VNU JOURNAL OF FOREIGN STUDIES, VOL. 41, NO. 6 (2025) 71

VNU Journal of Foreign Studies

Journal homepage: https://ifs.ulis. vou.edu.vn/

EFL LECTURERS’ READINESS FOR DIGITAL
TRANSFORMATION IN ASSESSMENT: A CASE STUDY
IN ANORTHERN VIETNAMESE UNIVERSITY

Nguyen Thi To Loan'*, Duong Thu Mai?

'Faculty of English, Hung Vuong University, Nong Trang Ward, Phu Tho Province, Vietnam
2Faculty of English Language and Culture, VNU University of Languages and International Studies,
No.2 Pham Van Dong, Cau Giay, Hanoi, Vietham

Received 26 June 2025
Revised 03 November 2025; Accepted 16 December 2025

Abstract: As digital transformation reshapes higher education, integrating technology into
assessment has become a strategic priority. Yet the readiness of English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
lecturers to adopt digital assessment remains a key concern, particularly in institutions undergoing
policy-driven reform. This study investigates the readiness of 27 EFL lecturers at a public university in
northern Vietnam, where institutional support for digital transformation was perceived as moderate but
lacked practical guidelines. Grounded in the Digital Competence Framework for Educators
(DigCompEdu) and the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), the research
examines four dimensions: knowledge, confidence, experience, and belief in effectiveness. Using a
mixed-methods design, the study found that lecturers recognized the pedagogical value of digital
assessment and demonstrated strong conceptual knowledge but had low confidence and limited practical
experience. Institutional barriers such as unclear policies and insufficient training constrained adoption,
while peer mentoring emerged as a key enabler. The findings highlight the need for sustained
professional development and clearer local guidelines and ongoing support effective digital
transformation.
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Tom tat: Khi chuyén dbi sé dang dinh hinh lai gi4o duc dai hoc, viéc tich hop cong nghé vao
hoat dong kiém tra, danh gia tro thanh dinh huéng chién lugc quan trong. Tuy nhién, mic do sin sang
cuia giang vién tiéng Anh (EFL) trong viéc ap dung danh gia s6 van la van dé dang quan tam, dic biét
trong béi canh cac trudng dang trién khai chinh sach doi mgi. Nghién ciu ndy” khao st 27 giang vién
tiéng Anh tai mot truong dai hoc cong 1ap & mién Bic Viét Nam, noi mirc d6 hd trg thé ché duge dénh
gi4 1a trung binh nhung thiéu co ché thuc hién cu thé. Dya trén Khung ning lyc sé danh cho nha giao
(DigCompEdu) va Ly thuyet hop nhét vé viéc chap nhan va su dung cong ngh¢ (UTAUT), nghién cau
xem xét bén khia canh: kién thirc, sy tu tin, kinh nghiém va niém tin vao hiéu qud cua danh gia so. Két
qud cho thay glang vién nhan thtrc rd gia tri suw pham cua danh gla s6 va co hleu blet khai niém tuong
dbi tét, song con han ché vé ty tin va kinh nghi¢m thuc hanh. Cac rao can chu yéu gdom chinh sach chua
rd rang, thiéu dao tao thuc hanh va ha tang chua 6n dinh, trong khi hd trg ¢ong nghiép dugc xem la yéu
t6 thuc day quan trong. Nghién ciu nhan manh nhu cau phét trién chuyén mén lién tuc va chinh sach
ddng bd nham thic day viéc tich hop danh gia s6 hiéu qua va bén ving.

Tir khda: mirc d6 san sang vé cong nghé cua giang vién tiéng Anh, danh gia s, chuyén doi s6
trong giéo duc dai hoc, phat trién chuyén mén cho giang vién

1. Introduction

The rapid advancement of digital technologies has transformed higher education
worldwide, offering new possibilities for enhancing teaching, learning, and assessment. Among
these innovations, digital assessment, defined as the integration of information and
communication technologies (ICT) into evaluative practices, has become a vital component of
educational modernization, particularly in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instruction.
By enabling timely feedback, automated grading, and diverse assessment formats, digital
assessment supports learner-centered approaches aligned with 21st-century competencies
(Redecker, 2017). However, the effectiveness of digital assessment is not determined solely by
the availability of technology. A critical factor lies in educators’ readiness to adopt and apply
digital tools in pedagogically meaningful ways (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010).

In this study, readiness for organisational change is conceptualised, following
Armenakis et al. (1993), as an individual’s cognitive state that precedes support for or resistance
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to change, shaped by five cognitions: discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support,
and personal valence. These dimensions position readiness as both the motivation to embrace
change and the confidence to enact it. In higher education, lecturers’ readiness to diffuse
blended learning is shaped chiefly by technology infrastructure, resource support, and
management strategies (Chen et al., 2022), indicating that readiness strengthens when staff
value the change, feel capable, and perceive organisational support.

To explain how such readiness translates into technology-enhanced teaching practice,
this study integrates two complementary frameworks. The Unified Theory of Acceptance and
Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003) clarifies behavioural mechanisms
underpinning adoption, whereby performance expectancy and personal valence relate to
perceived benefits, effort expectancy and efficacy reflect feasibility, social influence aligns with
principal support, and facilitating conditions represent organisational enablers. Meanwhile, the
Digital Competence Framework for Educators (DigCompEdu) (Redecker, 2017) outlines the
pedagogical and technological competences required to operationalise readiness in practice.
Together, these frameworks link cognitive readiness, behavioural intention, and digital
competence, offering a coherent basis for examining lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment.

In Vietnam, national education policies have strongly promoted digital transformation
in higher education, emphasizing the integration of digital tools in teaching and assessment
(Tran, 2023). However, how such policies translate into practice remains underexplored. Public
universities, especially those in less developed regions, continue to face infrastructural
limitations, inconsistent institutional support, and insufficient professional training (Pitt et al.,
2022). While previous studies have addressed teachers’ general digital competence (Hung,
2016; Redecker, 2017), few have examined how EFL lecturers understand, experience, and
apply digital assessment in their actual teaching contexts. This gap is critical because readiness
is shaped not only by access to technology but also by pedagogical beliefs, prior experience,
and the institutional environment that either facilitates or constrains digital integration (Nguyen,
2022; Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010).

Although readiness concerns lecturers’ cognitive, affective, and competence-based
capacity to adopt digital assessment, it does not develop in isolation. Institutional and contextual
conditions influence how lecturers build the knowledge, confidence, experience, and beliefs
required to embrace such change. Examining these conditions is therefore essential to
understanding not only individual readiness levels but also the extent to which the
organisational context supports or restricts the development of readiness.

In this context, this study explores EFL lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment at a
public university in northern Vietnam through UTAUT and DigCompEdu. Specifically, the
study addresses the following research questions:

1. To what extent are EFL lecturers at a public university in northern Vietnam ready
for digital assessment across the dimensions of knowledge, confidence, experience, and belief
in its effectiveness?

2. How do lecturers’ knowledge, confidence, prior experiences, and beliefs about the
effectiveness of digital assessment manifest in their perceived readiness to adopt it?

3. What institutional and contextual factors support or hinder the development of
lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment?

By adopting a mixed-methods approach, the study contributes empirical evidence to the
limited body of research on digital assessment in Vietnam. The findings aim to inform more
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practical institutional support and professional learning for EFL lecturers.
2. Literature Review

2.1. Digital Transformation in Language Assessment

Digital transformation in language assessment refers to the meaningful integration of
digital technologies into the design, implementation, and evaluation of assessment practices.
Rather than merely converting paper-based tests into online formats, digital transformation
entails a fundamental rethinking of assessment aligned with 21st-century learning principles,
emphasizing personalization, formative feedback, and learner autonomy (Redecker &
Johannessen, 2013). It promotes multimodal assessment through tools such as learning
management systems (LMS), e-portfolios, automated scoring systems, and learning analytics
(Heitink et al., 2016). These tools enable dynamic data collection and real-time feedback,
fostering more student-centered and process-oriented approaches.

However, technology alone does not guarantee better assessment. Effective digital
assessment requires educators to develop digital assessment literacy, encompassing
understanding of validity, reliability, fairness, and feedback in tech-mediated contexts
(Schildkamp et al., 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated digital assessment globally
but also exposed inequities and implementation gaps, including limited teacher preparedness,
infrastructural challenges, and ethical concerns around integrity and data privacy (Bond et al.,
2021; Eaton, 2020). Emerging research has also highlighted the growing influence of Al in
assessment design and feedback delivery, yet teacher involvement in shaping these tools
remains limited (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).

Overall, digital transformation in assessment requires systemic alignment across policy,
pedagogy, and professional development. Without adequate institutional support and sustained
training, technology-enhanced assessment risks reinforcing traditional summative practices
rather than fostering authentic and equitable learning.

2.2. Digital Assessment in the Vietnamese Higher Education Context

Vietnam has actively pursued digital transformation in higher education through
national strategies led by the Ministry of Education and Training (MOET), which emphasize
the integration of information and communication technologies (ICT) across teaching, learning,
and assessment (Tran, 2023). These initiatives aim to enhance educators’ digital competence,
expand access to online learning platforms, and foster innovation in assessment practices.
However, while national policies strongly advocate digital transformation, implementation at
the institutional level remains uneven. Public universities, particularly those in less urbanized
regions, continue to face infrastructural constraints, unstable internet connectivity, limited
funding, and fragmented professional development opportunities (Pitt et al., 2022).

Existing studies indicate that EFL lecturers generally hold positive attitudes toward digital
assessment but lack the confidence and pedagogical guidance needed to use such tools effectively
(Nguyen, 2022). Their readiness is influenced by multiple factors: access to digital tools, digital
self-efficacy, pedagogical orientation, and the institutional climate that either supports or
constrains innovation (Nguyen et al., 2024). Yet empirical evidence on how these factors interact
remains scarce. Most studies in Vietnam focus on technology-enhanced learning broadly rather
than on the specific challenges of assessment, leading to limited understanding of how lecturers
design, implement, and reflect on digital assessment practices in higher education.

This gap highlights the need for localized, discipline-specific studies that examine
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teachers’ readiness not only as a technical issue but also as a pedagogical and contextual
phenomenon. Such research can help align institutional practices with national digital
transformation agendas and inform more effective professional development models tailored to
the realities of Vietnamese higher education.

2.3. Teachers’ Readiness for Digital Transformation

Teachers’ readiness for digital transformation is a multifaceted construct encompassing
digital literacy, pedagogical beliefs, self-efficacy, and openness to innovation. It reflects the
interaction between internal dispositions, such as attitudes, motivation, and confidence, and
external conditions, including infrastructure, access to technology, and professional training
(Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). In English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education,
readiness extends beyond technical proficiency to include pedagogical competence in designing
and evaluating technology-enhanced assessments that ensure validity, reliability, and learner
engagement (Brookhart, 2024).

Although many teachers express positive attitudes toward technology, research
consistently reveals a gap between intention and practice, particularly in developing contexts
(Howard et al., 2021; Pozas et al., 2022). In Vietnam, this gap is often amplified by limited
infrastructure, fragmented institutional support, and short-term training programs that do not
foster sustained pedagogical development (Nguyen, 2022). Even when EFL lecturers show
interest in digital assessment, their readiness remains constrained by contextual barriers and a
lack of ongoing, practice-oriented professional learning (Nguyen et al., 2024).

Teachers’ pedagogical beliefs are a major determinant of how technology is used. Those
with constructivist orientations tend to integrate digital tools for formative, interactive, and
student-centered purposes, while traditional beliefs often result in superficial or compliance-
driven adoption (Tondeur et al., 2017). Hence, readiness should be viewed not as a static
individual trait but as a dynamic and context-sensitive process shaped by institutional culture
and collaborative practices.

Research on assessment for learning (Heitink et al., 2016) also highlights that
experiential and collaborative learning environments foster pedagogical and digital
competence. Peer collaboration and mentoring further enhance teachers’ confidence and
practical skills in implementing technology-based assessment (Fang et al., 2021). Without such
systemic and sustained support, readiness may remain fragmented, limiting meaningful and
innovative uses of digital assessment in higher education.

Overall, while digital transformation has advanced globally, teachers’ readiness remains
uneven and context-dependent. In Vietnam, infrastructural constraints, inconsistent
institutional strategies, and insufficient professional development continue to hinder deeper
integration. Few studies have combined behavioral models of technology adoption with
competence-based frameworks to analyze this complexity. Addressing this gap, the present
study integrates the UTAUT to explain behavioral and contextual factors, and the DigCompEdu
to evaluate pedagogical and technical competences. Together, these frameworks provide a
comprehensive lens for examining EFL lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment within
Vietnam’s higher education context.

3. Methodology

3.1. Research Design
This study adopted a convergent mixed-methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018)



VNU JOURNAL OF FOREIGN STUDIES, VOL. 41, NO. 6 (2025) 76

to explore EFL lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment from both quantitative and qualitative
perspectives. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected in parallel, analyzed independently,
and then merged during interpretation to achieve triangulation and complementarity. The mixed-
methods approach was selected not to achieve statistical generalization but to capture the
complexity of readiness as a multidimensional and context-sensitive construct, combining
measurable patterns with in-depth insights into lecturers’ perceptions and experiences.

3.2. Participants and Sampling

Participants included 27 in-service English language lecturers from a public university
in northern Vietnam. They represented diverse ages (26-54), teaching experience (2—30 years),
and qualifications (22 MAs, 5 PhDs). The sample was selected using convenience sampling,
appropriate for exploratory studies in specific institutional contexts (Etikan et al., 2015). This
approach enabled access to participants directly involved in EFL assessment under shared
institutional policies and infrastructure. While the sample size limits generalizability, it
provides valuable insight into context-specific patterns of readiness and barriers to digital
assessment adoption. For a summary of participants’ demographic characteristics, see Table 1.

Table 1

Participants’ Demographic Information

Participant Gender Age Years of Highest degree Formal digital
experience earned assessment training
P1 F 52 28 PhD No
P2 F 34 11 MA No
P3 F 54 30 MA No
P4 F 51 27 PhD No
P5 F 35 13 MA No
P6 F 35 12 MA No
P7 F 27 5 MA Yes
P8 F 35 12 MA No
P9 F 30 7 MA No
P10 F 38 16 PhD No
P11 F 29 6 MA Yes
P12 F 28 5 MA No
P13 F 30 7 MA No
P14 F 40 18 PhD No
P15 M 34 10 MA No
P16 F 34 10 MA Yes
P17 M 36 13 MA No
P18 F 30 6 MA No
P19 M 30 7 MA Yes
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P20 F 24 2 BA No
P21 F 26 4 MA No
P22 F 33 8 MA No
P23 F 39 17 PhD No
P24 F 32 8 MA No
P25 F 31 8 MA Yes
P26 M 27 2 MA No
p27 F 49 26 MA No

3.3. Data Collection

3.3.1. Digital Assessment Readiness Scale (DAR Scale)

The Digital Assessment Readiness (DAR) Scale was developed with reference to the
DigCompEdu framework (Redecker, 2017) and the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003). It
included 20 items across four dimensions:

Knowledge — familiarity with digital tools and principles of validity, reliability, and fairness;
Confidence — perceived ability to design, manage, and troubleshoot digital assessments;
Experience — prior training, use, and experimentation with digital assessment;

Belief in effectiveness views on its pedagogical value, efficiency, and level of
institutional support.

All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly
Agree).

Three specialists in educational technology and assessment reviewed the scale for
content relevance and clarity. A brief cognitive check with three lecturers was then conducted
to ensure item wording and contextual fit. These lecturers did not take part in the main study.
A few minor wording changes were made before data collection. Internal consistency was
examined using Cronbach’s alpha and mean inter-item correlations (MIIC), which is suitable
for small samples (N = 27). Subscale alphas ranged from .78 to .85, and MIIC values were
within the recommended .15-.50 range (Briggs & Cheek, 1986), suggesting that the items held
together reasonably well for an exploratory study.

3.3.2. Semi-structured Interviews

To complement the survey and better understand how lecturers interpreted and applied
digital assessment, semi-structured interviews were carried out with five volunteers. The
interview guide drew on the same four DAR dimensions and on recent literature about digital
pedagogy in higher education. Interviews were conducted individually by a member of the
research team, either in person or via Zoom, between January and February 2024. Each
interview lasted 30—45 minutes. With participants’ permission, the conversations were audio-
recorded and transcribed verbatim. The semi-structured format allowed space for lecturers to
describe their experiences and the contextual factors that shaped their readiness.

3.4. Data Analysis

A mixed-methods analytical approach was adopted. Quantitative data were analyzed
using SPSS version 26 to calculate means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlation
coefficients across the four readiness dimensions. Given the small sample (N = 27), the
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correlations are reported as exploratory patterns rather than for statistical generalisation.
Interview transcripts were analysed thematically, following Braun and Clarke’s (2006)
approach. After repeated readings of the transcripts, initial codes were generated and then
grouped into broader themes linked to the four readiness dimensions. Themes were refined
through comparison across cases to identify common patterns and noteworthy exceptions.
Coding was carried out manually by the researcher, which allowed close engagement with the
data. The two data sets were compared during interpretation to identify where survey patterns
aligned with or diverged from interview insights. This helped explain not only the level of
readiness reported in the survey, but also how lecturers understood and experienced digital
assessment in practice.

4. Findings
4.1. Overall Readiness of EFL Lecturers (RQ1)

Descriptive results showed variation in lecturers’ readiness across the four measured
dimensions (see Table 2). Participants reported the strongest agreement regarding their belief
in the effectiveness of digital assessment (M = 4.23, SD = 0.63) and demonstrated relatively
high levels of knowledge of digital assessment principles and tools (M = 3.93, SD = 0.66). In
contrast, confidence in implementing digital assessment (M = 3.03, SD = 0.87) and their prior
experience with applying digital assessment in practice (M = 2.62, SD = 0.96) were
considerably lower. This indicates that although lecturers possess conceptual awareness and
recognise the pedagogical value of digital assessment, their previous hands-on engagement with
digital assessment and their confidence to implement it remain limited.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Digital Assessment Readiness Dimensions

Dimension Mean (M) Standard deviation (SD)
Knowledge of digital assessment 3.93 0.66
Confidence in performing digital assessment 3.03 0.87
Experience with digital assessment 2.62 0.96
Belief in the effectiveness of digital assessment 4.23 0.63

Note. N = 27. Higher scores indicate higher levels of readiness.

Taken together, these results portray a readiness profile in which cognitive and
attitudinal readiness is relatively strong, but experiential readiness is limited. In other words,
most lecturers seem open to and aware of the value of digital assessment, yet many have not
had enough hands-on practice to feel confident or to apply it consistently. The following
sections examine each dimension in more detail to show how knowledge, confidence,
experience, and beliefs shape lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment.

4.2. Manifestation of Readiness Dimensions (RQ2)

To address RQ2, survey and interview data were triangulated to examine how lecturers’
knowledge, confidence, prior experiences, and beliefs about the effectiveness of digital
assessment reflect their readiness to adopt it. A thematic analysis of interview transcripts,
supported by quantitative patterns from the survey, generated four themes aligned with the
dimensions of the DAR scale. The subthemes were derived through inductive coding of
interview data, where initial codes were clustered into meaningful patterns within each
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dimension to illustrate how readiness was manifested in lecturers’ perceptions and practices
(see Table 3).

Table 3
Themes and Subthemes of EFL Lecturers’ Perceptions of Digital Assessment

Theme Subthemes Illustrative Focus Areas
Knowledge Surface-level vs. Conceptual To<_)l_ famlllar_lty, understanding of
knowledge validity and fairness
. Tool-specific confidence; Peer Using LMS, troubleshooting, learning
Confidence .
learning through colleagues
. . Institutional reform, lack of systematic
Experience Formal vs. informal exposure training

Timely feedback, student engagement,

Belief in effectiveness  Pedagogical value; Limitations . - 0
challenges in assessing creativity

4.2.1. Perceived Knowledge of Digital Assessment

Survey data indicated relatively strong knowledge of digital assessment (M = 3.93, SD
= 0.66), with high awareness of validity, reliability, and fairness (M = 4.10, SD = 0.68) and
familiarity with platforms such as Moodle and Google Forms (M = 3.85, SD =0.72). However,
interviews revealed that lecturers’ understanding often remained surface-level. While all five
interviewees were able to describe basic tool functions, only a few demonstrated conceptual
understanding of digital assessment principles. One participant noted, “l can create a quiz on
Google Forms, but I'm not sure if it really assesses higher-order thinking skills” (T1). Another
reflected, “I know the idea of formative assessment, but applying it digitally is still confusing to
me” (T2). In contrast, two lecturers who had some prior exposure to assessment-related
workshops expressed deeper awareness: “Digital assessment is not just about tools; it’s about
aligning them with learning objectives and validity principles” (T3). This pattern suggests that
while tool familiarity is widespread, pedagogical integration remains uneven.

4.2.2. Confidence in Using Digital Tools

Confidence was moderate (M = 3.03, SD = 0.87). Most lecturers expressed comfort with
basic LMS operations but were less confident in managing technical or procedural issues during
online testing. “/ can post assignments easily, but when it comes to creating online quizzes, I'm
afraid something will go wrong” (T2). Another shared, “Sometimes | avoid digital tests because
the system or internet might fail” (T4). A common pattern among participants was that
confidence developed informally, often through peer support rather than formal training. “I
learned by watching my colleague set up an online quiz and then tried to do the same” (T3).
This reflects the role of peer mentoring as a substitute for institutionalized training, where
lecturers relied on observation and imitation to build practical confidence.

4.2.3. Experience with Digital Assessment

Experience was the lowest-rated dimension (M = 2.62, SD = 0.96). None of the five
interviewees had received formal, in-depth training in digital assessment design. Most
described their experience as emerging in response to the university’s recent push for digital
transformation. “We were encouraged to use digital tools for assessment, but there was little
hands-on guidance,” said one (T5). Another shared, “I started experimenting with online
quizzes because our faculty was asked to modernize our assessment methods” (T1).

Such experiences were self-initiated and context-driven, reflecting individual
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adaptation rather than structured institutional planning. Lecturers often learned by trial and
error, relying on colleagues for support. As a result, their digital assessment practices remained
fragmented and exploratory, rather than systematic or research-informed.

4.2.4. Belief in Effectiveness of Digital Assessment

Despite limited experience and confidence, lecturers maintained a strong belief in the
pedagogical potential of digital assessment (M = 4.23, SD = 0.63). They appreciated its
efficiency, flexibility, and capacity to increase student engagement. “Digital assessment helps
me give feedback faster, and students enjoy seeing their scores immediately,” said one lecturer
(T2). Another observed, “Students seem more motivated when we use online quizzes or
multimedia tasks” (T4).

Nonetheless, participants expressed concerns about its suitability for evaluating
complex or creative skills, such as writing or speaking. “Digital platforms are convenient for
quizzes, but they can’t fully capture creativity or language production,” explained one (T3).
Others raised issues of academic integrity and technical reliability, which sometimes limited
their willingness to rely heavily on digital methods.

Overall, the findings suggest that while lecturers’ belief in the value of digital
assessment is consistently high, this attitudinal readiness does not automatically translate into
confident implementation. Positive beliefs appear to provide motivation and openness to
adoption, yet their impact remains conditional on factors such as digital competence, hands-on
experience, and institutional support. In this sense, belief serves as an enabling but not sufficient
dimension of readiness. The interactions between belief and other readiness components are
explored further in the subsequent section.

4.2.5. Interrelationships Between Readiness Dimensions

To further understand how the four dimensions collectively shaped lecturers’ readiness
for digital assessment, Pearson correlation coefficients were computed (Table 4). All
correlations were positive and statistically significant, indicating that the dimensions were
interdependent rather than functioning as discrete elements of readiness.

Table 4
Correlations Among Digital Assessment Readiness Dimensions (N = 27)

Dimension 1 2 3 4
1. Knowledge — 52** .38* 41*
2. Confidence 52** — A9** A6**
3. Experience .38* 49%* — 33*
4. Belief in effectiveness Al1* AB** .33* —

Note. *p < .05; *p < .01.

Dimensions: 1 = Knowledge; 2 = Confidence; 3 = Experience; 4 = Belief in the effectiveness of digital
assessment.

In this sample, confidence showed the strongest associations with the other dimensions,
suggesting that feeling capable of using digital assessment may play a key role in translating
knowledge, prior exposure, and positive beliefs into perceived readiness. This aligns with the
survey and interview results, where several lecturers noted that understanding digital tools did
not necessarily mean they felt confident enough to use them in class.

Although experience was positively correlated with all dimensions, these relationships
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were comparatively weaker (r = .33 to .49). Together with the descriptive results showing
experience as the lowest-rated dimension (M = 2.62), this points to limited hands-on practice
as a key factor preventing knowledge and belief from developing into confidence and actual
implementation. Interview data reinforced this point, with lecturers frequently describing trial-
and-error approaches and limited structured opportunities to practise (Section 4.2.3), which
constrained confidence building.

The moderate association between knowledge and belief (r = .41, p < .05) suggests that
lecturers with a sound understanding of digital assessment are also more likely to recognise and
value its pedagogical benefits. However, the stronger correlations with confidence than with
experience indicate that cognitive and attitudinal readiness alone are insufficient for behavioural
readiness to emerge without meaningful opportunities for practice and capability development.

Overall, the pattern of relationships suggests that readiness evolves through a
progressive and reinforcing process: valuing the benefits of digital assessment motivates
lecturers to acquire knowledge; knowledge provides a foundation for experimentation; and
practical experience enhances confidence, which supports sustained implementation. This is
broadly aligned with Armenakis et al.’s (1993) conceptualisation of readiness as a
multidimensional state comprising efficacy, valence, and perceived support.

4.3. Institutional and Contextual Factors Shaping Readiness (RQ3)

The third research question examined the institutional and contextual conditions that
support or hinder the development of lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment. Thematic
analysis of interview data, triangulated with relevant survey findings, identified four categories
of external factors that influence how lecturers build the knowledge, confidence, experience,
and beliefs necessary for readiness (Table 5).

Table 5
Institutional and Contextual Factors Influencing Lecturers’ Readiness for Digital Assessment
Category Subcategory
Institutional support Lack of guidelines; Unclear policies
Infrastructure/access Unstable internet; Lack of devices/software
Professional development One-off training; Limited pedagogical focus
Peer learning culture Informal mentoring; Learning by observation

4.3.1. Institutional Support and Policy Clarity

Survey data indicated moderate institutional support (M = 3.44, SD = 0.84). However,
interviews revealed that this support lacked concrete guidelines, leading to fragmented
implementation. For example, one lecturer noted: “We are encouraged to use digital
assessment, but there are no written guidelines or standards.” (T3). This policy ambiguity
weakened institutional consistency and left lecturers reliant on individual interpretation.

4.3.2. Infrastructure and Access

Technological challenges were consistently reported as barriers. Unstable internet
connections and inadequate access to institutional devices constrained adoption. As T4
explained: “My classroom doesn’t have a stable internet connection, so online tests are out of
the question.” Reliance on personal devices or 4G subscriptions created inequities and further
reduced lecturers’ confidence in applying digital assessment.
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4.3.3. Professional Development

Training opportunities were available but often described as sporadic, tool-focused, and
lacking pedagogical depth. This limited professional development was consistent with low scores
in the “experience” dimension (M = 2.62, SD = 0.96). One lecturer summarized this gap: “The
training was helpful in theory, but I still don’t know how to apply it to my assessments.” (T2).
These findings highlight the need for structured, practice-based, and ongoing professional
development.

4.3.4. Peer Learning and Informal Collaboration

Despite limited formal training, peer learning emerged as an important facilitator.
Informal mentoring and observation enhanced confidence and practical readiness. As T5
reflected: “Watching my colleague set up an online test gave me the confidence to try it myself.”
Such grassroots collaboration filled institutional gaps and provided lecturers with situated, tool-
specific support.

Taken together, these themes illustrate how institutional and individual-level conditions
interact to shape lecturers’ readiness. Findings from RQ3 reveal a dual landscape of constraints
and opportunities. Institutional barriers, such as vague guidelines, inadequate infrastructure,
and insufficient training, significantly constrain lecturers’ readiness for digital assessment.
Conversely, peer-driven learning and self-initiated experimentation emerged as important
enablers, enhancing confidence and tool-specific competence. These results underscore the
need for institutional investment not only in systemic support (clearer policies, sustainable
infrastructure, structured training) but also in fostering grassroots, collaborative capacity
building. The following section discusses these results in light of existing literature and
considers their implications for policy and practice.

5. Discussion

This study examined the readiness of EFL lecturers at a Vietnamese university to
implement digital assessment, drawing on the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and the
DigCompEdu (Redecker, 2017). The findings reveal a nuanced readiness landscape: lecturers
expressed strong conceptual support for digital assessment but demonstrated lower confidence
and limited hands-on experience, indicating a gap between pedagogical intention and practice.

Quantitative results showed an uneven readiness profile. Lecturers reported strong
belief in the effectiveness of digital assessment (M = 4.23) and relatively high knowledge of
tools and principles (M = 3.93), but lower confidence (M = 3.03) and experience (M = 2.62).
This pattern suggests that while performance expectancy was high, a key construct in UTAUT,
other factors such as effort expectancy and facilitating conditions were less developed. In
practical terms, lecturers understood the benefits of digital assessment but lacked confidence
and institutional support to implement it effectively.

Qualitative findings help explain this imbalance. Lecturers frequently used tools like
Google Forms and Moodle but often at a basic level, with limited attention to core assessment
principles such as validity, reliability, and fairness. This supports earlier findings that technical
familiarity alone does not translate into pedagogically sound digital practice (Schildkamp et al.,
2020). Confidence was also tied more closely to peer collaboration and self-directed learning
than to formal institutional training. This reflects Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich’s (2010)
argument that meaningful technology adoption depends on both individual dispositions and
contextual enablers.
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Correlation analysis revealed significant associations among knowledge, confidence,
and experience, underscoring that readiness dimensions are interdependent. Providing
structured opportunities for experimentation and reflection could therefore yield synergistic
gains across these domains. Within the DigCompEdu framework, lecturers in this study
demonstrated competence in foundational areas, such as using digital resources, but were less
confident in advanced domains like assessment design, learner empowerment, and professional
engagement.

Institutional and infrastructural challenges remained key barriers. Despite strong
national-level policies promoting digital transformation (Pitt et al., 2022), local implementation
suffered from unclear operational guidelines, unstable internet connectivity, limited devices,
and fragmented professional development. These correspond to weak facilitating conditions in
UTAUT, constraining lecturers’ ability to act on their positive beliefs. Nonetheless, peer
mentoring and grassroots experimentation emerged as critical enablers, helping lecturers build
confidence through experiential and collaborative learning, an approach shown to foster both
pedagogical and digital competence (Heitink et al., 2016; Fang et al., 2021).

Overall, the findings affirm that digital assessment readiness is not simply about access
to technology or positive attitudes. It represents an interdependent construct encompassing
knowledge, confidence, experience, and contextual support. Conceptual alignment with
UTAUT and DigCompEdu underscores the need for multidimensional strategies that build
competence, strengthen confidence, and ensure supportive institutional ecosystems. Practically,
universities should invest not only in digital infrastructure but also in sustained, context-
sensitive professional development, clear assessment policies, and peer-learning communities.
Ultimately, digital assessment represents not just a technological innovation but a
transformation of pedagogical and institutional practice.

6. Conclusion

This study explored EFL lecturers’ readiness to implement digital assessment in a
Vietnamese higher education context, revealing a persistent gap between perceived value and
practical capability. While lecturers recognized the pedagogical benefits of digital tools, their
confidence and hands-on experience were constrained by infrastructural limitations, unclear
institutional guidance, and insufficient professional development. These findings reaffirm that
readiness is a multidimensional construct that extends beyond technical familiarity, requiring
robust institutional support, sustained training, and a sound pedagogical foundation. Guided by
UTAUT and DigCompEdu, the study emphasizes that effective adoption arises from the
interplay of individual motivation, organizational conditions, and perceived ease of use. To
foster readiness, institutions should establish clear and consistent policies, ensure reliable
access to infrastructure, and provide ongoing, practice-oriented professional development. Peer
mentoring and collaborative learning can further strengthen lecturers’ confidence and support
the meaningful integration of digital assessment. Ethical dimensions such as fairness and
inclusivity must also be central in both policy and pedagogy. The study is limited by its small
sample size and single-institution scope, which restrict generalizability. Future research should
expand to larger and more diverse contexts, adopt longitudinal designs, and include multiple
stakeholders to capture a more holistic view of digital assessment readiness. Overall, enhancing
lecturers’ readiness requires systemic investment not only in technology but also in people,
practices, and cultures of collaboration, ensuring that digital assessment becomes a sustainable
and equitable part of higher education.
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