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Abstract 

International posture (IP), a motivational disposition toward the international community that underlies 

L2 willingness to communicate, has been explained mainly by language exposure and intercultural 

contact; whether it also relates to values regarding global issues has rarely been examined. This 

correlational study examined the relationship between pre-service English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

teachers’ attitude towards sustainable environmental education (SEE-A) and the four dimensions of IP. 

The participants were 172 pre-service teachers in an English Language Teaching program at a state 

university in Türkiye, selected through convenience sampling, who completed a 27-item environmental 

attitude scale and the International Posture Scale. SEE-A correlated weakly and positively with all four 

IP dimensions (r = .15 to .21), corresponding to 2%–4% shared variance; only the link with having things 

to communicate to the world remained significant after Holm’s correction, and the coefficients did not 

differ significantly. This association did not depend on the IP item about environmental issues. In 

exploratory comparisons, neither SEE-A nor IP differed by gender, and IP did not vary by year of study; 

SEE-A differed across year groups, but without a consistent pattern, and this did not survive correction. 

Because no data were collected on English use, willingness-to-communicate behavior, or teaching 

outcomes, the results indicate only that the two dispositions share little variance, suggesting that IP is 

largely distinct from environmental attitudes. The paper offers implications for EFL teacher education 

as propositions for further longitudinal and intervention studies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

International posture (IP) is one of the most commonly used frameworks for explaining why 

learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) are willing to use a language that is not associated 

with any specific target community [1], [2]. Studies of IP have focused on the factors that promote 

it, for example, exposure to English, content-based teaching, studying abroad, and intercultural 

interaction [3], [4], [5], and on what it predicts, such as willingness to communicate (WTC), the 

ideal second-language (L2) self, and L2 communication [1], [4], [6]. However, little is known about 

the relationship between IP and learners' value orientations regarding global issues, even though 

one IP subscale asks whether learners have ideas about international matters they would like to 

share with the world [2]. This point matters for training EFL teachers, since future English teachers 

are expected not only to serve as role models with an international outlook but also, increasingly, 

to address global issues such as sustainability in their lessons [7], [8], [9]. 

Sustainability is one of those global issues. Various international frameworks have urged 

teacher education institutions to make education for sustainable development (ESD) a key part of 

their programs [7], [10], and English language teaching (ELT) has in recent years been seen as an 

appropriate context for both intercultural and sustainability education [8], [9]. Nevertheless, 

researchers have generally examined the environmental and international-motivational aspects of 

preparing EFL teachers within separate research traditions. The current study does not examine 

teaching competence, task performance, or classroom practice; instead, it focuses on whether pre-

service EFL teachers' attitudes toward sustainable environmental education (SEE-A) relate to the 

different dimensions of their IP. 

The linguistic relevance of this question lies in how prospective English teachers imagine 

international interlocutors, audiences, and topics of communication, rather than in environmental 

attitudes alone. A situational account of L2 WTC distinguishes an enduring orientation to 

interlocutors from the decision to speak in a specific context [11]. Research in intercultural 

citizenship similarly treats language education as a possible site for engagement with issues that 

cross national boundaries [12]. In the present dataset, however, these possibilities are conceptual 

rather than observed communication outcomes. 

The empirical gap is therefore precise: prior research connects IP with language motivation 

and possible communication, and environmental education with sustainability values, but few 

studies ask whether the two dispositions covary in pre-service EFL teachers. Testing their 

association can help delimit what the IP construct does—and does not—capture; it cannot 

demonstrate that environmentally oriented teachers are more willing to speak English. 

To address this gap, the present study investigated whether pre-service EFL teachers’ SEE-

A was associated with each of the four IP dimensions and whether these associations differed in 

strength (RQ1). To contextualize these relationships, it described the levels of SEE-A and IP in the 

sample (RQ2) and explored possible differences in both constructs by gender and year of study 

(RQ3). These group comparisons were exploratory and involved no directional predictions; 

differences were considered meaningful only when they were at least small in magnitude and their 

confidence intervals excluded zero. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW  

IP and the Motivation to Communicate in English 

In L2 research, scholars have generally understood learners’ orientation toward the wider world 

through Yashima’s [1] concept of IP. IP is a motivational and attitudinal disposition: a general 

stance toward the international community that includes an interest in foreign or international 

affairs, a readiness to live or work overseas, a willingness to approach rather than avoid people 

from other cultures, and an open or non-ethnocentric attitude toward different cultures [1], [2]. It is 

therefore distinct from WTC, which is a readiness to enter into discourse in the L2 at a particular 

time with a particular person [1]; from actual intercultural contact or L2 use; from L2 proficiency; 

and from intercultural competence, which refers to the knowledge and skills needed to interact 

across cultures. IP has been found to predict WTC, communication behavior, and L2 motivation 

[3], [4], [6], [13], but these outcomes are separate variables, and the present study measured only 

IP. In environmental and teacher education, by contrast, researchers have mostly examined attitudes 

toward sustainability in terms of knowledge, gender, program experience, and behavioral intentions 

[14], [15]. 

The distinction between IP and communication behavior is also supported by cross-context 

evidence: learners’ willingness to speak depends on situational confidence and affiliation as well 

as broader motivational dispositions [11]. Research in a Polish educational setting found that the 

IP–WTC association need not reproduce findings from Japanese EFL contexts [16]. These studies 

justify treating IP as a language-related orientation, not as an interchangeable indicator of observed 

speaking behavior. 

Yashima [1] proposed the concept of IP to account for the motivation of Japanese EFL 

learners, since, for them, English is linked less to a particular target society than to the international 

community in general. In her model, IP predicted learners’ WTC in English, both directly and 

indirectly through its effect on motivation. Subsequent research identified several components of 

IP, including an intergroup approach–avoidance tendency, interest in international occupations or 

activities, interest in foreign affairs, and orientation toward intercultural friendship [4]. Yashima 

[2] then operationalized IP as a 20-item scale comprising four subscales: an intergroup approach–

avoidance tendency, interest in international occupations or activities, interest in international news, 

and having things to communicate to the world (see also [3]). Yashima et al. [4] showed that 

learners with higher levels of IP were more willing to communicate and, in fact, communicated 

more frequently in English, even when they were abroad. The four dimensions are not equivalent 

indicators of readiness to communicate in an L2. The intergroup approach–avoidance tendency 

concerns willingness to approach rather than avoid people from other cultures and is the dimension 

most directly related to communication; interest in international vocation or activities reflects 

future-oriented goals of working or volunteering internationally; interest in international news 

reflects attention to world affairs; and having things to communicate to the world reflects having 

opinions on international issues that one would want to express. Environmental attitudes could 

plausibly relate to each of them through a different route: through concern for distant others 

(approach–avoidance), through the goal of contributing to global problems in one’s future work 

(vocation), through attention to global events (news), and through having views on global issues 

(things to communicate). For the last dimension, shared item content is an additional, non-

substantive route (see below). 
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The learning environment and exposure to other cultures appear to influence IP. Yashima 

and Zenuk-Nishide [5] found that learners who participated in content-based instruction and studied 

abroad achieved higher IP and showed greater WTC than those in more traditional classes. Kormos 

and Csizér [13] reported that IP was part of Hungarian learners' motivational profile and that its 

role varied by age group. More recently, Zhao et al. [6] reported that IP positively predicted Chinese 

English majors' ideal L2 self and L2 learning experience and indirectly influenced their L2 

proficiency. Pastena and Trenchs-Parera [17] examined IP among students at an internationally 

oriented university in Barcelona, considering gender, language, and students' educational and 

intercultural backgrounds. Other research also shows that intercultural sensitivity strongly predicts 

learners' WTC outside the classroom [18]. However, the current sample did not measure any 

exposure factors (content-based instruction, studying abroad, using English outside class, or having 

intercultural contact). They are therefore regarded as potential omitted variables that may explain 

part of the association found here and are not captured by our data. 

Recent work has also tested the measurement model of IP, emphasizing that its factor 

structure deserves empirical scrutiny rather than automatic generalization across samples [19]. A 

Japanese content-and-language-integrated learning study involving massive open online courses 

(MOOCs) examined IP together with L2 WTC, but its instructional and digital setting is not part of 

the present survey [20]. Similarly, virtual intercultural experiences have been examined as 

correlates of WTC in digital as well as face-to-face settings [21]. Such studies indicate promising 

directions for future work, not mechanisms measured in this dataset. 

In Türkiye, research on IP has grown in recent years. In her doctoral thesis, later published 

as a book, Demir [3] examined IP among 602 undergraduate students studying ELT, English 

language and literature, and translation and interpreting at ten state and private universities in 

Türkiye. The study showed that exposure to English was the main factor boosting motivation and, 

consequently, IP, while WTC, international contact, travel orientation, the social environment, and 

intended learning effort were significantly related to IP. Yet participants mostly focused on local 

issues and needed more enthusiasm and involvement in international connections. As Demir [22] 

pointed out, pre-service primary school teachers in Türkiye had a low level of IP (the mean was 

2.25 on a five-point scale); the interviews revealed that their motivation was aimed at fulfilling 

academic requirements, that they had limited intercultural exposure, and that they experienced 

communication anxiety. Dağtaş and Zaimoğlu [23] discovered that uncertainty management and 

social-emotional competencies together explained 48.3% of the variation in IP among preparatory 

school students at a Turkish university, and that girls scored higher than boys. Overall, these studies 

indicate that IP is closely connected to language exposure, intercultural contact, and experience. 

The present study differs from these earlier Turkish studies in three ways. First, its sample consists 

of a single ELT program across all four years, rather than the multi-program, multi-university 

sample of English majors in Demir [3] or the primary education sample in Demir [22]. Second, it 

uses the English version of the 20-item scale, as in [3], so its IP scores are generally comparable to 

those in [3] but not to the Turkish version used in [22]. Third, and most importantly, previous 

studies explained IP in terms of language exposure, contact, motivational, and socio-emotional 

variables, and none examined whether IP is associated with value orientations toward global issues 

such as sustainability. This study addresses that question. 
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Sustainability Attitudes and Environmental Education in EFL Teacher Preparation 

Environmental education has slowly developed to include ESD, an approach that considers 

environmental, social, and economic factors [10]. With this wider perspective, sustainable 

environmental education seeks not only to provide knowledge about ecological problems but also 

to foster the values, attitudes, and sense of responsibility that lead to action; attitudes are therefore 

a key outcome. In Türkiye, Yıldız [24] developed the Sustainable Environment Attitude Scale to 

measure such attitudes among teachers and pre-service teachers. In this study, this scale assesses 

SEE-A as the evaluative element: positive or negative judgments about and concern regarding 

environmental and resource problems, as well as consumption habits. This construct is narrower 

than general pro-environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, global citizenship, or 

willingness to incorporate sustainability into teaching. None of these aspects were measured, and 

so the conclusions drawn here apply only to the attitude score. 

Competence-oriented frameworks for sustainability emphasize systemic, anticipatory, and 

normative abilities that extend beyond expressing a favorable attitude [25]. Higher-education 

research likewise distinguishes sustainability-related competencies that can be cultivated through 

teaching from the mere endorsement of environmental concerns [26]. Accordingly, the SEE-A 

measure should not be treated as a proxy for the participants’ teaching skills or capacity for 

environmental action. 

Studies carried out in the field of higher education indicate that students tend to have a 

positive attitude towards sustainability, even though their views are not always reflected in their 

actions: Kagawa [27] discovered that a favorable opinion could exist alongside a reluctance to alter 

one's own way of life, and Cotton et al. [28] noted that sustainability is generally incorporated into 

higher education in a gradual manner rather than through radical changes. This distinction between 

attitude and behavior is also relevant to L2 research, where IP is a disposition that can predict actual 

L2 communication but is not the same as it [4]. Because both constructs are dispositions, a 

correlation between them provides no direct information about behavior. 

Studies involving pre-service teachers show that targeted instruction can change 

sustainability attitudes. Tomas et al. [15] reported improvements in self-efficacy, knowledge of 

sustainability issues, and interest in these issues after a dedicated education-for-sustainability unit, 

and Khazen et al. [29] reported increases in environmental attitudes and willingness to act after a 

six-week program including inquiry-based learning, outdoor observation, and micro-teaching. 

These intervention findings come from other contexts and designs. For a cross-sectional sample 

such as ours, they suggest that program experience may explain differences between year groups, 

but differences in cohort composition and self-selection are equally plausible alternative 

explanations that the present design cannot separate. 

The attitude–action distinction is also salient in research on environmental engagement: 

hope, coping, and other motivational resources can matter for whether environmental concern 

translates into action [30]. These mechanisms were not operationalized here, and no account of 

environmental behavior is inferred from SEE-A scores. 

Researchers have also examined gender in great detail. Across countries and age groups, 

women tend to have more positive environmental attitudes and concerns than men [31]. A 

comprehensive review found a gender gap, though it is clearer in behavior than in attitudes [14]. 

Yet this pattern is not consistent. For example, Drake et al. [32] found no gender differences in 

environmental literacy among university students, even though women showed greater concern and 
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felt more empowered to make a difference through everyday actions. These conflicting results 

suggest that gender differences may depend on which aspect of environmental orientation is 

measured. Because gender differences in environmental attitudes are well documented, whereas 

findings for IP are mixed [3], [23], the present study examines gender only as an exploratory 

comparison to describe the sample, not as a theory-testing question. 

A growing body of research shows that English-language classrooms can contribute 

significantly to sustainability education. A systematic review of studies carried out between 2013 

and 2023 revealed that interdisciplinary curricula, project-based activities, teacher training, and 

alternative methods of assessment are able to enhance both students' language skills and their 

awareness of environmental issues, although the absence of appropriate materials and the poor 

correspondence with language learning objectives still constitute problems [9]. In a survey of 345 

stakeholders in English language teacher education conducted in Europe, Barros del Río and 

Mediavilla-Martínez [33] found that people generally hold positive views on eco-social issues, but 

these views are mainly based on personal interest rather than institutional requirements. In this 

literature, evidence that environmental content can be taught through English is stronger than 

evidence that it improves English communication or L2 motivation; the review itself identified 

weak alignment with language-learning objectives as a recurring problem [9]. We keep this 

distinction throughout the paper. 

In Türkiye, Arslan and Curle [34] examined how the English language curriculum presents 

the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to high school students. Their 

subsequent interview study revealed that qualified EFL teachers view sustainability as a lifelong 

process relevant to all educational levels, although they also identified a narrow curriculum, limited 

contact time, and low parental awareness as obstacles [8]. Regarding pre-service teachers, Yılmaz 

Fındık et al. [35] found that of the 133 pre-service EFL teachers in their research, the majority had 

never received training in sustainable development, generally linked it to economic growth, and did 

not see a connection between it and ELT; yet the participants clearly expressed a strong desire for 

a sustainability course specific to ELT. Intervention studies are promising. For example, Arikan 

and Zorba [36] demonstrated that a short program using literary texts increased pre-service EFL 

teachers’ understanding of the SDGs, their attitudes toward them, and their confidence in relating 

the SDGs to language teaching. 

 

Global Issues, Intercultural Citizenship, and the Construct Boundary 

The relationship between attitudes toward sustainability and IP can be viewed through the concept 

of global citizenship. Reysen and Katzarska-Miller [37] proposed that global awareness and a 

supportive normative environment foster a sense of global citizenship, which in turn predicts 

prosocial values such as intergroup empathy, valuing diversity, social justice, environmental 

sustainability, and responsibility to act. Morais and Ogden [38] defined global citizenship as 

encompassing social responsibility, global competence, and civic engagement. Development 

education scholars argue that global learning should connect knowledge of global issues with social 

justice values and a commitment to action [39]. This study did not directly measure global 

citizenship; it uses it as an interpretive framework to suggest why the two dispositions may covary. 

Its potential role as a shared orientation or mediator remains speculative and would require direct 

measurement. 
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Intercultural citizenship scholarship connects critical engagement with issues beyond one’s 

immediate community to the purposes of foreign-language learning, while recognizing that 

citizenship-related reflection is not equivalent to linguistic performance [12], [40]. A critical global 

citizenship perspective further cautions against treating awareness, endorsement, and meaningful 

action as the same outcome [41]. Together these perspectives help motivate, but do not establish, a 

possible association between environmental values and international orientation. 

Environmental responsibility and openness to the international community may share a 

common foundation, as both require looking beyond one's immediate group and recognizing 

interdependence [37], [38]. UNESCO [7] also identifies environmental awareness and intercultural 

sensitivity as related elements of ESD and global citizenship. However, the two measures used in 

this study partially overlap in content. For example, the International Posture Scale (IPS) includes 

an item on international issues such as environmental and north–south issues [2], [3], while the 

attitude scale addresses global environmental problems like climate change and resource depletion. 

This overlap could inflate correlations due to shared content rather than a substantive relationship. 

Therefore, we examine whether associations are limited to the subscale containing the overlapping 

item. To date, no study has empirically tested the relationship between these two dispositions 

among pre-service EFL teachers. 

Existing research suggests why these two orientations might be related but does not test the 

relationship. Studies of IP explain its variance mainly through language exposure, intercultural 

contact, and motivational or socio-emotional variables [3], [6], [23]; studies of global citizenship 

link global awareness to prosocial values, including environmental sustainability, but do not address 

L2 motivation [37], [38]; and studies of sustainability in ELT describe teachers’ and pre-service 

teachers’ views of ESD [8], [33], [35] without considering their orientation toward the international 

community. None of these lines of research shows whether IP is part of a broader orientation toward 

global issues that also includes environmental attitudes, or whether it is a more specifically 

communicative disposition. The theoretical interest of the present study lies in this distinction rather 

than in its setting: if environmental attitudes are associated mainly with the communicative 

dimensions of IP, this would suggest that concern with global issues is linked to L2-related 

motivation; if they are associated to a similar degree with all dimensions, a general global 

orientation shared by both measures is the more parsimonious explanation. Turkish pre-service EFL 

teachers are an informative group for this question because previous studies describe their 

international contact as limited [3], [22] and their view of sustainability as narrow [35]. 

Taken together, pre-service EFL teachers appear open to sustainability education, but their 

preparation in this area is inconsistent, and it is unclear how their sustainability attitudes relate to 

IP, which is central to L2 motivation. Two competing expectations can be stated. If sustainability 

attitudes and IP both reflect a general concern with global issues, SEE-A should correlate positively 

and to a similar degree with all IP dimensions. If, instead, sustainability attitudes are linked 

specifically to an outward, communicative orientation, the correlations should be clearly stronger 

for the dimensions that involve engaging with people and audiences abroad (intergroup approach–

avoidance tendency and having things to communicate to the world) than for interest in 

international news. Neither pattern would show that sustainability dispositions promote L2 

communication; that question requires behavioral and contextual data not included in this study. 

Therefore, we use them as a theoretically motivated framework for interpretation, not as pre-

registered hypotheses. 
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METHODS 

Research Design 

A correlational survey design was used as a quantitative approach because it describes the presence, 

direction, and strength of relationships between two or more variables without changing them [42], 

[43]. The variables examined were SEE-A and IP, the latter comprising four dimensions. Since the 

design is correlational, the relationships shown here are not to be taken as causal. Both instruments 

were administered once, in a single session and in one questionnaire, during the autumn term of the 

2025–2026 academic year, before mid-November 2025. Because all variables were measured at the 

same time with self-report scales, the design cannot establish the direction of any association: 

attitudes toward sustainability could influence IP, IP could influence these attitudes, or both could 

reflect a third variable such as exposure to English or general openness. Common-method variance 

may also inflate the correlations [44]. Accordingly, we report and interpret the results as 

associations only. 

 

Participants 

The study group consisted of 172 undergraduate students enrolled in the ELT program at the Faculty 

of Education of Yozgat Bozok University during the autumn term of the 2025–2026 academic year. 

Of the 242 students enrolled in the program in that term, 172 completed the questionnaire (71.1%). 

The participants were selected through convenience sampling: students in all four-year groups were 

invited to take part in class, and those who agreed completed a printed form. All 172 students who 

completed the questionnaire were included in the analysis; there were no missing item responses. 

Table 1 presents the participants' demographic characteristics. Because the sample was a 

convenience sample from a single program, it is not assumed to be representative of pre-service 

EFL teachers in Türkiye; the year groups were of similar size (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

Variable Category f % 

Gender Female 104 60.5 

 Male 68 39.5 

Year of study First year 41 23.8 

 Second year 46 26.7 

 Third year 39 22.7 

 Fourth year 46 26.7 

Age 18–20 67 38.9 

 21–23 79 45.9 

 24–25 26 15.2 

Total  172 100.0 

 

Table 1 shows that 60.5% of participants were female and 39.5% were male. The 

distribution across the four-year groups was relatively even, with each group representing between 

22.7% and 26.7% of the sample. Most participants were aged 18 to 23. 
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Data Collection Instruments 

SEE-A was measured with the 27-item Sustainable Environment Attitude Scale, which Yıldız [24] 

developed with 213 teachers and pre-service teachers; it has three factors (environment is important, 

use of environmental resources, and consumption habits) and a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 [24]. The 

complete scale was administered in its original Turkish version. Sixteen items are positively worded 

(for example, "The idea that nature cannot renew the resources we consume so quickly worries 

me"), and eleven are negatively worded (items 7–10, 13, 16, 17, 20, and 22–24; for example, "Soil 

loss in other parts of the world does not concern me"). Responses were scored from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree); negatively worded items were reverse-coded (6 − raw score), and 

the SEE-A score is the mean of the 27 items, with higher scores indicating more favorable attitudes. 

Because the items concern environmental concern, resource use, and consumption habits, the scale 

measures attitudes toward environmental sustainability, not knowledge of sustainability or 

readiness to teach it. The factor structure was not re-established in this sample, so the total score 

was used. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was .93; four negatively worded items (20, 22, 23, and 

24) had corrected item–total correlations below .20, and a sensitivity analysis without them is 

reported. 

IP was measured with the IPS developed by Yashima [1] and revised by Yashima [2]. It 

includes 20 items divided among four subscales: intergroup approach–avoidance tendency (six 

items), interest in an international vocation or activities (six items), interest in international news 

(four items), and having things to communicate to the world (four items). Items were rated on a 

five-point scale coded 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = no idea, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly 

agree. Examples include "I'm interested in an international career" and "I have ideas about 

international issues, such as environmental issues and north-south issues"; the latter belongs to the 

having-things-to-communicate subscale. Seven negatively worded items (for instance, "I try to 

avoid talking with foreigners if I can") were reverse-coded (6 − raw score), so that higher scores 

indicate a stronger IP. Subscale scores were calculated as the mean of their items. Because the 

research questions concern the four dimensions, we analyzed subscale scores; for completeness, we 

also report their correlation with the total IP score (the mean of the four subscale scores). Following 

Demir [3], we adapted the first item to the local context ("I want to make friends with international 

students studying in Turkey"). In Türkiye, researchers administered the English version of the scale 

to 602 undergraduate English majors in ELT, English language and literature, and translation and 

interpreting programs; the total scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .81, and the subscales ranged from 

.71 to .75 [3]. A Turkish version, created through translation and back-translation, has also been 

used with pre-service primary school teachers [22]. Because the current study participants were 

ELT students who study in English, we administered the English version used in [3] without further 

wording changes. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale was .91, and for the subscales 

it ranged from .82 to .84 (specifically .82 for the intergroup approach–avoidance tendency, .82 for 

interest in an international vocation or activities, .82 for interest in international news, and .84 for 

having things to communicate to the world); corrected item–total correlations for the 20 items 

ranged from .32 to .71. Cronbach’s alpha indicates internal consistency only. We adopted the IPS's 

four-factor structure from previous validation work [2], [3] and did not re-establish it in this sample. 
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Data Collection Procedure and Ethics 

The Yozgat Bozok University Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee had already approved 

the study (decision no. 24/65, dated 16 April 2025). In the autumn term of the 2025–2026 academic 

year, the data were gathered face to face, using printed forms handed out in class. The ethics 

application also permitted an online form, but no data were collected online. Participants were 

informed of the study's aim, that participation was voluntary and they could leave at any time, and 

that their answers would remain confidential and be used solely for research purposes. Completing 

the questionnaire took about 10 to 12 minutes. The approval covers the present study, including its 

instruments and data collection procedure. Participants gave their consent after reading the 

information provided on the first page of the printed form. No names or student numbers were 

collected, and participation did not affect course grades. To reduce possible pressure arising from 

the instructor–student relationship, the questionnaires were administered by the first author, an 

undergraduate student, rather than by course instructors. 

 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using SPSS 27.0; Holm-adjusted p values and Steiger’s z tests were 

calculated manually in a spreadsheet. Scale and subscale scores were calculated as item means; 

there were no missing responses. The SEE-A score was negatively skewed (skewness = −1.76, 

kurtosis = 2.44), whereas the IP scores were approximately symmetric (Table 2); Spearman 

correlations, Welch’s tests, and Mann–Whitney and Kruskal–Wallis tests were therefore run as 

robustness checks. The primary analysis (RQ1) consisted of Pearson correlations between SEE-A 

and the four IP dimensions with 95% confidence intervals; Holm’s correction was applied to these 

four correlations, and differences between them were tested with Steiger’s z test. A 23-item SEE-

A score without the four weakly discriminating items served as a sensitivity check. For RQ2, we 

calculated means, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals; the conventional five-point 

interval bands were used only to describe where a mean lies on the response scale. RQ3 was 

exploratory: gender differences were examined with independent-samples t tests, and year-of-study 

differences with one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) followed by Games–Howell comparisons, 

because variances were unequal for SEE-A (Levene’s p = .019). Effect sizes (Cohen’s d and η²) are 

reported with 95% confidence intervals, and Holm’s correction was applied within each family of 

five tests. We used a two-tailed significance level of .05, and we do not interpret nonsignificant 

results as evidence of equivalence. With N = 172, the study had approximately 75% power to detect 

a correlation of .20. 

To examine whether item-content overlap could account for the associations, we used the 

IPS structure. The only IPS item that refers to environmental issues belongs to the having-things-

to-communicate subscale; the other three subscales (intergroup approach–avoidance tendency, 

interest in international vocation or activities, and interest in international news) contain no 

environmental content. If the associations were produced by overlapping content, SEE-A should 

correlate clearly more strongly with the having-things-to-communicate subscale than with the other 

three. We therefore compared the size of these dependent correlations with Steiger’s z test. In 

addition, we recomputed the having-things-to-communicate score four times, each time omitting 

one of its four items (items 17–20 of the IPS; item 19 is the environmental item), and correlated 

each three-item score with SEE-A; if the association depended on the environmental item, it should 

drop clearly when item 19 was omitted. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

Pre-Service EFL Teachers’ Levels of SEE-A and IP 

The descriptive statistics for the SEE-A and the IP dimensions are given in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for SEE-A and IP Dimensions 

Scale / 

Dimension 

M SD 95% CI α Skew. Kurt. 

SEE-A 3.95 0.77 [3.83, 

4.06] 

.93 −1.76 2.44 

Intergroup 

approach–

avoidance 

tendency 

3.49 1.06 [3.33, 

3.65] 

.82 −0.52 −0.53 

Interest in 

international 

vocation or 

activities 

3.39 1.05 [3.24, 

3.55] 

.82 −0.13 −1.07 

Interest in 

international 

news 

3.75 0.98 [3.60, 

3.89] 

.82 −0.33 −0.98 

Having things 

to 

communicate 

to the world 

3.59 0.94 [3.45, 

3.73] 

.84 −0.33 −0.77 

IP (total) 3.56 0.81 [3.43, 

3.68] 

.91 −0.06 −1.19 

 

Table 2 shows that the mean SEE-A score was 3.95 (SD = 0.77, 95% CI [3.83, 4.06]). On 

the five-point response scale, this mean lies just below “agree” (4); that is, participants on average 

evaluated environmental sustainability favorably, and the negatively skewed distribution shows that 

most responses were concentrated at the favorable end of the scale. In terms of the conventional 

interval bands, it falls in the ‘high’ band, but this label is only descriptive. The IP dimension means 

ranged from 3.39 for interest in international vocation or activities (95% CI [3.24, 3.55]) to 3.75 for 

interest in international news (95% CI [3.60, 3.89]). Because the sample was a convenience sample 

from a single program, these values describe only this group. 

Figure 1 visualizes the reported sample means with their original 95% confidence intervals; 

this is a descriptive display, not an additional inferential comparison. 
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Figure 1. Reported mean scores and 95% confidence intervals for SEE-A and IP dimensions (N = 

172). 

 

Relationships Between SEE-A and IP 

Table 3 presents the Pearson correlation coefficients between SEE-A and the IP dimensions. 

 

Table 3. Pearson Correlations Between SEE-A and IP Dimensions 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 

1. SEE-A 

(Total) 

—     

2. Intergroup 

approach–

avoidance 

tendency 

.17* —    

3. Interest in 

intl. vocation 

or activities 

.18* .57*** —   

4. Interest in 

international 

news 

.15* .54*** .55*** —  

5. Having 

things to 

communicate 

to the world 

.21** .40*** .53*** .64*** — 

 

Table 3 shows that SEE-A correlated positively but weakly with all four IP dimensions: 

intergroup approach–avoidance tendency, r(170) = .17, 95% CI [.02, .31], p = .026; interest in 

international vocation or activities, r(170) = .18, 95% CI [.03, .32], p = .018; interest in international 

news, r(170) = .15, 95% CI [.00, .29], p = .049; and having things to communicate to the world, 

r(170) = .21, 95% CI [.06, .35], p = .006. After Holm’s correction, only the correlation with having 

things to communicate to the world remained significant (adjusted p = .023); the other three were 

not significant (adjusted p = .055 for each). According to Cohen’s [45] benchmarks, all four are 
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small associations, corresponding to 2%–4% shared variance, and the lower limits of three of the 

confidence intervals were close to zero. Steiger’s z tests showed that the four coefficients did not 

differ significantly from one another (z = −0.94 to 0.41, all p > .34). Spearman correlations (ρ = .13 

to .29) and a 23-item SEE-A score without the four weakly discriminating items (α = .95; r = .14 to 

.20) gave the same pattern, with having things to communicate to the world again showing the 

strongest association (Supplementary File S1). The IP dimensions were positively and moderately 

to strongly correlated with one another (r = .40 to .64, p < .001), indicating that they represent 

related aspects of a common orientation. 

Figure 2 displays the four reported Pearson correlations and their 95% confidence intervals. 

Only the association with having things to communicate to the world remained statistically 

significant after Holm correction; overlapping confidence intervals alone are not tests of coefficient 

differences. 

 
 

Figure 2. Pearson correlations of SEE-A with four IP dimensions (N = 172); horizontal ranges 

are reported 95% confidence intervals. 

 

Item-overlap check. The association with the having-things-to-communicate subscale, 

which contains the only IPS item referring to environmental issues (r = .21), was numerically the 

largest but was not significantly stronger than the associations with the three subscales that contain 

no environmental content (r = .15 to .18; Steiger’s z tests, all p > .34). When each of the four items 

of this subscale was omitted in turn, the correlation between SEE-A and the remaining three-item 

score ranged from .18 to .24 (all p < .02). Without the environmental item (item 19), the correlation 

was unchanged, r(170) = .21, 95% CI [.06, .34], p = .007 (α = .77 for the three remaining items), 

and item 19 itself correlated .18 with SEE-A; the association therefore did not depend on the 

environmental item. Because the three content-free subscales showed similar associations, the 

overall pattern cannot be attributed to the overlapping item, although with associations this small 

the check has limited power to detect differences between coefficients. 

 

Exploratory Comparisons by Gender 

Table 4 presents the results of the t-tests conducted on female and male pre-service teachers. 
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Table 4. Independent-Samples t-Test Results by Gender 

Scale / 

Dimension 

Female M 

(SD) 

Male M 

(SD) 

t(170) p d [95% CI] 

SEE-A 

(Total) 

3.93 (0.75) 3.97 (0.79) −0.31 .760 −0.05 [−0.35, 

0.26] 

Intergroup 

approach–

avoidance 

tendency 

3.41 (1.01) 3.62 (1.12) −1.29 .200 −0.20 [−0.51, 

0.11] 

Interest in 

intl. vocation 

or activities 

3.29 (1.04) 3.56 (1.04) −1.65 .100 −0.26 [−0.56, 

0.05] 

Interest in 

international 

news 

3.65 (0.97) 3.90 (0.98) −1.68 .095 −0.26 [−0.57, 

0.04] 

Having things 

to 

communicate 

to the world 

3.51 (0.91) 3.72 (0.97) −1.42 .157 −0.22 [−0.53, 

0.08] 

 

In the exploratory comparisons by gender (Table 4), female (M = 3.93, SD = 0.75) and male 

participants (M = 3.97, SD = 0.79) did not differ significantly in their SEE-A, mean difference = 

−0.04, 95% CI [−0.27, 0.20], t(170) = −0.31, p = .760, d = −0.05, 95% CI [−0.35, 0.26]; the three 

SEE-A factors did not differ either (all p > .70). No significant gender differences were found in 

any IP dimension (all p > .09); male participants scored numerically higher on all four dimensions 

(d = −0.20 to −0.26), but all confidence intervals included zero. These intervals were too wide (for 

example, −0.59 to 0.05 for the mean difference in interest in international vocation or activities) to 

show that female and male participants have equivalent scores. Gender composition did not differ 

significantly across the year groups, χ² (3) = 1.68, p = .641. These results describe this sample only. 

 

Exploratory Comparisons by Year of Study 

The results of the one-way ANOVA comparing SEE-A and IP scores across the four year groups 

are given in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA Results by Year of Study 

Scale / 

Dimension 

1st 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

2nd 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

3rd 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

4th 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

F(3, 

168) 

p η² Significant 

difference 

SEE-A 

(Total) 

4.09 

(0.62) 

3.83 

(0.82) 

4.17 

(0.63) 

3.75 

(0.88) 

3.11 .028* .05 None 

(Games–

Howell) 

Intergroup 

approach–

avoidance 

3.65 

(0.92) 

3.46 

(1.01) 

3.56 

(1.14) 

3.33 

(1.15) 

0.76 .518 .01 – 

Interest in 

intl. vocation 

3.37 

(1.05) 

3.37 

(1.12) 

3.53 

(1.05) 

3.32 

(1.00) 

0.33 .805 .01 – 
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Scale / 

Dimension 

1st 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

2nd 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

3rd 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

4th 

Year 

M 

(SD) 

F(3, 

168) 

p η² Significant 

difference 

Interest in 

intl. news 

3.68 

(0.88) 

3.63 

(1.03) 

3.94 

(0.93) 

3.77 

(1.04) 

0.78 .506 .01 – 

Having 

things to 

communicate 

3.52 

(0.85) 

3.68 

(0.86) 

3.69 

(1.02) 

3.48 

(1.02) 

0.57 .638 .01 – 

 

The exploratory one-way ANOVA (Table 5) indicated a difference in SEE-A across the 

year groups, F(3, 168) = 3.11, p = .028, η² = .05, 95% CI [.00, .12]; Welch’s ANOVA, F(3, 93.2) 

= 3.14, p = .029, and the Kruskal–Wallis test, H(3) = 9.19, p = .027, gave the same result. The 

pattern, however, was not monotonic: third-year (M = 4.17, SD = 0.63) and first-year students (M 

= 4.09, SD = 0.62) had the highest means, and fourth-year (M = 3.75, SD = 0.88) and second-year 

students (M = 3.83, SD = 0.82) the lowest. Because the variances were unequal, Games–Howell 

comparisons were used, and no pairwise difference was significant (largest: third vs. fourth year, 

mean difference = 0.43, adjusted p = .054). The omnibus result did not remain significant after 

Holm’s correction across the five year-of-study tests (adjusted p = .140). Because each year group 

consisted of different students assessed once, any such difference would be a between-cohort 

difference, not a change over time; gender composition did not differ across the year groups. None 

of the IP dimensions differed significantly across the year groups (all p > .50, all η² ≤ .01). 

Figure 3 shows the reported SEE-A means by year of study. The cross-sectional differences 

are descriptive cohort contrasts and should not be interpreted as within-person change over the 

teacher education program. 

 
Figure 3. Mean SEE-A scores by year of study; labels show the source-reported group standard 

deviations (descriptive cohorts, not longitudinal trends) 
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Discussion 

The study examined whether pre-service EFL teachers’ SEE-A is associated with the dimensions 

of their IP. The main result is that these attitudes correlated positively but weakly, and to a similar 

degree, with all four IP dimensions; only the association with having things to communicate to the 

world remained significant after correction for multiple tests. This primary finding is discussed 

first, followed by the descriptive and exploratory results. 

Regarding the primary question (RQ1), pre-service teachers with more favorable attitudes 

toward environmental sustainability tended, to a small extent, to report more ideas that they would 

like to communicate to the world; the associations with interest in international vocations or 

activities, the tendency to approach rather than avoid people from other cultures, and interest in 

international news were of similar size but did not remain significant after correction. The direction 

of these associations is consistent with the view that environmental responsibility and an 

international orientation may both be components of a broader global citizenship orientation [37], 

[38], and with UNESCO’s [7] framing of environmental awareness and intercultural sensitivity as 

related aims of ESD. Their size, however, indicates that any such shared orientation accounts for 

only a small part of the variance in either disposition (about 2%–4%). Because global citizenship 

was not measured, this remains an interpretation rather than a demonstrated mechanism. 

What do these correlations add to IP research? In Yashima’s [1], [4] model, IP matters for 

L2 learning because it predicts WTC and, through WTC, actual L2 communication. The present 

results suggest that IP is largely distinct from evaluative orientations toward a global environmental 

issue: the two dispositions shared at most about 4% of their variance. Two features of the results 

argue against reading even this small association as evidence of a specifically communicative 

mechanism. First, the four correlations did not differ significantly in size. The only association that 

remained significant after correction involved having things to communicate to the world, which is 

in the direction of the second expectation stated in the Introduction; however, it was not 

significantly stronger than the association with interest in international news, and the association 

with the intergroup approach–avoidance tendency was not stronger either, so the data do not 

discriminate clearly between the two expectations. With associations of this size, the study also had 

limited power to detect differences between coefficients. Second, the study did not measure WTC 

and L2 use, so it cannot be said whether the shared variance between the two dispositions affects 

readiness to communicate in English. Three alternative accounts must also be considered. The first 

is content overlap: one IPS item refers explicitly to environmental issues, and several SEE-A items 

refer to global environmental problems; however, the association with the having-things-to-

communicate subscale remained of similar size when any one of its items, including the 

environmental item, was omitted, so the overlapping item does not explain the result. The second 

is common-method variance, since both scales are self-report Likert measures completed in one 

session [44]; because common-method variance tends to inflate correlations, the substantive 

association may be even weaker. The third is omitted variables such as exposure to English, 

intercultural contact, and general openness, which may underlie both dispositions. Pairwise 

correlations alone do not establish discriminant validity, which would require a joint measurement 

model. 

Regarding the descriptive question (RQ2), participants on average evaluated environmental 

sustainability favorably (M = 3.95, 95% CI [3.83, 4.06]), and their responses were concentrated at 

the favorable end of the scale, consistent with previous studies showing that university students and 
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pre-service teachers generally report positive views of sustainability [15], [27]. This ceiling effect 

also restricts SEE-A variance and may have attenuated its correlations with IP. Favorable attitude 

ratings, however, do not show that participants have the knowledge, pedagogical content 

knowledge, or readiness needed to teach sustainability through English; in Türkiye, Yılmaz Fındık 

et al. [35] found that pre-service EFL teachers may hold positive attitudes without a clear 

understanding of sustainable development or of how to incorporate it into language teaching. 

Intervention research can test whether teacher education can turn such attitudes into practice by 

measuring both environmental and language-learning outcomes. 

Participants’ mean scores on the IP dimensions ranged from 3.39 to 3.75, that is, between 

“no idea” and “agree” on the response scale; interest in international news was rated highest and 

interest in international vocation or activities lowest. Direct comparisons with earlier Turkish 

studies, such as the study of pre-service primary school teachers who completed a Turkish version 

of the scale [22] and Demir’s [3] finding that English majors tended to focus on local rather than 

international matters, are limited by differences in program, instrument version, and sampling. 

Because the data were self-reported, social desirability may also have inflated the scores. 

Regarding the exploratory comparisons (RQ3), female and male participants did not differ 

significantly in their attitudes toward environmental sustainability (d = −0.05, 95% CI [−0.35, 

0.26]). This contrasts with studies showing that women tend to report stronger environmental 

attitudes and concerns [14], [31], but it aligns with evidence that gender differences are inconsistent 

and may depend on the aspect of environmental orientation being measured [32]. The ceiling 

tendency of SEE-A scores in this sample, which leaves little room for group differences, is one 

possible reason; differences in the program's composition are another. Because this was an 

exploratory comparison in a single convenience sample, the confidence interval cannot exclude 

small differences in either direction, and the result should not be generalized. 

No significant gender difference was found in IP; male participants scored slightly higher 

on all four dimensions, but not significantly. Earlier findings on gender and IP are mixed: Dağtaş 

and Zaimoğlu [23] found that female students obtained higher IP scores, whereas Demir’s [3] study 

revealed only a weak association. Possible explanations for the null result, for example, that IP 

depends more on exposure to English, content-based learning, study abroad, or intercultural 

experience than on gender [3], [4], [5], [17], could not be tested here because these variables were 

not measured; they remain untested rival explanations. In addition, the confidence intervals for the 

gender differences in IP were wide enough to include small differences in either direction, so the 

result should not be read as evidence that female and male participants have equivalent IP. 

The year groups differed in SEE-A in the omnibus test, but the pattern was not monotonic 

(the third- and first-year groups had the highest means), no pairwise contrast was significant, and 

the omnibus effect would not remain significant after correction for multiple tests. These results 

therefore provide no evidence of a systematic difference between earlier and later cohorts. Because 

different students were assessed once in each year group, any such difference would be a between-

cohort difference, not evidence of change over time, and could reflect differences in cohort 

composition or self-selection into the program. 

IP scores did not differ significantly across the year groups. This cross-sectional null result 

does not show that IP remains unchanged during the program or that progressing through the 

program does not increase it; it shows only that, in this sample, the four cohorts did not differ 

detectably at one point in time. The result is nevertheless consistent with Demir’s [3] finding that, 
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among English majors, year of study had only a weak and negative association with IP, whereas 

having traveled abroad, the number of countries visited, and international contact were associated 

with higher IP. Pre-service teachers in Türkiye have also described a lack of intercultural experience 

as a barrier to a more international outlook [22]. Whether structured intercultural opportunities, 

such as international or virtual exchanges or work with international students, increase IP is a 

question for longitudinal or intervention research. 

From a language-and-communication perspective, the small correlations are more 

informative as boundaries on interpretation than as a rationale for a new language-learning 

intervention. The results identify modest covariation between environmental evaluations and the 

language-related orientation of IP; they do not identify specific communicative acts, intercultural 

interactions, digital exchanges, or shifts in L2 learning motivation. Research incorporating observed 

communication outcomes and contextual measures would be needed before drawing such 

conclusions [11], [16], [20], [21]. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In a single-program sample of 172 Turkish pre-service EFL teachers, SEE-A covaried positively 

but weakly with the four dimensions of IP (r = .15 to .21); only the association with having things 

to communicate to the world remained significant after correction for multiple tests, and the four 

coefficients did not differ significantly from one another. The contribution of the study to IP 

research is therefore mainly a delimiting one: IP shared only a small amount of variance (about 

2%–4%) with an evaluative orientation toward a global environmental issue, which suggests that it 

is largely distinct from such value orientations rather than an expression of a general concern with 

global problems. Because the study was cross-sectional and correlational, and because it did not 

measure English use, WTC, proficiency, intercultural contact, or teaching practice, it does not show 

that integrating sustainability content into EFL teacher education would strengthen IP or English 

communication. This proposition can be tested next, for example, in a longitudinal or quasi-

experimental study in which sustainability-themed communicative tasks, such as comparing 

climate adaptation projects in different countries or exchanging messages about local 

environmental issues with learners in another country, are evaluated for their effects on IP, WTC, 

L2 use, and environmental attitudes. 

 

LIMITATIONS 

The study has certain limitations. First, the data came from a convenience sample in a single ELT 

program at a state university; therefore, the results cannot be generalized widely. Second, because 

the research uses a cross-sectional, correlational design, it cannot draw causal conclusions or 

determine directionality, and the differences observed among year groups may reflect cohort 

differences rather than developmental change. Third, all data were self-reported and collected 

through two questionnaires completed at the same time, so social desirability and common method 

bias are possible [44]. Fourth, one IPS item refers to environmental issues, and several SEE-A items 

refer to global environmental problems. Although the item-overlap check suggests that this does 

not explain the observed associations, content overlap may contribute to them. Fifth, this sample 

did not test the structural validity of the two scales. The SEE-A was taken from an unpublished 

master’s thesis [24] in which it was developed with teachers and pre-service teachers; its three-
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factor structure was not re-tested here, one of its factors showed low internal consistency (α = .64), 

four negatively worded items correlated weakly with the total score, and SEE-A scores were 

negatively skewed, which may have attenuated the correlations. Sixth, several exploratory tests 

were conducted, and their unadjusted p-values should be interpreted with caution; with N = 172, 

the study also had only about 75% power to detect a correlation of .20. Finally, factors that may 

influence IP, such as exposure to English outside the classroom [3], previous international 

experience, participation in the Erasmus program, or contact with international students, were not 

considered. 

Most importantly for the language-learning interpretation of the findings, the study recorded 

no language outcomes. The study did not measure actual English use, L2 proficiency, WTC or 

communication behavior, intercultural contact, digital interaction in English, or the integration of 

sustainability content into classroom teaching. These omissions are not merely sampling 

limitations: they mean that the study can speak to the covariation of two dispositions, but not to 

whether either of them affects L2 communication or teaching. 
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