Response to Reviewer Comments

Dear Editor and Reviewer,
I thank the reviewer for the careful and constructive assessment of our manuscript and for recognizing the timeliness of the EFL-to-ESL transition in Vietnamese tourism education, the soundness of the PLS-SEM design, and the practical value of the IPMA findings. I have revised the manuscript to address every point raised. The revisions concentrate on strengthening the academic positioning of the Introduction and Literature Review and on ensuring construct and geographical consistency throughout. A point-by-point response follows; all cited locations refer to the revised manuscript.
Summary of Major Changes
1. Added explicit Problem Statement (1.1), Research Gap (1.2), Scope and Delimitations (1.3), and Research Objectives and Questions (1.4) subsections to the Introduction.
2. Added a dedicated Theoretical Framework subsection (2.1) integrating teacher cognition, sociocultural, and professional agency theories; subsequent subsections renumbered to 2.2–2.5.
3. Reduced the abstract keywords from eight to five high-impact terms.
4. Corrected the geographical scope to Ho Chi Minh City consistently across the paper.
5. Rebranded the outcome construct as “Teacher-Perceived Communicative Competence” throughout the paper and in the Figure 1 caption.
6. Corrected the erroneous “H6/H7” reference in the Discussion to “H6.”
7. Retitled Section 8 as “Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Research” and added an explicit concluding synthesis; the pre-existing limitations discussion has been retained and made prominent.
Point-by-Point Responses
Comment 1: Absence of core research elements (problem statement, research gap, scope, delimitations).
The introduction provides a broad background but omits an explicitly formulated problem statement, research gap, and clear boundaries defining the scope and delimitations of the study.
Response: I agree and have restructured the Introduction to make its academic positioning explicit. Four new subsections were added: 1.1 Problem Statement articulates why structural reform alone has not improved graduates’ communicative readiness and frames teachers as the decisive mechanism; 1.2 Research Gap specifies three concrete gaps (the lack of an integrated belief–identity–agency–innovation model, the underexamined mediating role of agency, and the shortage of Vietnam-specific model-based evidence); 1.3 Scope and Delimitations defines the empirical and conceptual boundaries (Ho Chi Minh City focus, five teacher-centered constructs, exclusion of institutional-level antecedents and student-generated data); and 1.4 Research Objectives and Questions states three research questions (RQ1–RQ3) aligned with the model.
Location: Introduction, 1.1–1.4.
Comment 2: Structural deficiency in Chapter 2 – no explicit theoretical framework.
Chapter 2 lacks an explicitly defined theoretical framework subsection; the text transitions straight into hypothesis development without mapping how teacher cognition theory and sociocultural perspectives interface within the model.
Response: I have added a new 2.1 Theoretical Framework that explicitly integrates the three lenses underpinning the model. It explains that teacher cognition theory supplies the cognitive foundation (beliefs as the antecedent filter), sociocultural theory locates identity as a socially negotiated construct shaped by institutional and industry context, and professional agency theory provides the behavioral bridge that converts cognition and identity into innovation. This yields the coherent cognitive–behavioral logic (beliefs → identity → agency → innovation → teacher-perceived communicative competence) that the subsequent hypotheses trace. Two foundational references (Borg, 2003; Priestley, Biesta, & Robinson, 2015) were added to the reference list to support this framing. The remaining subsections were renumbered to 2.2–2.5.
Location: Literature Review, 2.1 (new); renumbering 2.2–2.5; References (Borg, 2003; Priestley et al., 2015).
Comment 3: Keyword proliferation (eight keywords).
The abstract contains too many keywords (eight items); this list should be streamlined to 4–6 high-impact terms to ensure optimal indexing.
Response: The keyword list has been reduced from eight to five high-impact terms: teacher beliefs; professional agency; pedagogical innovation; ESL-oriented tourism education; teacher-perceived communicative competence. These retain the study’s core constructs and context while improving indexing precision.
Location: Abstract, Keywords.
Comment 4: Geographical inconsistency (“Vietnamese universities” vs. Ho Chi Minh City).
The abstract claims data were collected from “Vietnamese universities,” but Section 4 limits the geographical scope to Ho Chi Minh City. This restriction must be mirrored across the paper to prevent over-generalization.
Response: I have corrected the abstract to state that data were collected “across universities in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam,” consistent with the methodology (Section 4) and the demographic profile (Table 1). The single-city boundary is now stated in the abstract, reinforced in the new Scope and Delimitations subsection (1.3), and acknowledged as a limitation in Section 8, so that no claim of national representativeness remains.
Location: Abstract; 1.3; Section 4; Section 8.
Comment 5: Construct measurement accuracy – rebrand Communicative Competence.
The model evaluates “Communicative Competence (CC),” yet the indicators rely on teachers’ self-reported perceptions of student performance. The construct must be explicitly rebranded as “Teacher-Perceived Communicative Competence” throughout the paper and in Figure 1.
Response: I agree that measurement accuracy requires this relabeling. The outcome construct is now named Teacher-Perceived Communicative Competence wherever it is spelled out—in the abstract, keywords, Research Model (Section 3), and Methodology (Section 4)—and the Figure 1 caption now reads “Research model (CC = Teacher-Perceived Communicative Competence).” The abbreviation “CC” is retained purely as a shorthand so that the tables and the SmartPLS output figure remain internally consistent, with its expansion redefined accordingly. A clarifying sentence has been added to the Methodology stating that all CC items capture instructors’ perceptions rather than objective or student-reported proficiency, and earlier phrasing referring to “student-perceived” competence has been corrected to “teacher-perceived” throughout. The interpretation of results and the limitations were adjusted to reflect this instructor-perceived measurement basis.
Location: Abstract; Keywords; Section 3 and Figure 1 caption; Section 4; Discussion; Section 8.
Comment 6: Unsupported “H6/H7” reference in the Discussion.
The Discussion references an unsupported “H6/H7” combination, whereas Chapter 2 and Table 4 only outline hypotheses up to H6.
Response: This was a typographical error. The Discussion now reads “(H6 supported),” consistent with the six hypotheses developed in the Literature Review and reported in Table 4. I re-checked all hypothesis labels across the manuscript to confirm the model contains exactly H1–H6 and that every reference is consistent.
Location: Section 6 (Discussion), fourth point.
Comment 7: Reviewer summary note – limitations.
Reviewer summary assessment noted the absence of stated limitations alongside the missing problem statement, gap, scope, and theoretical framework.
Response: A detailed limitations discussion (geographical scope, self-reported/perception-based measurement, cross-sectional design, exclusion of institutional factors, linearity of PLS-SEM, and single-domain focus) was already present in Section 8 but may have been easy to overlook because the section was titled only “Conclusion.” I have retitled it “Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Research” and added an explicit concluding synthesis paragraph at the start of the section so that the limitations are clearly signposted. The scope-related boundaries are also previewed in the new 1.3.
Location: Section 8 (retitled) and 1.3.
I believe these revisions substantially strengthen the manuscript’s academic positioning while preserving its quantitative rigor and practical contribution. I am grateful for the reviewer’s guidance and welcome any further suggestions.
Sincerely,
Phong Hai Tran
Ho Chi Minh City University of Foreign Languages – Information Technology (HUFLIT)
