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Lecturers embrace ESL-oriented teaching — yet capacity and support lag the communicative demands.

— Introduction @ Research questions

knowledge.
Implementation Reality: Lecturers face uneven readiness, unpredictable student input, and
lagging institutional support.

Traditional EFL ESL-Oriented Teaching

Policy Ambition: English is no longer just a subject; it is the working medium for disciplinary /

\ . B Pressure (demand / need) B Capacity / support

1. How do Vietnamese lecturers
perceive ESL the transition?
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Pre-planned content Real-time, spontaneous adaptation 2 What communicative 1y
- Grammar and accuracy focused | - Integrated with complex content demands are needed to teach =
- Detached from disciplinary - Highly interactive and academic contents in ESL? g
application feedback-driven %
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.l Literature review

Communicative Interactional = Assessment  Institutional Training
demand competence literacy support need
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3. What competency gaps in ,
interactional competence and
assessment  literacy  affect
lecturers’ ability? 1

Pillar 1: Pillar 2: | o . : 1
Itesietionsl Competence Nssesarment THemey ‘: Conceptu al framework Positive perception nec§s.s1ty 4.12, employability 4.05.
eee—e———ee———— Highest demands — unant101pated QS 407, paraphrase 4.01.
—_—————————= —
Insight: Policy awareness initiates the transition, but high communicative Widest gap — competence 3.08-3.23 vs demand 3.91.
The inability to The difficulty of demands expose critical gaps in interaction and assessment capacity.
smoothly designing tasks and
ﬁgelfctl)rmtclllate, . rubrics that evaluate
Scalioid, and provide both complex content p : :
alternative ertepliansss Perceived | Il 1
exp]anations in kﬂOWledge al:ld Communlcatlve Competency Gaps Support Needs . Group dlfferences
: language proficiency Demands
real-time. Ll 1
simultaneously. - Awareness of policy - Interactional - Training requirements
- Role of English competence - Workload adjustments Construct Group Comparison Significance (p)
- Interaction management - Assessment literacy B2 vs C1 p=.031 o
- Real-time explanations :
Communicative Demands B2 vs C2 p=.018
Clvs C2 p=.412
| B2 vs Cl p =.009
| s Il The C ana cit imb al ance Interactional Competence B2 vs C2 p =.004 o= =
P M Methodology Cl vs C2 p=.298
B2 vs Cl p=.041
'I'he expectation drastically outpaces capacity. Assessment Literacy B2 vs C2 p =.027
Lecturers are asked to perform high-wire linguistic acts Clvs C2 p=.355
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without an institutional safety net. .’." % I I

&
Q.’ & Insight: A strict threshold effect. B2 lecturers struggle significantly more
Moderate than C1/C2 peers. Once C1 is reached, further proficiency (C2) yields
Competence diminishing returns in perceived competence.

(Mean ~3.0-3.2) Participants: Instrument: Design:

Jow Histitutional 200 Lecturers 34-item structured Quantitative cross-

High Communicative Support

across multiple universi Likert scale survey. sectional design. - -
Demands (an-ba-3 0y B divciphines (HUE), ol .l Qualifications (MA vs PhD)

(Mean ~3.9-4.1)

+ Unpredictable
Student Input

o Dimension Master’s (MA) | Doctoral (PhD) | Significance (p)
w D ep artmental Supp Ort Perceptions 3.06 4.01 p =.265
* Communicative Demands 3.95 3.84 p =.053
* B Interactional Competence 317 3.32
. Stu dy Cco nteXt \’ Assessment Literacy 3.03 3.16

V

Resources ” \ " Workload

greate sharecll ‘ /‘" Deplog' stanflarcliized "‘ ‘ Adjust teachi(rilg loeilds

. . . epartmenta rubrics clearly to accommodate the . . . .

Public university (HUB), HCMC. glossariesand distinguishing - significantly higher Insight: Doctoral-level lecturers report higher interactional

framing guides ' ' language evaluation ' ' cognitive demand of . ’

6 disciplines; English-mediated for complex key “ from content “ ESL-oriented competence and assessment literacy than Master’s-level peers,

’ | B 0‘\‘ orlugtin. O/“ PESTARER, though overall policy perceptions remain identical
XD ) '

Rapid internationalisation of HE.

@ Implications

(m S %
Practice-based PD Disciplinary resources Assessment literacy Sustained support
Micro-teaching & rehearsal Shared explanations Content vs. language Peer obs. & staged PD

-

@ Lecturers endorse the ESL transition (necessity 4.12). | ESEII’Ecelzgigy

G Demands exceed competence - 3.91 vs 3.08-3.23. Training

Conclusion

. @ Support & training lag behind - 2.86-3.02. = Shift focus to practice-based interaction and real-time response.
= Implement micro-teaching and guided rehearsal for spontaneous
- @ classroom scenarios.
\ = Provide differentiated, staged support based on proficiency thresholds /
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