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Abstract
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) creates new possibilities for English language teaching while requiring lecturers to make technological, pedagogical, and ethical decisions. This mixed-methods study examined the self-reported readiness of 30 English lecturers at the Academy of Finance, Vietnam. A context-specific questionnaire informed by the UNESCO AI Competency Framework for Teachers was followed by semi-structured interviews with six lecturers. Descriptive statistics and thematic analysis indicated positive perceived readiness, especially in Attitudes and Self-Efficacy, whereas Pedagogical Integration received the lowest mean. Lecturers commonly used GenAI for materials, lesson planning, and activity generation but were less confident about designing student learning with AI. They also cited inaccurate outputs, student overreliance, academic integrity, and limited pedagogical guidance. Because the questionnaire was newly developed and the sample was small, the scores describe participants' perceptions and should not be treated as validated evidence of competence. The combined findings identify a practical gap between using AI for professional tasks and integrating it purposefully into language pedagogy.
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1. Introduction
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) tools such as ChatGPT can generate and adapt texts, support lesson planning, and assist with feedback and assessment. Their adoption in higher education also raises concerns about accuracy, academic integrity, ethics, and pedagogical fit (Ogunleye et al., 2024; UNESCO, 2023). The central question is therefore how lecturers can use these tools effectively and responsibly.
In English language teaching (ELT), GenAI can support materials development, vocabulary and writing activities, translation, feedback, and lesson preparation (Kohnke et al., 2023; Moorhouse, 2024). Its educational value, however, depends on lecturers' ability to evaluate outputs and connect tool use to learning objectives. Access and operational familiarity do not by themselves produce sound classroom integration.
Lecturer readiness is therefore multidimensional. The UNESCO AI Competency Framework for Teachers covers a human-centred mindset, AI ethics, AI foundations and applications, AI pedagogy, and professional learning (Miao & Cukurova, 2024). Research on language teachers likewise links readiness to AI literacy, pedagogical knowledge, confidence, and responsible-use awareness rather than willingness to adopt a tool alone (Moorhouse, 2024; Chan & Tang, 2026).
Responsible use is especially important in language education because GenAI may produce inaccurate or contextually inappropriate content, and students may submit generated writing, translations, or summaries with limited engagement. Vietnamese EFL teachers have raised concerns about academic dishonesty, overreliance, language accuracy, cultural fit, and effects on critical thinking (Ngo et al., 2024; Hua & Le, 2024).
These issues have particular relevance at the Academy of Finance, where English teaching serves academic and professional communication in finance, accounting, economics, and business. GenAI may help lecturers adapt discipline-specific texts, explain terminology, and create professional scenarios, but its outputs still require linguistic, disciplinary, and pedagogical review.
Research has examined language teachers' early experiences with GenAI and Vietnamese EFL teachers' concerns about its classroom use, but evidence remains limited for specialized Vietnamese higher education institutions. More context-specific evidence is needed on lecturers' perceived knowledge, pedagogical integration, confidence, responsible use, challenges, and support needs.
This study examines those issues through four dimensions: AI Knowledge and Skills, Pedagogical Integration, Attitudes and Self-Efficacy, and Responsible AI Use. It also investigates the challenges lecturers encounter and the professional development and institutional support they report needing.
The study addresses the following research questions:
RQ1. What is the current level of English lecturers’ readiness for AI-enhanced language teaching at the Academy of Finance?
RQ2. What challenges do English lecturers encounter in integrating AI into their teaching?
RQ3. What professional development and institutional support do English lecturers need for effective and responsible AI-enhanced language teaching?
2. Literature Review
2.1. AI in English Language Teaching
GenAI can help language teachers create materials and activities, provide feedback, and prepare assessment tasks (Kohnke et al., 2023; Lo, 2023). Studies nevertheless show uneven readiness to incorporate these tools into professional work, with prior experience influencing perceived preparedness (Moorhouse, 2024). Tool access therefore needs to be considered separately from pedagogically appropriate use.
GenAI outputs may be inaccurate, and student use raises questions about authorship, academic integrity, and dependence on automated support (UNESCO, 2023). Vietnamese EFL teachers have reported similar concerns about dishonesty, overreliance, and possible effects on language development and critical thinking (Ngo et al., 2024). Lecturers must therefore decide when AI supports learning and when it may displace it.
2.2. English Lecturers’ Readiness for AI-Enhanced Teaching
Readiness for AI-enhanced teaching extends beyond technical skill. AI literacy includes using and critically evaluating AI and understanding its ethical implications (Ng et al., 2021). UNESCO's framework similarly combines AI foundations, pedagogy, ethics, a human-centred mindset, and professional learning (Miao & Cukurova, 2024). Readiness thus concerns technological, pedagogical, and ethical judgment.
This view is consistent with TPACK, which emphasizes the interaction of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Recent work extends that perspective to GenAI-specific literacy, prompt use, ethics, and language teaching (Chan & Tang, 2026). Vietnamese evidence also associates teacher readiness with perceived competence, attitudes, and institutional support (Dung, 2025).
The present study operationalized readiness through four related dimensions derived primarily from UNESCO's framework and supported by AI literacy, TPACK, and self-efficacy research. AI Knowledge and Skills covers GenAI functions, limitations, prompt design, and output evaluation. Pedagogical Integration concerns alignment with objectives, materials, activities, feedback, and assessment. Attitudes and Self-Efficacy covers perceived value, willingness to experiment, and confidence in learning to use AI. Responsible AI Use covers verification, academic integrity, privacy, bias, transparency, and learner overreliance. These dimensions describe related aspects of perceived readiness rather than causal stages or demonstrated competencies.
In English for Specific Purposes settings, lecturers may use AI to adapt authentic texts, explain specialized terminology, and develop professional communication tasks (Anthony, 2018). Because convincing output may still be linguistically or disciplinarily inaccurate, useful integration depends on lecturers' ability to evaluate both content and pedagogical purpose.
2.3. Research Gap and Conceptual Framework
Studies have explored language teachers' early GenAI experiences (Moorhouse, 2024), Vietnamese teachers' responses to AI-related academic integrity (Ngo et al., 2024), and factors associated with readiness (Dung, 2025). Less is known about the overall perceived readiness of English lecturers in Vietnamese institutions specializing in finance and economics.
The conceptual framework therefore places English Lecturers’ Readiness for AI-Enhanced Language Teaching at its center and represents it through the four dimensions above. UNESCO provides the main framework, while AI literacy (Ng et al., 2021), TPACK (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), and language-teacher readiness research provide complementary support. Professional development and institutional guidance are treated as contextual conditions, not as a fifth readiness dimension.
English Lecturers’ Readiness for AI-Enhanced Language Teaching: AI Knowledge and Skills – Pedagogical Integration – Attitudes and Self-Efficacy – Responsible AI Use
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
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The study also examines current GenAI uses, challenges, and support needs. These conditions are interpreted alongside the readiness scores rather than incorporated into them: RQ1 concerns the four self-reported dimensions, while RQ2 and RQ3 address the surrounding challenges and support conditions.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design and Participants
This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design (QUAN → qual) to investigate English lecturers’ readiness for AI-enhanced language teaching at the Academy of Finance, Vietnam. The quantitative phase was conducted first with 30 English lecturers to establish patterns of AI use and readiness. The subsequent qualitative phase used semi-structured interviews with six lecturers to explain and elaborate on the survey patterns, particularly differences in AI experience, pedagogical integration, perceived challenges, and support needs.
All 30 lecturers who completed the questionnaire formed the quantitative sample. For the qualitative strand, six lecturers were selected purposively from questionnaire respondents using maximum-variation criteria. Selection considered reported frequency and range of GenAI use, self-rated familiarity with GenAI, and variation in the pedagogical-integration responses so that the interview sample included lecturers with relatively limited, moderate, and more extensive AI experience. Integration occurred at the interpretation stage: interview themes were compared with the quantitative patterns and used to explain why particular readiness dimensions, challenges, and support needs received higher or lower survey responses.
3.2. Research Instruments
The questionnaire was developed from the UNESCO AI Competency Framework for Teachers (Miao & Cukurova, 2024), AI literacy research (Ng et al., 2021), TPACK (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), and research on GenAI readiness among language teachers (Moorhouse, 2024; Chan & Tang, 2026). Section A collected background information and data on GenAI experience. Section B used five-point Likert items (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) for the four readiness dimensions. Sections C and D used multiple-response checklists on current uses, challenges, and support needs. Items were reviewed for conceptual alignment, clarity, and overlap. The instrument was newly developed for descriptive profiling in this context; it was not a validated diagnostic measure of actual AI competence, and N = 30 was insufficient for robust factor-analytic validation.
The semi-structured interview guide was designed to follow up the questionnaire results. Questions explored how lecturers used GenAI, examples of successful or difficult classroom integration, reasons for confidence or hesitation, approaches to checking AI-generated content, concerns about students’ use of AI, and preferred forms of professional development and institutional support. Follow-up prompts were used to clarify responses and obtain concrete teaching examples.
3.3. Data Collection and Analysis
The questionnaire was administered to the participating lecturers, resulting in 30 valid responses. After preliminary analysis of the questionnaire, six lecturers were purposively selected and interviewed individually. Interview data were used to elaborate on quantitative patterns rather than to constitute a separate parallel strand.
Questionnaire data were summarized using frequencies and percentages for multiple-response items and means and standard deviations for the readiness dimensions. Cronbach’s alpha was .89 for the full scale and .84 for AI Knowledge and Skills, .86 for Pedagogical Integration, .82 for Attitudes and Self-Efficacy, and .80 for Responsible AI Use. These estimates indicate internal consistency in this sample but do not establish construct validity. No factor analysis was undertaken. For descriptive interpretation only, the possible 1–5 mean range was divided into three equal-width intervals: 1.00–2.33 (low), 2.34–3.67 (moderate), and 3.68–5.00 (high). These intervals are not validated competency thresholds. Interviews were analyzed through repeated reading, initial coding, grouping related codes, reviewing candidate themes, and defining the final themes in relation to the research questions. The two strands were compared during interpretation to explain survey patterns and apparent gaps.
3.4. Ethical Considerations
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Research Ethics Committee of the Academy of Finance, Vietnam (Approval dated June 15, 2026). The study was conducted in accordance with the institution’s ethical principles for research involving human participants.
Participation was entirely voluntary. Before completing the questionnaire, all participants were informed of the purpose of the study, the research procedures, the intended use of the data, and their right to decline or withdraw at any time without any academic or other consequences. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to completing the questionnaire and, separately, before participating in the follow-up interviews.
All collected data were treated confidentially and used solely for research purposes. No personally identifiable information was disclosed in the manuscript. Interview transcripts were anonymized during transcription and analysis, and all interview quotations reported in the study were attributed only to the participant codes L1–L6 to protect participants’ identities.
4. Findings and Discussion
4.1. Current Uses of GenAI in Teaching
The findings showed that AI tools had already become relatively familiar to the participating English lecturers. Of the 30 respondents, 26 (86.7%) reported having used generative AI for teaching-related purposes, although the frequency and purposes of use varied.
Table 1. Lecturers’ reported uses of GenAI in English language teaching (N = 30)
Note. Multiple responses were permitted; therefore, percentages do not sum to 100%.
	Uses of GenAI
	n
	%

	Developing teaching materials
	24
	80.0

	Generating classroom activities/exercises
	22
	73.3

	Lesson planning
	21
	70.0

	Adapting or simplifying texts
	20
	66.7

	Preparing assessment questions
	18
	60.0

	Supporting translation/terminology work
	17
	56.7

	Providing or preparing feedback
	15
	50.0

	Designing AI-integrated student activities
	11
	36.7



The most common uses were materials development (80.0%), generating learning activities (73.3%), and lesson planning (70.0%). In contrast, only 36.7% reported designing activities in which students themselves actively interacted with AI.
Most lecturers used GenAI as a teacher-support tool, whereas fewer designed student-facing AI activities. Interviewees described using it to save preparation time, generate examples, adapt reading texts, and create vocabulary or discussion activities. This contrast suggests that individual adoption was more common than pedagogical integration.
One lecturer explained the practical value of GenAI for preparation: “I use AI quite often to generate examples, simplify reading texts, and prepare vocabulary exercises. It saves a lot of preparation time, especially when I need materials related to finance or economics” (L3). However, another participant distinguished this from classroom integration: “Using AI myself is quite easy, but asking students to use it in a learning activity is different. I am still not always sure how to design the task so that they learn from AI rather than simply take the answer” (L5).
4.2. Overall Readiness for AI-Enhanced Language Teaching
Table 2. Descriptive statistics for lecturers’ self-reported readiness dimensions (N = 30)
Note. The labels are descriptive only. The 1–5 response range was divided into three equal-width intervals: 1.00–2.33 = low; 2.34–3.67 = moderate; 3.68–5.00 = high. They should not be interpreted as validated thresholds of actual AI competence.
	Dimension
	Mean
	SD
	Descriptive Interval

	Attitudes and Self-Efficacy
	4.08
	0.55
	High

	Responsible AI Use
	3.91
	0.51
	High

	AI Knowledge and Skills
	3.74
	0.58
	High

	Pedagogical Integration
	3.42
	0.63
	Moderate

	Overall self-reported readiness
	3.79
	0.49
	High


Overall, the questionnaire responses indicated relatively positive self-reported readiness (M = 3.79, SD = 0.49). Under the descriptive cut-offs used in this study, this mean falls within the “high” interval; however, the score reflects participants’ perceptions rather than a validated measure of demonstrated competence. Differences among the four dimensions provide a more nuanced descriptive picture.
Attitudes and Self-Efficacy received the highest mean score (M = 4.08). This result indicates that participants generally held positive views of AI and felt confident in their ability to learn to use emerging tools; it is not direct evidence of actual AI competence. Interviewees expected AI to remain part of higher education, and several reported that it reduced the time required for routine tasks such as generating exercises or preparing supplementary materials.
Responsible AI Use (M = 3.91) also received a relatively high self-reported mean. Lecturers reported awareness that AI-generated information needed to be verified and that students should not use AI-generated outputs without critical evaluation. Concerns about academic integrity, inaccurate information, and student dependence on AI were frequently mentioned during the interviews. This finding is consistent with Ngo et al. (2024), who identified academic integrity and learner overreliance as important concerns among Vietnamese EFL teachers.
AI Knowledge and Skills received a somewhat lower self-reported mean (M = 3.74). Although this falls within the study’s descriptive “high” interval, interview responses suggested considerable differences in practice. Some participants reported being able to refine prompts and compare AI outputs, whereas others primarily used simple instructions and accepted the initial response generated by the tool. The survey score should therefore be read as perceived readiness rather than demonstrated technical competence.
Pedagogical Integration recorded the lowest mean score (M = 3.42), falling within the study’s descriptive “moderate” interval. Lecturers reported greater confidence in using AI themselves than in designing learning experiences in which students use AI purposefully. Taken together with the interview evidence, this pattern suggests a perceived gap between AI adoption and AI-enhanced pedagogy, while not establishing participants’ actual level of pedagogical competence.
4.3. Challenges in Integrating AI into English Language Teaching
Participants were also asked about the major challenges they experienced when integrating AI into their teaching.
Table 3. Major challenges reported by lecturers (N = 30)
Note. Multiple responses were permitted; therefore, percentages do not sum to 100%.
	Challenge
	n
	%

	Difficulty evaluating the accuracy of AI-generated content
	22
	73.3

	Students’ overreliance on AI
	21
	70.0

	Academic integrity concerns
	20
	66.7

	Lack of pedagogical guidance for AI integration
	18
	60.0

	Rapid changes in AI tools
	17
	56.7

	Lack of institutional guidelines
	16
	53.3

	Data privacy and ethical concerns
	13
	43.3



The most frequently reported challenge was evaluating the accuracy of AI-generated content (73.3%). This issue was particularly relevant when AI generated explanations or examples involving specialized terminology in finance, accounting, and economics. Lecturers emphasized that AI-generated materials could not simply be transferred directly into classroom use without professional verification.
The interviews clarified why accuracy was a prominent concern. One lecturer noted, “When I ask AI to explain financial terms or create examples, the language may look convincing, but sometimes the meaning is not precise enough for our subject. I always have to check the content before giving it to students” (L4).
Student overreliance on AI (70.0%) and academic integrity (66.7%) were also prominent concerns. Interview participants noted that students could increasingly generate complete written responses, translations, or summaries without engaging sufficiently with the language-learning process.
The reported lack of pedagogical guidance (60.0%) indicates that access and operational knowledge were insufficient; lecturers also needed strategies for integrating AI in ways that supported learning.
4.4. Professional Development and Institutional Support Needs
The findings further revealed a strong demand for practical professional development.
Table 4. Lecturers’ professional development and support needs (N = 30)
Note. Multiple responses were permitted; therefore, percentages do not sum to 100%.
	Area of Support
	n
	%

	Training on pedagogical integration of AI
	25
	83.3

	Practical workshops on AI tools for ELT
	24
	80.0

	Guidance on AI use in assessment
	23
	76.7

	Institutional guidelines for responsible AI use
	22
	73.3

	Training on prompt design and evaluation of AI outputs
	20
	66.7

	Sharing good practices among lecturers
	19
	63.3

	Training on ethical and responsible AI use
	18
	60.0



The strongest need concerned pedagogical integration (83.3%), followed by practical training on AI tools for English language teaching (80.0%) and AI-supported assessment (76.7%). These results correspond closely with the relatively lower Pedagogical Integration score reported in Table 2.
Interviewees preferred practice-oriented professional development to general introductions. They wanted workshops on using AI in actual English lessons, especially for materials development, English for finance and economics, assessment, feedback, and activities requiring students to evaluate AI-generated outputs critically.
Participants also emphasized the need for concrete professional learning. One lecturer commented, “I do not need another general introduction to ChatGPT. What would help me more is a workshop where we design a real English lesson or assessment task with AI and discuss what works and what should be avoided” (L6).
4.5. Discussion
The combined survey and interview evidence indicates that lecturers’ perceived readiness was stronger for adopting AI in their own work than for designing student-facing uses. This difference should not be equated with demonstrated competence because the questionnaire was newly developed and the small sample did not support construct validation. Even so, the pattern reinforces the distinction in the UNESCO AI Competency Framework for Teachers between knowledge of AI tools and their appropriate pedagogical application (Miao & Cukurova, 2024).
Responsible-use awareness was also prominent, particularly in relation to inaccurate outputs, academic integrity, and student overreliance, concerns also reported among Vietnamese EFL teachers (Ngo et al., 2024). Verification is especially important at the Academy of Finance because AI-generated financial and economic terminology may appear plausible while remaining imprecise. The data indicate perceived awareness of these risks, not demonstrated competence in managing them.
The support priorities extend beyond introductory tool training. Practical work on pedagogical integration, AI-assisted assessment, prompt design, and responsible use would address the areas lecturers identified as most difficult. This emphasis is consistent with Miao and Cukurova’s (2024) focus on AI pedagogy and continuous professional learning and with the multidimensional readiness framework of Chan and Tang (2026).
At the institutional level, professional development could center on AI-enhanced materials and activity design, AI-supported assessment and feedback, and responsible AI practices. Structured practice-sharing could help lecturers develop approaches suited to English for finance and economics and move from preparation-oriented use toward student learning activities.
5. Conclusion
This study contributes a context-specific, mixed-methods account of English lecturers’ perceived readiness to engage with AI in teaching and learning at the Academy of Finance. By combining quantitative patterns with lecturers’ qualitative perspectives, the study provides a more nuanced understanding of how teachers perceive their current preparedness, areas of confidence, and continuing professional development needs in relation to AI-supported education. Rather than suggesting a need for broad or introductory training on AI tools, the findings point to a more targeted institutional response that prioritizes the pedagogical integration of AI into lesson and assessment design, lecturers’ capacity to critically evaluate AI-generated outputs, and strategies for guiding students toward responsible, ethical, and academically appropriate AI use. Such support may be particularly valuable as AI becomes increasingly embedded in English language teaching and higher education more broadly.
At the same time, the findings should be interpreted within the scope and methodological boundaries of the study. As the research was conducted at a single institution and focused on lecturers’ self-reported perceptions, the results are primarily descriptive and should not be generalized to English lecturers across other Vietnamese higher education contexts. In addition, the newly developed questionnaire was designed for the purposes of this study and was not subjected to full construct validation. Self-reported readiness should therefore not be interpreted as equivalent to demonstrated AI-related competence or effective classroom practice.
Future research could address these limitations by examining the dimensional structure and psychometric properties of the questionnaire with larger and more diverse samples across institutions and disciplinary contexts. It would also be valuable to triangulate self-reported readiness with performance-based tasks, classroom observations, teaching artifacts, or other forms of evidence of actual AI-supported pedagogical practice. Longitudinal and intervention-based studies could further investigate how lecturers’ AI readiness develops over time and whether targeted professional development translates into meaningful changes in teaching, assessment, and responsible AI use in higher education.
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