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Abstract. Following international language proficiency standards, 
Vietnam has recently set the advanced English proficiency (C1- CEFR) for 
teacher graduates from an English teacher education program. 
Considering regional differences, this standard setting has raised a 
concern about its feasibility. This paper aims to report the language 
proficiency development of English teacher trainees at a Vietnamese 
university as an illustration and examine training factors that may 
influence this proficiency outcome. To this end, a self-report 
questionnaire was designed to collect the data on the trainees’ self-
assessment of EP and their responses to the training factors. A group 
interview was then conducted to obtain qualitative evidence that backed 
up the questionnaire results. The participants were 41 fourth-year EFL 
teacher students, seven of whom agreed to participate in the group 
interview. The results showed that approximately 62.4% of the candidates 
self-assessed their level equivalent to the C1-advanced proficiency, while 
a significant percentage still desired additional language proficiency 
support. Their responses to the training factors revealed that they were 
overall satisfied with the effectiveness of English proficiency training. 
Noticeably, their proficiency scores positively correlated with their use of 
self-regulated learning strategies, which in turn correlated with the types 
of teaching and assessment activities during the training years. Their 
starting proficiency level also had a significant correlation to their 
proficiency gain at the end. These findings offer useful implications for 
preparing foreign language teachers in the context towards the general 
proficiency standards, and for understanding expectations versus 
realities regarding this issue. 
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1. Introduction 
The quality of initial teacher education is central to the improvement of teaching 
and learning and school accountability (Gunashekar, 2016). Second language 
teacher education programs, therefore, need to provide sufficient knowledge base 
for teacher candidates. In spite of the different views on the contents of teacher 
professional knowledge in the field, content knowledge including LP is accepted 
as a teacher competence (Freeman et al., 2015; Kissau & Algozzine, 2017) 
especially in foreign language teacher education (FLTE) (Glisan, Swender & 

Surface, 2013; Kissau & Algozzine, 2017; Richards, 2017; Stedick, 2013). For non-
native English teachers (NNETs) in many parts of the world, English proficiency 
(EP) is strongly desirable and helps build their professional confidence (Choi & 
Lee, 2016), but it seems to be inadequately trained in teacher education programs 
(Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Sandhu, 2016).  

The construct of general language proficiency (GLP) was early defined as the 
ability to communicate effectively in a target language (Canale & Swain, 1980), or 
the mastery of a language (Stern, 1983). Academics in teacher education have 
recently argued the kind of proficiency involving “metalinguistic terminology 
and discourse competence for managing the classroom” (Pearson, Fonseca-Greber 

& Foell, 2006, p. 508) the teacher needs in order to instruct and interact with 
students in ways that generate comprehensible input and a conducive 
environment for language learning (Freeman et al., 2015; Le & Renandya, 2017; 
Richards, 2015). It is also argued that this specific LP and GLP complement each 
other in helping the teacher to teach effectively (Pham, 2017). In spite of the 
controversies on the construct (Tsang, 2017), LP standards have already been set 
for training, assessing and accrediting language teachers worldwide (ACTFL, 
2012; Byram & Parmenter, 2013; NESA, 2017; Pearson et al., 2006; TESOL, 2010). 
These LP standards, though different in contents, contexts and uses, seem to 
suggest that a native-like LP is needed for language teachers to function well in 
the classroom.  

Abundant research has focused on the GLP against the benchmarks, and 
concluded that a high level of LP increases teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching, 
especially managing the classroom and communicating contents (Chacón, 2005; 
Choi & Lee, 2016; Tsang, 2017; Yusuf & Novita, 2020). In contrast, teachers’ LP 
inadequacy reduces their self-efficacy in providing comprehensible input, 
modelling, giving feedback and managing activities (Butler, 2004; Chen & Goh, 
2011; Copland, Garton & Burns, 2014; Ghasemboland & Hashim, 2013; Richards et 
al., 2013; Yilmaz, 2011). Although a threshold level for effective teaching is unclear 
(Tsang, 2017), Tsui (2003) indicated that the advanced proficiency enabled 
teachers to provide more accurate meaningful explanations and respond to 
learners’ errors better than the lower level. In this respect, however, using the 
ACTFL standards’ Oral Proficiency Interview to gauge the speaking proficiency 
of 2,881 teacher candidates of 11 different languages in the USA, Glisan et al. 
(2013) found that only 54.8% met the low advanced speaking proficiency in their 
target languages (e.g., German, Spanish). Noticeably, their proficiency variance 
emerged from their undergraduate experiences. This finding implies that 
teachers’ LP could originate in their higher education experience, which is 
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arguably the case of Vietnam, where over 90% of Vietnamese high school teachers 
needed upgrading their level (T. Nguyen & Mai, 2015).  

In Vietnam, English teacher education strictly follows the stipulations of the 
Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) with respect to training quota, 
recruitment procedures and program design. Given an annual quota, universities 
select candidates by using the results of three subject tests administered in the 
national school graduation examination. English is compulsory and focuses on 
grammar, vocabulary and reading. Since 2008, the national 2020 Project missioned 
by the MOET, aiming to improve foreign language instruction (Prime Minister, 
2008) adopted the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 
(CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) as standards. The CEFR contains six levels: A1, 
A2, B1, B2, C1 and C2. Following the benchmark for language teacher graduates 
in Europe (Cárdenas & Chaves, 2013), C1 level, ‘Proficient’ or ‘effective 
operational proficiency,’ is set as a LP standard for high school teachers and 
graduates from FLTEPs (MOET, 2014). While the question of which LP and which 
level exactly is needed for a teacher’s effective teaching remains unclear and 
controversial (Pham, 2017; Tsang, 2017), this standard setting is commonly 
assumed to improve foreign language instruction (Kissau, & Algozzine, 2017). 
How effectively current FLTEPs prepared their trainees to meet the standard, 
however, remains a question (Pearson et al., 2006) and a gap in Vietnam. Little is 
known about the extent to which ETEPs prepare pre-service teachers to meet the 
advanced level, especially in the disadvantaged area like the Mekong Delta (V. 
Nguyen, 2015). 

To fill the gap, we examined the ETEP of a representative university in the region, 
focusing on the following research questions: 

1. What are pre-service teachers’ levels of English proficiency (EP) before and 
upon training completion based on their self-assessment? To what extent 
do they attain the advanced level? 

2. What are their evaluations of the EP training effectiveness and related 
quality factors? 

 

2. Literature review 
Language program evaluation is essential to inform and improve the training 
quality (Aldoobie, 2015). Given that this task involves a systematic process of 
collecting, dissecting, and interpreting information for “forming judgments about 
the value of a particular program” (Robinson, 2003, p.199, as cited in Peacock, 
2009), which is beyond our ability to manage, we find it imperative to gain insight 
into which training attributes may benefit LP development.  

The literature on ETEP evaluation has concentrated on some important elements 
for effective training. These include a needs-based curriculum, an awareness of 
program goals, course structuring and linkage, the balance between teacher-
centered and learner-centered activities, and that between content knowledge and 
pedagogical knowledge (Bolitho, 2016; Peacock, 2009; Sung, 2009). Regarding LP 
development, a sufficient emphasis is widely suggested (Bolitho, 2016; Chacón, 
2005). In particular, to achieve the advanced level, Cambridge English Assessment 
suggests that learners need 700-800 guided learning hours (Cambridge University 
Press, 2013). Besides, instructional activities should place a focus on learners and 
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practice, instead of theory-laden lectures (Sung, 2009); learners’ awareness of the 
proficiency goal, their effort and time investment and willingness to practice the 
language outside class are also crucial elements (Chambless, 2012). Additionally, 
teacher educators’ LP, opportunities for learner-learner interaction, and learning 
strategy instruction are quality attributes (Sung, 2009). Research has further 
confirmed that the use of self-regulated learning strategies influences LP 
development (Fukuda, 2017). Importantly, the onset LP level could be a crucial 
mediator in the advanced LP achievement (L. Nguyen, 2014).  

Research on FLTE has to date largely focused on teacher preparedness for 
pedagogical competence or professional knowledge (Akcan, 2016; Baecher, 2012; 
Carmel & Badash, 2018; Faez & Valeo, 2012; Kiely & Askham, 2012; Senom, Zakaria 

& Shah, 2013; Uzun, 2016). A few studies have yet contributed some insights into 
the preparation of teachers’ LP via pre-service teacher training. Peacock’s (2009) 
study is one of the few in Hong Kong that indicated that the NNET trainees 
desired an increased time for EP apart from the need for further teaching practice 
and classroom management skills. Examining the impact of a one-year EFL 
teacher training program in Cambodia, Sovann and Chomdokmai (2012) assessed 
eighty-nine trainees using an EP test and a teaching knowledge test whose results 
showed that they only achieved an average level in both English and teaching 
knowledge. Four training elements to be improved were the learning 
environment, resources, curriculum and program management. This study, 
however, is limited in terms of the EP test which lasted only 50 minutes, a far 
limited time to gauge the overall EP. In Norwegian contexts, Vold (2017) noted 
the LP component was not prioritized in FLTEPs, and his study confirmed 
evidence on the LP deficiency among novice teachers and their desire for a 
stronger focus on oral skills. With a qualitative approach to delving into an EFL 
teacher preparation curriculum in Indonesia, Hadi (2019) similarly concludes that 
the teachers are not adequately prepared for EP, because of the lack of theory-
practice balance, and a facilitative learning environment. Faez, Karas and Uchihara 
(2019) found that after one-year training in an MA TESOL program in Australia, 
most of the Chinese EFL teachers improved their EP by one level, but only 26% 
achieved C1. The English-medium courses, and exposure to the language 
environment were reported as factors contributing to their EP development. 
Overall, previous research has revealed a common picture that pre-service 
teachers are not adequately prepared for LP, but the extent to which the teachers 
achieve the advanced level is not mentioned in most studies.  

 

3. Methods 
Formative evaluation could not be undertaken, so the study focused only on the 
trainees’ self-evaluation. We relied on a mixed-method approach (Lynch, 1996) 
combining a questionnaire and a group interview to collect data. 

 
3.1. Data collection methods  
The questionnaire consisted of two parts: Part 1 collected the participants’ 
background information; Part 2 elicited the trainees’ self-assessment of EP, and 
their responses to training effectiveness and related factors which were previously 
reviewed in the literature (see appendix 1).  
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We adopted the CEFR self-assessment grid because of financial constraints in 
conducting standardized tests. Researchers further question the exact 
measurement of GLP due to the controversy on the construct (Tsang, 2017). 
Besides, combined measures such as self-rating and tests are suggested (Stern, 
1983; Tsang, 2017). This is based on research findings about the relatively strong 
correlation between self-assessment and tests (Diamond et al., 2014; Ross, 1998; 
Wilson, 1999). Ma and Winke (2019) conclude that can‐do statements are useful 
for low‐stakes self-assessments. In this sense, the CEFR with both holistic 
descriptions and specific can-do statements and separate scales for listening, 
reading, spoken interaction, spoken production and writing, can facilitate 
learners’ self-assessment, and was adopted in recent studies (e.g., Faez et al., 
2019). 

Five six-point scales (1 to 6) of each skill ranging from A1 to C2 were used for self-
rating the start level and exit level. The alpha coefficients of these scales were 
calculated, and the overall result was α = .886, which means sufficient internal 
reliability. The participants were also asked to report proficiency proofs, which 
were then used to corroborate with their self-assessment. 

For the self-evaluation of EP training effectiveness, five-point Likert’s scales were 
used. The current study report the data on the following factors as indicated in 
Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Factors for self-evaluation and scales 

Factors Scales Alpha 
Coefficients 

Overall effectiveness of 
EP training (6 items) 

1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= 
neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree 

α = .852 

Teaching activities 
(29 items) 

1= never, 2= seldom, 3= sometimes, 
4= most of the time, 5= always 

α = .921 

Assessment activities 
(13 items) 

1= never, 2= seldom, 3= sometimes, 
4= most of the time, 5= always 

α = .767 

Self-regulated learning 
strategies (5 items) 

1= never, 2= seldom, 3= sometimes, 
4= most of the time, 5= always 

α = .858 

The questionnaire also contains three open questions about which factors could 
enhance or limit the EP gain (questions 18-19), and which program aspects needed 
improving (question 20).  

A group interview was then conducted in a conversational style to gain further 
information on training effectiveness because of the power imbalance between the 
trainees and the researcher as an insider lecturer. This would reduce anxiety, 
increase comfort and confidence in sharing ideas, and allow free interactions and 
mutual catalysts (Taber, 2013). Open-ended questions are employed to elicit free 
opinions. The following questions were posed in Vietnamese, and prompts were 
used to develop the talk: What would say about the effectiveness of EP courses? Do you 
feel that the EP training helped you improve your EP? To what extent did they prepare 
you for the C1 level?  
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3.2. Context and Participants 
The study was conducted at a representative public university in the Mekong 
Delta. As per admission procedure, candidates to the four-year 140-credit ELTEP 
submit the results of three tests: mathematics (or geography, or history), literature 
and English, and are recruited basing on the in-take year quota. When admitted, 
they follow a mandated training structure: 30% of the total credits are for general 
knowledge delivered in Vietnamese, and 70% for the professional knowledge. The 
2014-2018 program consisted of linguistics and culture courses (9.3%), courses on 
general and subject-specific pedagogy, assessment, technology for teaching and 
practicum (32.2%) and EP courses (28.5%). The time for EP equals to 787 in-class 
contact hours; each contact hour requires students to take two self-study hours. 
All the EP courses were aligned with the CEFR can-do abilities, starting with B1 
and targeting C1. The EP courses relied on the two textbook series, North-star and 
Pathways, which endorse the communicative approach; accompanied with an 
IELT book series for guided self-study. They were delivered by lecturers who held 
Master’s degrees in TESOL, or Applied Linguistics, and had a teaching experience 
of three years minimum. English was the main medium of instruction (EMI) in 
most professional knowledge courses. 

Forty-one teacher trainees from the 2014-2018 in-take responded to the 
questionnaire, accounting for 50% of the population. They included 24 females 
(58.6%) and 17 males (41.5%); 30 candidates (73.2%) came from the countryside, 
and eleven (26.8%) from the city. Their entry English score was M = 6.99, SD = 
.965 (out of ten). Of the total, 68.3% reported proficiency proofs equivalent to C1 
level3, and 14.6% B2; while the EP qualification of the remaining ten participants 
was unknown. Regarding their training motivation, albeit the program outcome 
is the English teaching career, only 65.9% desired to pursue this career; 9.8% 
wanted to find any job that uses English; 14.6% elected the major because of free 
tuition4 mainly, and 2.4% followed their family advice or imposition, and 7.3% 
thought it is a popular language. Five males and two females who had obtained 
C1 volunteered to participate in the interview.   
 
3.3. Data collection and analysis procedures 
The questionnaire was put on Google Form and emailed to all the trainees in the 
program, accompanied by an invitation message at the end of their coursework 
before they left for the school practicum to complete their training. The 
participants had two weeks to respond to the invitation. The interview was 
conducted two weeks after that. Curricular documents were only consulted to 
obtain information on the intended goals and contents.  

The returned questionnaire responses were collated into an excel file and 
transferred to the SPSS software. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were then 
calculated to assess the questionnaire reliability. Descriptive statistics were 
employed to depict the trainees’ self-evaluation. Then, inferential statistics such 
as independent-samples t-tests and correlation tests were used to explore the 

 
3
 Standard setting in Vietnam (IELTS-7.0, national VSTEP-level 5; TOEFL ITP-550; TOEFL 

iBT-80; TOEIC-850, CAE-180) 
4
 Teacher education programs are funded by the government, while tuition applies to other 

programs.  
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differences in their EP, and the relationship between the training factors and the 
EP results. Given the only one-shot interview, it was only used to extract the 
evidence that could clarify the questionnaire results.  
 

4. Results 

4.1. EFL teacher trainees’ self-assessed EP levels  
 

Table 2: EFL teacher trainees’ self-rated entry and exit levels of EP across skills 

Skills 
 
Levels 

Listening Reading Spoken 
interaction 

Spoken 
production 

Writing 

Entry Exit Entry Exit Entry Exit Entry Exit Entry Exit 

Mean 
SD 

2.05 
.805     

4.49 
.675 

2.44 
.923     

4.71 
.559     

1.93  
.848 

4.58 
.590 

1.95 
.805 

4.54 
.596 

2.12 
.954 

4.61 
.586 

1-A1  % 26.9       - 14.6 - 34.1        - 31.7       - 34.1      - 

2-A2  % 43.9      2.4  39.1 - 43.9        - 43.9       - 24.4      - 

3-B1  % 26.8      2.4 36.6      2.4 17.1       4.9 22        4.9 36.6     4.9 

4-B2  % 2.4        39.1 7.3       26.8  4.9        31.7 2.4       36.6 4.9       29.2 

5-C1  % - 56.1 2.4        68.4 - 63.4 - 58.5 - 65.9 

6-C2  % - -  2.4 - - - - - - 

Table 2 reveals that the trainees started with various levels across all English skills. 
Between 26.9% and 34% began with level A1, and 43.9% had A2 for listening and 
speaking. Over one-third of the respondents attained B1 in reading and writing, 
while 26.8% and around 20% rated themselves on B1 for listening and speaking 
respectively. Only less than 5% (2.4% to 4.9%) believed they possessed an overall 
B2, or a reading proficiency equivalent to C1. Overall, most respondents assessed 
their EP level between A2 and B1 (M = 1.93, SD = .848 for speaking; M = 2.44, SD 
= .923 for reading), and they were less self-confident in listening and speaking 
than reading and writing abilities. Their individual variance was quite large (SD 
= .805 for listening and spoken production, and SD = .954 for writing) 

In contrast, their self-assessment upon training completion showed a significant 
gain, with all the skills being estimated from level B2. The mean scores increased 
to over 4.0 (4.49 - 4.71), and the standard deviations decreased (.559 -.675). They 
continued to show most confidence in reading (2.4% attained C2, 68.4% C1, 26.8% 
B2, and 2.4% B1). Roughly similar numbers of participants self-rated their writing 
ability equivalent to C1 (65.9%), B2 (29.2%), and B1 (4.9%). On average, both 
spoken interaction and production were rated closely the same (M = 4.58, and M 
=. 4.54 respectively). Specifically, 63.4% of trainees assessed their spoken 
interaction at C1, and 31.7% at B2, while ratings for spoken interaction were 58.5% 
and 36.6% respectively. A small amount (4.9%) remained at B1. Their listening 
proficiency was ranked the lowest with only 56.1% of participants reporting level 
C1, 39.1% B2, 2.4% B1, and 2.4% A2.  

On average, 62.4% of teacher trainees rated their EP as C1-equivalent upon 
completion of training. This number is comparable to 68.1% reporting official 
certificates of the same level. 28.7% of participants graded themselves on level B2, 
and 3.65% estimated their EP at level B1, which is the recommended starting 
standard (MOET, 2014). 
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Exploring trainees’ EP differences  
To explore further, the participants were reassigned into two groups according to 
the Entry English scores: the below-seven, and the seven plus. Then comparing 
the self-rated EP means, we found that the below-seven group rated their onset 
proficiency at significantly lower level than the other group (t = -3.17, p < .05). In 
contrast, the ratings of exit EP were not significantly different between the groups 
(M = 4.44, SD = .505, and M = 4.71, SD = .443 respectively, t = 1.5, p > .05). 
Regarding regional difference, the candidates coming from rural areas had 
significantly lower entry English scores than those from urban schools (M = 6.73 
compared to M = 7.7, p < .05), but overall they self-evaluated their EP gain 
approximately the same at the end. 

A Pearson’s correlation test was run between the entry English scores and the self-
rated exit EP levels, producing a significant but low coefficient (r = .324, p < .05). 
A similar calculation revealed a significantly stronger positive correlation 
between the self-perceived entry level and the exit level (r = .514, p < .05). This 
means that the higher EP candidates start with, the more likely they could attain 
the advanced level. 
 
4.2. Trainees’ self-evaluation of EP training effectiveness factors 
 
What is their evaluation of the effectiveness elements of EP training? 
 

Table 3: Trainees’ perceived effectiveness of EP courses by percentage 

Items Disagree 
 

Unsure 
 

Agree 
 

Strongly 
agree 

The language skills courses state clear goals for 
developing EP. 

2.4 7.3 75.6 14.6 

The language skills courses have a clear link and 
progress from easy to difficult levels. 

0 7.3 70.7 22 

The language skills courses satisfied your needs. 7.3 17.1 70.7 4.9 

The language skills courses prepared you well for 
the EP equivalent to C1. 

7.3 26.8 48.8 17.1 

The teaching and learning activities in the skills 
courses helped you improve your EP. 

2.4 24.4 51.2 22 

Teachers' assessment in the skills courses pushed 
you to improve your EP. 

7.3 17.1 56.1 19.5 

Seen from Table 3, the trainees overall agree on the effectiveness of EP courses. 
The majority contended that the courses had clear goals, and were well connected 
and progressed (over 86% and 92% respectively). 75.6% felt the courses met their 
needs, while only 17.1% were uncertain and 7.3% disagreed with this. For 
attaining C1, nearly 66% of the trainees were content that the courses sufficiently 
prepared them, 26.8% were unsure, and 7.3% disagreed. A majority (73.2%), 
however, admitted that EP activities helped them improve their English to a large 
extent; while nearly one-fourth expressed uncertainty about this preparation. 
75.6% of them also reported that assessment activities affected their learning to 
improve their EP.  

In the interview, the interviewees overall express positive attitudes to the EP 
courses in terms of goal statement, logical linkage and needs satisfaction. 
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However, they believed the order of training writing genres seemed unclear. For 
them, starting with writing general texts such as messages, memos and letters, 
then continuing with writing basic academic paragraphs seemed unclear, as one 
trainee said, “I can’t see the difference in the level between ‘Reading and Writing 
General Texts’ and ‘Basic Academic Writing and Reading’.”  

The choice of materials also presents gaps in the level progression and relevance. 
Different lecturers selected different textbooks from two different series 
suggested in the syllabuses. A male trainee mentioned, “It depends on the 
lecturers; one lecturer chose Pathways for the basic and intermediate courses, then 
in the subsequent course, another selected North star, and then for Critical Writing 
and Reading, another lecturer switched back to Pathways.” The trainees further 
commented that North star was boring, and contained several topics irrelevant to 
their life and interest. One of the females recalled, “Even some lecturers 
commented the book is boring to them.”  

For following the course syllabuses, they said most of lecturers used the suggested 
textbooks, but tweaked some activities and contents to a certain degree. However, 
the concerning issues are the teaching method that failed to motivate them, and 
the ineffective exploitation of the textbooks. One male trainee said, “I think the 
contents were interesting, but the lecturers’ methods failed to make the material 
interesting.” Another male trainee complained, “Once a native-speaker teacher 
taught us; he either strictly followed the book or completely ignored it; some 
contents he substituted were inconsistent with the syllabus and caused us 
confusion; consequently, many students skipped his classes because they felt 
demotivated.”  

Regarding the question about awareness of the EP standard, only 65.9% of the 
trainees reported they were well-aware. In the interview, a female candidate 
noted, “As far as I know, many of my classmates now still believe that they don’t 
need to achieve C1 as one of the requirements, and they don’t care about it.” 

To the open-ended question “what do you suggest to improve the program 
towards EP development?” most of the opinions concentrate on three crucial 
issues. First, further EP courses should be offered with a focus on oral skill 
development. Second, general knowledge courses should be reduced so that they 
could better invest effort and time into the development of EP. They said studying 
many general knowledge courses shared their time budget. This factor is also 
frequently repeated as the one affecting their EP development in another open-
ended question. Third, there should be more practice, instead of theory-laden 
lectures in many EMI courses.  

What types of teaching and assessment activities were often used in EP courses?  

To understand the training effectiveness further, 29 learning activities, and 13 
assessment activities were grouped into categories. Table 4 reveals that both 
teacher-centered activities (M= 3.88, SD= .448) and summative assessment (M= 
3.95, SD= .462) recurred more regularly than learner-oriented activities (M= 3.58, 
SD= .463) and formative assessment (M= 3.55, SD= .524). The trainees’ use of self-
regulated learning strategies were relatively high (M= 3.87, SD= .524). 
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Table 4: Teaching and assessment activities in EP courses  

EP Course Activities Min. Max. Mean SD 

Teacher-centered 
activities 

3.0 4.71 
3.88 .448 

Learner-centered 
activities 

2.61 4.56 
3.58 .463 

Summative assessment  2.67 4.67 3.95 .462 

Formative assessment  2.43 4.71 3.55 .469 

In detailed examination, for the teacher-centered activities, textbook-based 
practice was often guided by the teacher (M = 4.29, SD = .601), followed by teacher 
feedback (M = 4.12, SD = .714), lectures (M = 4.0, SD = .866), and teacher-controlled 
practice (M = 3.66, SD = .728). For the learner-centred category, group discussion 
occurred most frequently (M = 4.19, SD =.557), followed by output and interaction 
tasks (M = 3.93, SD = .608). Other less recurrent activities involved strategy 
instruction, promoting strategy use on tasks, extensive reading, presentations, 
projects, and task-based, self and peer assessment. Summative tests were 
employed more repeatedly (M = 3.95, SD = .462) than alternative formative 
assessment such as project, portfolio, journal and so on (M = 3.55, SD =. 469).  
 

Table 5: Trainees’ use of self-regulated learning strategies 

Items Min. Max. Mean  SD 

Find out about course goals 3.0 5.0 3.68 .6099 

Set goals for studying the course 3.0 5.0 3.93 .7208 

Choose suitable learning strategies 3.0 5.0 4.00 .6325 

Plan to study and use learning 
strategies 

3.0 5.0 4.00 .7746 

Monitor and notice success or 
problems 

2.0 5.0 3.80 .6790 

Evaluate and change strategies if 
necessary 

2.0 5.0 3.80 .6790 

Total 3.87 .524 

Regarding the level of self-regulated learning (M= 3.87, SD= .524), Table 5 shows 
that the trainees usually set goals for what they wanted to learn, selected 
appropriate strategies for learning, monitored, evaluated and regulated their 
strategies when necessary (M= 3.8 – 4.0). In contrast, they less frequently found 
out about course goals beforehand (M= 3.68, SD= .609). 
 

5. Discussion 
The results above reveal that overall the trainees make a significant progress in 
EP. A large proportion (62.4%) reported the achievement of the advanced level 
both in terms of self-rating and EP proofs, and many candidates appeared to make 
much improvement given their low starting point (A2). This number is closely 
consistent with previous research especially for the oral proficiency 
(approximately 60%) (Glisan et al., 2013), and is much higher than what Faez et 
al. (2019) found. The percentage closely matches the large proportion of A2-B2 at 
the beginning. The rest of candidates who achieved B1 to B2 appears sensible, 
given their lower starting point (A1). Despite the significant training effect, it 
seems that adequate preparation for the advanced EP remains a debate. 
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Specifically, good proportion still desired further EP support, whereas the 
qualified candidates would be challenged to maintain their level upon entering 
careers being distracted by multiple factors (T. Nguyen & Mai, 2015). This finding, 
as with previous research (Glisan et al., 2013), means that teachers’ LP gaps could 
originate in pre-service teacher education. Ongoing professional development 
that emphasizes EP is necessary to ensure the new graduates’ levels will not drop. 
Alternatively, as noted by Moeller (2013), it is hard to jump the hurdle to the 
advanced LP, if current training programs are not restructured or improved to 
respond better to the reality, this target will be unachievable. 

Several related factors could mediate the trainees’ EP outcome and hence should 
be considered. First, as indicated by Peacock (2009), the effect might be due to the 
clear structuring and organization of EP courses. However, the fact that many 
candidates were unaware of the EP standard and entered training without clear 
career goals could possibly reduce their time and effort commitment (Bolitho, 
2016; Chambless, 2012), and the likelihood to achieve their goals (Ball, 2010, as 
cited in Moeller, 2013). The choice of some materials and lecturers’ methods which 
failed to interest the trainees could have further exacerbated their motivation. This 
might have in turn undermined the program effectiveness (Peacock, 2009; Sovann 
& Chomdokmai, 2012; Sung, 2009). The trainees’ desire for further language 
support, much like in previous research (Uzun, 2016; Vold, 2017), also reflects the 
specific needs for EP regarding regional difference among the candidates. Given 
their varied start levels, certain students might need more extensive EP training 
than others. This means that the program should respond better to the candidates’ 
needs, especially the less proficient ones. 

The balance between theory and practice and between knowledge components in 
the program is a crucial factor to consider. 28.5% of credits devoted to EP 
coursework is incomparable to 41.5% for pedagogical and linguistic knowledge 
courses delivered in both Vietnamese and English. This imbalance could have 
reduced the impact on EP growth (Bolitho, 2016; Chacón, 2005; Chambless, 2012). 
Obviously, the contact hours fall within the range 700-800 for C1 achievement 
(Cambridge University Press, 2013). Nevertheless, as indicated in this study, 
trainees may enter the program with various backgrounds (e.g., initial levels, 
motivation, school education and residency), and given that second language 
acquisition depends on sociocultural constraints (Lantolf, Thorne & Poehner, 2015), 
the existing time allocation seems to suffice only to push trainees up to two levels. 
This means those starting with the right level (A2-B1 at least) will be more likely 
to achieve the goal.  

Other essential factors may be the teaching and assessment activities. Although a 
mixture of activity types were implemented, there were more lectures and 
textbook-based activities than learner-oriented activities. Learner autonomy was 
less often promoted by offering choices of study topics, and process-oriented 
activities namely portfolios, or projects. Further exploration about the 
relationships of assessment activities and EP course activities with the trainees’ 
use of self-regulated learning strategies revealed significant but low correlations 
(r. = .39, p = .008, and r. = .36, p = .012 respectively); however, a slightly higher 
correlation was observed between self-regulated learning strategies and the EP 
outcome (r. = .42, p < .05). This suggests that the type of course and assessment 
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activities may mediate the level of self-regulation which in turn impacts EP 
development (Fukuda, 2017).  

Noticeably, the onset EP is a significant factor to predict LP gain (L. Nguyen, 
2014). Despite the tuition-free policy for teacher education in the context which 
aims to recruit the best candidates, findings from this study show that a majority 
of candidates were below the onset required level (B1). This is due to the 
recruitment procedure which rigidly relied on the English test whose validity and 
reliability are doubted with respect to GLP assessment. This is evident in the low 
correlation between the test scores and the exit EP level, while a stronger 
correlation existed between the self-rated initial EP and the gained EP. This 
finding echoes a concern that has been raised in other contexts (Bolitho, 2016; 
Sandhu, 2016). As Bolitho (ibid.) noted, in many contexts “entry-level 
requirements are frequently relaxed…, which means that the profession does not 
always receive the best possible candidates” (p. 28).  
 

6. Implications  
Despite the limitations regarding the lack of process-oriented evaluation data, and 
a small sample size that limits generalizations, this study offers some implications 
for LP standardization in FLTE. Firstly, it is evident that the current program 
responds better to candidates with a proper starting level (A2-B1). Therefore, 
FLTE institutions should consider additional measures to recruit those candidates 
with the right levels. For the local program in this study, given the variant onset 
levels of the candidates as evident in their English test scores and EP self-rating, 
the collaboration of related recruitment units is necessary to further examine 
future candidates’ speaking and listening skills to ensure the suitable candidates 
be recruited.  

Additionally, current FLTEPs need to respond better to the demands of teacher 
trainees for LP development. Specifically, consideration should be taken into the 
balance between LP coursework and theoretical knowledge components. Further 
curricular changes are required to increase the LP proportion, and especially 
reducing coursework (30%) perceived as unrelated to their professional training. 
Alternatively, additional opportunities for LP development can be designed into 
LP courses for enriching exposure to authentic materials and practice of English. 
For example, in-class instruction can be integrated with online learning resources 
and activities, using learning management systems.  

Third, this study reveals that among the many mediating factors, teaching and 
assessment activities that push learner self-regulated learning and autonomy can 
enhance LP gain. Therefore, it is suggested that classroom instruction deploy 
more learner-centred activities and formative assessment to push the trainees’ use 
of learning strategies. Self-assessment using the CEFR grid is advisable to raise 
students’ awareness of the outcome goal and identify their gaps so that they can 
have timely LP supports (Pearson et al., 2006). It is stressed that the responsibility 
of all program constituents namely educators, trainees, and related departments 
and units will help achieve the goal (Moeller, 2013). 
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7. Conclusion 
Teacher capacity primarily relies on initial teacher education. Expectations seem 
high compared to the current reality, but measures taken to ensure the quality of 
pre-service FLTEPs will urge would-be teachers to meet the LP standard goal. 
Findings from this study on the EP training effectiveness at a large university in 
the Mekong Delta suggest that the feasibility in attaining the advanced EP goal 
remains an issue for further exploration across variable local contexts, especially 
disadvantaged areas. It is arguable that this level is achievable if teacher 
candidates have the right LP qualifications before training. Besides this, other 
potential factors to consider are learner-oriented course and assessment activities, 
self-regulated learning strategy use, and a balance between LP and other 
knowledge components. Despite the socio-cultural context where this study was 
conducted, we hope to contribute further understanding about features of ETEPs 
with respect to teachers’ LP preparation. Future studies in other contexts which 
employ both quantitative and qualitative data to follow teachers’ LP development 
may help to depict a fuller picture that informs teacher education towards the LP 
standardization policy. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Evaluation questionnaire 
This questionnaire aims to give you the opportunity to evaluate the English teacher 
training program you have followed. The main purpose is to obtain information on how 
effective it is to help you improve your English skills. This information is useful for 
improving training in the future. Please answer the questions as objectively as possible. 
It will take about 20 minutes. Thank you for your cooperation.  
Part 1: Personal information 
Please leave your information.  
Email address:………………… 
Gender (1=Male, 2=Female). Mark only one oval. 

o 1  
o 2  

Where do you come from? (1=Countryside, 2=City; 3=Suburbs). Mark only one oval. 
o 1  
o 2  
o 3  

When did you begin studying English? (1=elementary school, 2=secondary school, 3=high 
school). Mark only one oval. 

o 1  
o 2  
o 3  

What was your English score at the entrance exam? (e.g., 5; 6; 6.5) ………… 
What was your total score of 3 subjects at the entrance exam? ………….. 
What certificate did you have before entering the training programme at CTU? (e.g., IELTS 6.0; 
TOEIC 500; PET, KET, FCE...) ………………………. 
What certificate do you currently have? (e.g., IELTS 6.0; TOEIC 500; PET, KET, 
FCE...)……….. 
What is the most important reason why you chose English language education as your major?  
How many credits have you completed up to now?  
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Part 2: Questions 
Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. Please assess your level of listening skills at the start of the program and NOW. Read the 
description below carefully and choose the one that best describes your level.  
Mark only one oval per row. 

 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 

At the start of the 
program 

      

NOW       

 

 
2. Please assess your level of reading skills at the start of the programme and NOW. Read the 

descriptions below carefully and choose the one that best describes your level. 
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Mark only one oval per row. 

 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 

At the start of 
the program 

      

NOW       

3. Please assess your level of interaction skills at the start of the programme and NOW. Read the 
description below carefully and choose the one that best describes your level.  

 
    Mark only one oval per row. 

 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 

At the start of 
the program 

      

NOW       

4. Please assess your level of spoken production at the start of the programme and NOW. Read 
the description below carefully and choose the one that best describes your level.  
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Mark only one oval per row. 

 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 

At the start of the 
program 

      

NOW       

5. Please assess your writing skills at the start of the program and NOW. Read the descriptions 
below and choose the one that best describes your level.  
 

 
 
Mark only one oval per row. 

 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 

At the start of the 
program 

      

NOW       

 
6. Did you know from the beginning that C1 level was one of the goals of the training program?  
Mark only one oval. 

o Yes  
o No  

7. The language skills courses state clear goals for developing English proficiency. Mark only one 
oval. (2=disagree, 3=unsure, 4=agree) 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 
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8. The language skills courses satisfied your needs. (2=disagree, 3=unsure, 4=agree. Mark only  
one oval. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

9. The language skills courses prepared you well for the English proficiency equivalent to C1. 
(2=disagree, 3=unsure, 4=agree). Mark only one oval. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

10. The teaching and learning activities in the skills courses helped you improve your English 
proficiency. Mark only one oval. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

11. Teachers' assessment in the skills courses pushed you to improve your English proficiency. 
(2=disagree, 3=unsure, 4=agree). Mark only one oval. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

12. The language skills courses have a clear link and progress from easy to difficult levels. 
(2=disagree, 3=unsure, 4=agree). Mark only one oval. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

13. The following courses helped develop your English proficiency towards the level of C1.  
Mark only one oval per row. 

 
strongly 
disagree 

Disagree unsure agree 
strongly 
agree 

1. Linguistics courses (e.g., grammar, 
pronunciation, phonology, syntax, 
discourse analysis...) 

     

2. English Speaking Cultures      

3. Teaching Literature      

4. Teaching Methodology courses      

5. Testing and Assessment      

6. Technology in teaching English      

7. Problem Solving Skills      

8. Professional Communication Skills      

9. Curriculum Design      

10.Second Language Acquisition      
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14. How often did the teaching in language skills courses engage you in the following activities? 
Mark only one oval per row. 

 Always 
Most of 
the time 

Sometimes Seldom Never 

1. Presenting a topic assigned by the 
teacher 

     

2. Group discussion on a topic      

3. Role play or drama      

4. Demonstration       

5. Project (e.g. make a video clip, a 
guidebook, a survey,...) 

     

6. Portfolio       

7. Practice exercises from the 
textbooks (listen, read, write,...)  

     

8. Self-assessing the tasks you have 
done 

     

9. Giving feedback on your 
classmates' tasks 

     

10. Listening to teachers' talks      

11. Activities that help you know 
how to learn English  

     

12. Writing reflections on your 
learning process 

     

13. Communicative language games      

14. Online forum managed by the 
teachers 

     

15. Further practice of language skills 
on the e-learning system managed by 
the teachers 

     

16. Pairwork exchanges      

17. Reading further (materials online, 
newspapers, or books) 

     

18. Listening further to English on 
public media 

     

19. Further speaking practice outside 
classes 

     

20. Regular review of important 
knowledge 

     

21. Watching a video clip/film      
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22. Learning the supplementary 
materials introduced in the course 
syllabus 

     

23. Interaction with a peer to 
complete a task 

     

24. Teachers' feedback on your 
work/tasks 

     

25. Using strategies to complete a 
task 

     

26. Controlled practice (e.g., 
repetition, completing a given 
pattern, or similar practice) 

     

27. Learning activities linked to your 
experience or life outside the 
classroom 

     

28. Presenting a topic of your 
interest/choice 

     

29.Vocabulary and grammar practice      

15. How often did the teaching in the other courses taught in English engage you in the following 
activities? Mark only one oval per row. 

 Always 
Most of 
the time 

Sometimes Seldom Never 

1. Presenting a topic assigned by 
the teacher 

     

2. Group discussion on a topic      

3. Role play or drama      

4.  Demonstration      

5. Project (e.g. make a video clip, a 
guidebook, a survey,...) 

     

6. Portfolio       

7. Completing practice exercises 
from the textbooks or materials 
individually 

     

8. Self-assessing the tasks you have 
done 

     

9. Giving feedback on your 
classmates' tasks 

     

10.Listening to teachers' talks      

11. Activities that help you know 
how to learn  
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12. Writing reflections on your 
learning process 

     

13. Online forum managed by the 
teachers 

     

14. Further practice on the e-
learning system provided by the 
teachers 

     

15. Pairwork exchanges      

16. Reading further (materials 
online, newspapers, or books) 

     

17. Listening further to related 
materials 

     

18. Further speaking practice 
outside classes 

     

19. Regular review of important 
knowledge 

     

20. Watching a video clip/film      

21. Learning the supplementary 
materials introduced in the course 
syllabus 

     

22. Interaction with a peer to 
complete a task 

     

23. Teachers' feedback on your 
work/tasks 

     

24. Using strategies to complete a 
task 

     

25. Controlled practice (e.g., 
repetition, completing a given 
pattern) 

     

26. Learning activities linked to 
your experience or life outside the 
classroom 

     

27. Presenting a topic of your choice      

 
15. How often was each of the following assessment forms used in the courses?  
Mark only one oval per row. 

 Always 
Most 
of the 
time 

Sometimes Seldom Never 

1. Regular tests/quizzes (multiple 
choice or essay) 

     

2. Final-term tests      
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3. Group assignments in form of 
essays or reports 

     

4. Group presentation      

5. Group project       

6. Portfolio      

7. Writing a journal/diary       

8. Self-assessment forms      

9. Teacher regular feedback      

10.Assessment from other classmates      

11. Individual assignments in form of 
essays or reports 

     

12. Mind map/concept map      

13. Participating in in-class 
tasks/activities 

     

16. Are you satisfied with the following aspects? Mark only one oval per row. 
 

 
Very 
satisfied 

Satisfied 
Not 
sure 

Dissatisfied 
Extremely 
dissatisfied 

1. Teachers' English 
proficiency 

     

2. Teachers' methods of 
teaching 

     

3. Assessment methods      

4. Contents of English major 
courses 

     

5. Course delivering plan       

6. Amount of class time for 
language skills courses 

     

7. Learning Materials       

8. Learning facilities      

9. Teachers' knowledge of the 
subject taught 

     

10. Structuring courses in the 
program  
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17. How often did you do the following over the years of learning? Mark only one oval per row. 

 Always 
Most of the 
time 

Sometimes Seldom Never 

1. find out about course goals      

2. set your own goals for studying 
what you feel necessary 

     

3. choose learning strategies that 
help achieve the goals 

     

4. make a plan to study and use 
learning strategies 

     

5. monitor the process to notice 
success or problems 

     

6. evaluate and change the 
strategies if necessary 

     

18. Which factors in the training program helped you develop English proficiency? Explain how 
they influenced your EP development?   

  
19. Which factors in the training program limited your development of English proficiency? 
Why? 

  
20. Which aspects of the training program do you think need improving to help you achieve C1?  

 
21. Please leave your contact number if you want to participate in an interview in the next stage. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 


