other
interactive activities seem not only acceptable but
expected, and issues such as noise levels are
tolerated. This is not to suggest that LETs do not
include these activity types in their general
classroom practice but that the presence of the NEST
validates their inclusion. There is also some evidence
that when sharing classes LETs feel under pressure
to catch up on core grammatical content.
In contrast to much of the research literature (for
example, Tsui and Bunton, 2000; Elyas and Picard,
2012; Wang and Lin, 2013), we found little evidence of
LETs actually being undermined. On most schemes
LETs are in more powerful positions than NESTs.
NESTs are mostly either clients or employed in a
subservient role (the label often attached to the
NEST is ‘AET’ – assistant English teacher). Of course,
some LETs feel that the terms and conditions
received by NESTs are unfair; however, for the most
part the terms and conditions of LETs are superior to
NESTs. The Hong Kong NET scheme and the Brunei
CfBT scheme are exceptions to the general rule. On
both schemes, NESTs are well qualified, experienced
and receive excellent terms and conditions. The
NESTs expect either to have their own classes or to
lead on classes with LETs.

6
Recommendations
Based on the research carried out for the project, a
number of recommendations can be made:
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■■

Induction should be available for both NESTs and
LETs.

■■

Induction should include time for NESTs and LETs
to discuss their expectations of their roles. Ideally
the discussion should be between partner
teachers or between a school representative and
the NEST. Discussions of this nature should be
ongoing.

■■

Teachers should be encouraged to maintain a
healthy regard for the value of L1 and L2 in the
classroom. The value of both languages may need
to be explained to head teachers.

■■

Time should be made available for planning. This is
particularly important when the NEST is peripatetic
and moving from classroom to classroom or
school to school. If necessary, fewer classes
should be scheduled in order to make time for
planning.

■■

Planning should be a joint endeavour between the
LET and the NEST.

■■

On Type 2 schemes in particular, status issues
between LETs and NESTs should be carefully
monitored. LETs and NESTs in these contexts
should be given opportunities to discuss how their
roles might impact on other teachers.

| Recommendations

7
Conclusion
The research described in this report offers a
snapshot of current attitudes towards NEST schemes
and practices in NEST classrooms in a number of
different contexts where such schemes operate.
Most of the research participants were involved in
long-running and well-established schemes, run by
either charities or governments. These schemes
were more or less successful at evaluating and
developing mechanisms for supporting teachers.
However, in many countries, there are numerous
smaller NEST schemes, many of which are run by
private enterprise where the focus is on profit rather
than on educational gains. It would be interesting to
compare the experiences of teachers on these
schemes with those reported here to see what
differences, if any, exist.
Perhaps the key finding from our research is that
NEST schemes are not inherently either positive or
negative; what happens in NEST classes very much
depends on the role of the NEST teacher, the
relationship between the NEST and LET colleagues
and, to some extent, the skills and experience of the
teachers. Further research could usefully shed more
light on the factors involved in each of these areas
through more focused and in-depth studies of
each one.
A key feature of this research project was to use the
findings to produce materials that will support NESTs
and LETs in having productive relationships, leading
to successful teaching. Planning, culture (both
educational and societal), communication, classroom
language and classroom management all feature in
these materials, which are designed to be carried out
in training sessions or in self-study. The materials are
freely available for download.
These materials are based on research data and
produced with research partners directly involved in
NEST schemes in different countries. It is hoped that
they will provide a useful resource for all NESTs and
LETs, not only those who are facing the challenges of
such schemes, but also those who wish to build on
and strengthen their already positive experiences.
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Appendix A
NESTs interview guide
Possible interview question

Topic and comments

How long have you been a teacher? What teaching
qualifications do you have?

Experience, background and qualifications

Can you tell us about how you applied for x scheme/how
you got the job?

Recruitment/application (try to find out details of
recruitment criteria and qualifications). Explore why and
how they applied for the scheme.

What induction or preparation did you have before you
started?

Preparation/induction

Did you have any induction/preparation specifically for
teaching in this context?
What surprised you most when you first started working
in this role?
Can you describe your typical class (if not apparent,
check on whether the teacher has own classes or usually
team teaches)

Working patterns (some may teach in more than one
institution too)

Tell me about how you plan what is going to happen in the
class?

Preparation/planning

In your teaching, what roles does each (team) teacher
tend to play?

In-class interaction/roles (spend quite a bit of time
probing this question in terms of who does what. Be
sensitive and probe how the teacher feels about this
division) Power.

Tell me about the relationship between you and the
NNESTs.
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Could you describe what languages are used in the
classroom and who uses them?

If a NEST – do they have access to L1? How much codeswitching/translation goes on between learners and the
LETs?

What is the learners’ response to you both in the roles you
take?

Learner response/attitudes (find out about teacherlearner interaction patterns as well as issues like
engagement and discipline).

| Appendices

What do you think works well in the way you run your
respective classes/team teaching?

What does the teacher think has been successful? This
should lead naturally into the next question and is the
SWOT phase of the interview.

If you could change anything about the team-teaching
relationship/relationship with the NNEST, what would you
change?

How might things be improved? Any changes that would
be ‘ideal’ but perhaps not achievable for some reason?
Details of any conflict.

Outside of the ELT classes, what sort of activities or roles
do you play in the school?

Look for detail about clubs, contact with other teachers,
materials development, talk with other local teachers.

Do you socialise with your team teacher(s) outside the
classes?

Look for information about both in-school chat/exchange
and also more social relationships (cafes, restaurants,
cinemas, home visits).

What are the challenges of working in your context?
What are the best things about working in your context?
Describe your teaching in three words.
Why do you think the government wants a NEST scheme?
Do you have much contact with other NESTs?

Information about support and contact with other
team-teachers (both NESTs and non-NESTs)

Do you have much contact with other NNESTs?
What advice would you give to teachers considering this
scheme?

A chance to pick up some extra detail about what the
teacher thinks is important about managing/getting the
best out of such a relationship.

What do you wish you had known before you started the
job?
Overall, how do you feel about the scheme as a whole?
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Overall evaluation – Pick up any issues to do with the
running of the scheme, recruitment policy, support, value
to participants.

Appendix B
LETs interview schedule
Possible interview question

Topic and comments

How long have you been a teacher? What teaching
qualifications do you have?

Experience, background and qualifications

Can you tell us about how long you've been in your
present position?

General background

Have you had previous experience of teaching with native
speakers?

Establish history of working with or team teaching with
NESTs (if not other experiences of talking to NESTs).

In the present or previous teaching relationships with a
NEST, were there any induction or preparation processes?

Preparation/induction to work with NESTs

Did you have any general impressions of the ‘NEST’
scheme before taking part?

This question is only relevant if there is an actual
‘scheme’.

What surprised you most when you first started working
with NESTs?
Can you describe your typical class?

During this question, check on whether the teacher has
own classes or usually team teaches. Establish working
patterns.

Do you team teach with the NEST or does the NEST teach
alone?

Depending on the answer to this question, some of those
below might not be relevant.

In your teaching, what roles does each (team) teacher
tend to play?

In-class interaction/roles (spend quite a bit of time
probing this question in terms of who does what. Be
sensitive and probe how the teacher feels about this
division).

Tell me about the relationship between you and the
NEST(s).
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Could you describe what languages are used in the
classroom and who uses them?

How much does the teacher use L1? How much codeswitching/translation goes on in a typical class?

Do you think learners benefit from contact with NSs?

Learner response/attitudes (find out about teacherlearner interaction patterns as well as issues like
engagement and discipline)

| Appendices

What do you think works well in the way you run your
respective classes/team teaching?

What does the teacher think has been successful? This
should lead naturally into the next question and is the
SWOT phase of the interview.

If you could change anything about the team-teaching
relationship/relationship with the NEST, what would you
change?

How might things be improved? Any changes that would
be ‘ideal’ but perhaps not achievable for some reason?
Details of any conflict

Outside of the ELT classes what sort of activities or other
roles do you perform in the school?

Look for detail about clubs, contact with other teachers,
materials development, talk with other local teachers.

Do you socialise with the NS outside the classes?

Look for information about both in-school chat/exchange
and also more social relationships (cafes, restaurants,
cinemas, home visits).

What are the challenges of working in your context?
What are the best things about working in your context?
Describe your teaching in three words.
Why do you think the government wants a NEST scheme?
Do you have much contact with other NESTs?

Is the teachers’ relationship confined to one teacher or
are there contacts with other NSs?

Do you share you experiences with other LETs?

Find out if they have a common view (be it concerns or
shared positive experiences).

What advice would you give to teachers who were new to
working with NESTs?

A chance to pick up some extra detail about what the
teacher thinks is important about managing/getting the
best out of such a relationship.

What do you wish you had known before you started
working with NESTs?
Overall, how do you feel about the scheme as a whole?
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Overall evaluation – Pick up any issues to do with the
running of the scheme, recruitment policy, support, value
to participants.

Appendix C
Analysis – code categories
Each code can be neutral or can be positive
or negative (e.g. *TC- is negative comments
about context)
Code

Code
abbrev.

Explanation

Experience/background of teachers

*TEX

■■ Experience, background and qualifications

Teaching context

*TC

■■ Contextual information (type of school, etc.)

Getting the job (applying, etc.)

*GET

■■ Recruitment
■■ Application process•

Details regarding scheme

*SCH

■■ Contract
■■ Nature of job
■■ Induction or preparation

Scheme support

*SUP

■■ Comments about help, materials, online resources,
ongoing training

Classroom methodology

*CM

■■ Details about typical classes (e.g. TBL, use of ICT, games, etc.)

Classroom interaction

*CI

■■ Aspects of classroom talk, etc./In-class interaction

Roles and relationships

*RR

■■ Role each (team) teacher tends to play. Division of roles
■■ Working alone/team teaching in the classroom
■■ Comments about changing relationship
■■ This includes comments about contact with other NESTs/
NNESTs

Teaching relationships

*TR

■■ Comments about relationships, or about teaching alone
■■ Sharing experience

Languages used in classroom and who
uses them?
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*LUC

■■ Comments about how much the teachers use L1 (How much
code-switching/translation goes on in a typical class?)

Learners attitudes

*L

■■ Learner response/attitudes especially to teaching from NESTs
or comparative comments (NNESTs vs NESTs)
■■ (Find out about teacher-learner interaction patterns as well as
issues like engagement and discipline)

Outside of the ELT classes

*OUT

■■ What sort of activities or other roles do the teachers perform
in the school?
■■ Details about clubs, contact with other teachers, materials
development, talk with other local teachers

Do you socialise with the NS outside
the classes?

*SOC

■■ Look for information about both in-school chat/exchange and
also more social relationships (cafés, restaurants, cinemas,
home visits)

Government policy related to NEST
scheme?

*POL

■■ Government policy (include ‘Ministry’ or Education Authority`)

Sharing experiences/Contact with
other NESTs or NNESTs

*SHA

■■ Is the teachers’ relationship confined to one teacher or are
there contacts with other NSs?
■■ Common view (be it concerns or shared positive experiences)

Advice for teachers who were new to
working with NESTs?

*ADV

■■ Comments about what the teacher thinks is important about
managing/getting the best out of such a relationship
■■ What do you wish you had known before you started working
with NESTs?

Comments on culture

CUL

■■ Comments about lifestyle
■■ Comments about differences in culture
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Values related to either NESTs or
NNESTs – intrinsic value of either

VAL

Other comments that don’t fit into a
category

OTH
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