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&RUUH SRQGLQJ D WKRU WULQK JLDQJ L QH RUJ

7HVWLQ WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHW HHQ R W RI FODVV VW GHQW HQ D HPHQW DQG
VW GHQW OHDUQLQ R WFRPHV WKH FDVH RI E VLQHVV VW GHQWV LQ 9LHWQDP

7ULQK 7KL 7K *LDQJ

1DWLR D FR RPLFV L HUVLW D RL LHW DP

5HFHL HG - QH 5H LVHG 1RYHPEHU FFHSWHG 1RYHPEHU

KWWS GRL RUJ MLHP

EVWUDFW

7KH WRSLF R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW KD HPHUJHG E WKH HQG R WKH D W FHQW U DQG KD EHFRPH

DQ LQWHUH WLQJ UH HDUFK WRSLF RU LW URE W FRUUH DWLRQ ZLWK D DUJH Q PEHU R GH LUDE H DQG

SR LWLYH HG FDWLRQD R WFRPH :KL H LQ F D W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW KD EHHQ DUJH W GLHG

R W R F D W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW HHP WR UHFHLYH H DWWHQWLRQ 7KL W G F R H WKH JDS LQ

WKH LWHUDW UH E SUH HQWLQJ HYLGHQFH RQ WKH UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ R W R F D HQJDJHPHQW DQG

student learning outcomes using two di�erent datasets of 492 and 491 business students in
Hanoi, the capital city of Vietnam. The structural equation modeling analyses using SmartPLS
show signi cant e�ects of cognitive and agentic engagement on student learning outcomes.
In addition, the out-of-class agentic engagement is con rmed to be a separate and distinct
EFRPSRQHQW R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW

.H RUGV Agentic engagement, Higher education, Out-of-class engagement, Student
HQJDJHPHQW W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH
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7KH WRSLF R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW ( KD HPHUJHG E WKH HQG R WKH D W FHQW U DQG KD

EHFRPH DQ LQWHUH WLQJ UH HDUFK WRSLF LQ WKH D W GHFDGH (FF H DQG :DQJ .DK

7KH UHD RQ ZK ( KD LQFUHD LQJ EHHQ R JUHDW LQWHUH W WR UH HDUFKHU LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ

L LW D RFLDWLRQ ZLWK W GHQW DFDGHPLF DFKLHYHPHQW W GHQW UHWHQWLRQ FKRR FRPS HWLRQ

RFLD HPRWLRQD ZH EHLQJ D ZH D RWKHU RQJ WHUP R WFRPH FK D ZRUN FFH DQG

L H RQJ HDUQLQJ WLQ )LQQ 1HZPDQQ )LQQ . K 3D FDUH D

DQG 7HUHQ]LQL &KUL WHQ RQ HW D /HL HW D

It is widely agreed that SE has “topped the list of important details” (Lawson and Lawson,
UHJDUGLQJ HG FDWLRQD SR LF LQ WKH 8QLWHG WDWH ( FRQWLQ H WR EH D E LQH
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education focal point based on the signi cant relationship with learning outcomes” (Burch HW
D , 2015). Additionally, it is con rmed that learning and succeeding in school require active
engagement (Institute of Medicine, 2003).

7KHUH L KRZHYHU LWW H FRQ HQ RQ WKH FRQFHSW D L]DWLRQ R ( ) U RQJ HW D

)UHGULFN HW D LQJ H FRQ HQW L WKDW ( L D P WL DFHWHG P WLGLPHQ LRQD DQG

PHWD FRQ WU FW FRQFHSW D L]DWLRQ )UHGULFN HW D .DK % UFK HW D

( LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ L JHQHUD DFFHSWHG WR FRYHU WZR PDLQ FRQWH W R LQ F D RU

DFDGHPLF DQG R W R F D RU QRQ DFDGHPLF HQYLURQPHQW )LQQ )UHGULFN HW D

* Q F DQG . ] :KL H LQ F D ( KD EHHQ DUJH DQD ]HG R W R F D (

HHP WR UHFHLYH H DWWHQWLRQ FFRUGLQJ WR 7ULQK DPRQJ WKH HYHQWHHQ PR W ZLGH

used de nitions of SE, sixteen de nitions mention in-class context while only ten of them
PHQWLRQ R W R F D FRQWH W 1RQHWKH H RU W GHQW LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ DQ R W R F D

environment is found to be crucial to contribute to their development (Finn and Voelkl, 1993;
GD DQG :L P 7URZ HU

Increasing student learning outcomes is the most important goal of higher education
institutions (Melton, 1996). Students have become the center in curriculum design, teaching,
DQG H WUDF UULF DU DFWLYLWLH 8QLYHU LWLH DUH KL WLQJ URP WHDFKLQJ JRD WR SD LQJ DWWHQWLRQ

WR W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH . K E &RDWH

The number of studies in SE and student learning outcomes is also limited in Vietnam. A
HZ W GLH UH DWHG WR ( KDYH LQYH WLJDWHG WKH LPSDFW R ( RQ W GHQW DWL DFWLRQ 7 QJ

and Ngoc, 2016), student participation (Huy, 2015), or perceived service values and life goals
7UDQ 1RQHWKH H QR W G KD LQYH WLJDWHG WKH UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ R W R F D (

and student learning outcomes at higher education institutions in Vietnam to see how the non-
DFDGHPLF HQYLURQPHQW FRQWULE WH WR WKH GHYH RSPHQW R W GHQW 7K WKH LQYH WLJDWLRQ

LQWR FRQ WU FW R ( WKH LQ WU PHQW R R W R F D ( DQG LW LPSDFW RQ HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

for Vietnamese students will help expand the understanding of this topic.

7KL W G KD WZR S USR H )LU W LW UHYLHZ WKH EFRQ WU FW R R W R F D ( DQG LW

LQ WU PHQW HFRQG LW H DPLQH WKH LPSDFW R R W R F D ( RQ W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

focusing on business students. The analysis shows signi cant e�ects of cognitive and agentic
engagement on student learning outcomes. In addition, out-of-class agentic engagement is
con rmed to be a separate and distinct subcomponent of SE.

7KH UHPDLQGHU R WKL SDSHU L D R RZ 7KH QH W HFWLRQ UHYLHZ WKH LWHUDW UH UH DWHG WR

( DQG R W R F D HQJDJHPHQW R W GHQW DW KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ DQG WKH LQNDJH EHWZHHQ R W

R F D ( DQG W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH HFWLRQ SURYLGH D FRQFHSW D UDPHZRUN ZLWK

HLJKW K SRWKH L R RZHG E D GH FULSWLRQ R PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW DQG GDWD FR HFWLRQ

method; Section 5 presents research ndings, which is followed with discussion in Section 6
DQG FRQF LRQ LQ HFWLRQ
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/LWHUDW UH UH LH

2.1 Student engagement and out-of-class student engagement

There are di�erent de nitions of SE. This concept was initially mentioned as time on task
(Tyler, cited in Kuh (2009)) and quality of e�ort (Pace, cited in Kuh (2009)). Astin (1984)
LQWURG FH W GHQW LQYR YHPHQW WR LQGLFDWH WKH HYH R SK LFD DQG PHQWD HQHUJ WKDW

students spend on educational experiences. Other studies have continued to develop new
D SHFW UH DWHG WR ( DQG W GHQW LQWHUDFWLRQ ZLWK FKRR LQ HG FDWLRQD DFWLYLWLH LQF GLQJ

social and academic integration (Tinto, cited in Ghori (2016)), participation-identi cation
)LQQ DQG ( . K 3D FDUH D HW D

While SE has become more popular, its various de nitions have been suggested with
LPL DU FRPSRQHQW E W QRW HQWLUH FRQ L WHQW ) U RQJ HW D )UHGULFN HW D

SS HWRQ HW D )UHGULFN DQG 0F&R NH )UHGULFN HW D DUJ H WKDW WKL

L D FRPS H P WLGLPHQ LRQD FRQFHSW DQG LW FRQFHSW D L]DWLRQ L WL DU URP UHDFKLQJ D

comprehensive agreement. Other authors also propose that further research should focus on
F DUL LQJ WKL FRQFHSW DQG LW FRPSRQHQW DQG RQ PHD ULQJ WKH H FRPSRQHQW * DQYL H

DQG :L GKDJHQ )UHGULFN DQG 0F&R NH LQDWUD HW D /HL HW D

7KL W G DQD ]H ( DW WKH KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ HYH RF LQJ RQ WKH R W R F D

HQYLURQPHQW 7KH FRQFHSW R ( L DGRSWHG URP . K HW D ZKLFK L FRQFHSW D L]HG

as “students’ involvement in educationally e�ective practices, both inside and outside the
classroom,which leads to a range ofmeasurable outcomes”. Out-of-class SE is operationalized
D FRPSRQHQW R ( LQ WKH R W R F D FRQWH W

5HJDUGLQJ EFRQ WU FW R ( UHFHQW W GLH HLWKHU HPS R D WKUHH FRPSRQHQW RU D R U

FRPSRQHQW DSSURDFK 7KH WKUHH FRPSRQHQW DSSURDFK R WHQ YLHZ W GHQW D SD LYH UHFLSLHQW

R LPSDFW URP WKH H WHUQD HQYLURQPHQW %URRN HW D &ULFN 7KHLU UHDFWLRQ

DUH FDWHJRUL]HG D L FRJQLWLYH ZKLFK L FRQ FLR HQJDJHPHQW DQG HQJDJHPHQW LQ HDUQLQJ

LL EHKDYLRUD ZKLFK L SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ RFLD DQG FRPP QLW DFWLYLWLH DQG LLL HPRWLRQD

which is a�ection (Fredricks HW D D]]LH 0LQW] SS HWRQ HW D

W GLH RQ WKH R U FRPSRQHQW DSSURDFK SURSR H WKDW EH LGH UHDFWLRQ URP WKH

HQYLURQPHQW W GHQW FDQ DFWLYH SDUWLFLSDWH DQG FRQWULE WH WR WKH HG FDWLRQ SURFH ZKLFK

FDQ EH FDWHJRUL]HG D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW DQG L WDNHQ D WKH R UWK FRPSRQHQW R ( 5HHYH

DQG 7 HQJ 7KUR JK W GHQW DJHQF WKL R UWK FRPSRQHQW L KRZQ WR FRQWULE WH

to the learning outcomes of students (Lawson and Lawson, 2013), and is con rmed to be “a
GL WLQFW DQG DQ LPSRUWDQW FRQ WU FW 5HHYH LQDWUD HW D -DQJ HW D , 2016).

In this study, a four-component approach is employed to measure and analyze SE as this
approach better ts students in higher education for their mature development.

2.2 Student engagement theories and learning theories

' ULQJ WKH D W WKUHH GHFDGH ( WKHRULH KDYH EHHQ GHYH RSHG WR H S DLQ FKRR FFH

performance and divided into two main lines. The rst line consists of studies related to
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HQJDJHPHQW WKHRU (7 DQG F R H LQNHG WR GURS R W SUHYHQWLRQ DQG DW UL N W GHQW WLQ

)LQQ 1HZPDQQ HW D &KUL WHQ RQ HW D 7KH HFRQG LQH LQF GH

W GLH UH DWHG WR S FKR RJLFD PRWLYDWLRQ WKHRULH FK D WKH H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU DQG

the ow theory (Bandura, 1986; Deci and Ryan, 2000; Skinner and Pitzer, 2012; Eccles and
Wang, 2012; Sherno� HW D

Astin (1984) de nes student involvement as “the investment of physical and psychological
HQHUJ R WKH W GHQW LQ DFDGHPLF H SHULHQFH +H GH FULEH D KLJK LQYR YHG W GHQW D

someone who spends more time studying, shows more e�ort in doing homework, and/or
interacts more frequently with other students and teachers. He assumes such involvement
ZR G HDG WR W GHQW HDUQLQJ DQG GHYH RSPHQW 7KL WKHRU SURYLGH D R QGDWLRQ RU WKH

EHKDYLRUD FRPSRQHQW LQ WKH FRQFHSW R ( +RZHYHU WKH PDLQ GUDZEDFN R WKL WKHRU L

WKDW LW GRH QRW H S DLQ WKH PHFKDQL P R ( DQG GRH QRW KRZ KRZ LW LQWHUDFW ZLWK RWKHU

DFWRU LQ WKH HG FDWLRQD HQYLURQPHQW 7KHUH RUH PDQ UH HDUFKHU KDYH PRYHG DZD URP

WKH HG FDWLRQ ED HG WKHRULH WR WKH S FKR RJLFD DQG PDQDJHPHQW WKHRULH WR H S DLQ ( DQG

UWKHU LQYH WLJDWH LW FRQ WU FW SUHF U RU DQG R WFRPH % UFK HW D

7KH H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU L RULJLQD D WKHRU R K PDQ PRWLYDWLRQ DQG SHU RQD LW

LQ RFLD FRQWH W 'HFL DQG 5 DQ 7KH FRUH LGHD R WKL WKHRU L DER W K PDQ LQWULQ LF

PRWLYDWLRQ WR H S RUH WR HDUQ DQG SR H NQRZ HGJH R ZKDW UUR QG WKHP 7KL WKHRU

has set a theoretical ground to understand SE as human social behavior and explained di�erent
mechanisms through which students have di�erent levels of engagement or disengagement in
WKH FKRR FRQWH W 5HHYH HW D , 2004; Vansteenkiste HW D 5HHYH

In the ow theory, according to Nakamura and Csikszentmihalyi (2002), ow is a “state
R GHHS DE RUSWLRQ LQ DQ DFWLYLW WKDW L LQWULQ LFD HQMR DE H D RQH FDQ RE HUYH DUWL W

or athletes focusing on their play or performance. Based on this ow theory, one must
simultaneously experience concentration, interest, and enjoyment in an activity for ow to
occur (Csikszentmihalyi, cited in Sherno� HW D FFRUGLQJ WR WKL WKHRU ( L

a�ected by class and school environments as well as other contextual and personal factors.
W GHQW DUH WKH NH DFWRU R WKL PHFKDQL P 7KH ERR W WKHLU FRQFHQWUDWLRQ DQG LQWHUH W WR D

level where ow occurs and turns into their deep engagement in learning activities (Sherno�
HW D 7KL WKHRU SURYLGH WURQJ SSRUW RU WKH DJHQWLF FRPSRQHQW LQ WKH ( FRQFHSW

as it con rms the proactive role of students in their engagement process.

%D HG RQ WKH H WKHRULH WKL UH HDUFK ZL WDNH WKH DSSURDFK R D R U W SR RJ FRQFHSW R

( LQ H DPLQLQJ WKH UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ R W R F D ( DQG W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH R

business students in Vietnam.

%H LGH WKH ( WKHRULH .R E H SHULHQWLD HDUQLQJ WKHRU (/7 H S DLQ ( LPSDFW RQ

learning outcomes, in which learning is de ned as “the process whereby knowledge is created
WKUR JK WKH WUDQ RUPDWLRQ R H SHULHQFH .QRZ HGJH UH W URP WKH FRPELQDWLRQ R JUD SLQJ

DQG WUDQ RUPLQJ H SHULHQFH .R E HW D 7KH HDUQLQJ F F H LQ (/7 FRQ L W R R U

stages, which are concrete experience, re ective observation, abstract conceptualization, and
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active experimentation. Kolb (1984) proposes that in the rst stage, concrete experiences
are the basis for observations and re ections in the second stage. Such re ections help form
DE WUDFW FRQFHSW LQ WKH WKLUG WDJH URP ZKLFK QHZ QGHU WDQGLQJ DQG PHDQLQJ R DFWLRQ FDQ

EH GUDZQ DQG HDG WR DSS LFDWLRQ LQ D QHZ LW DWLRQ LQ WKH R UWK WDJH QHZ F F H FDQ WDUW

WR FUHDWH QHZ H SHULHQFH DQG QHZ NQRZ HGJH

7KH RFLD HDUQLQJ WKHRU SURSR HG E %DQG UD DQG :D WHU SURYLGH DQRWKHU

H S DQDWLRQ R KRZ SHRS H HDUQ QHZ SDWWHUQ R EHKDYLRU WKUR JK SDUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ GLUHFW

H SHULHQFH RE HUYLQJ RWKHU H SHULHQFH RU ZDWFKLQJ RWKHU PRGH LQJ SUDFWLFH 7KH D HUW

WKDW D D WKLQNLQJ RUJDQL P D SHU RQ KD SHFLD FRJQLWLYH NL WKDW D RZ KLP KHU WR JDLQ

new knowledge or to shape his/her behavior by di�erentiating consequences followed of
a given action, where favorable consequences will reinforce his/her behavior pattern and
unfavorable consequences will prevent him/her to repeat similar pattern.

7KR H HDUQLQJ WKHRULH SURYLGH SR LE H DQG UH HYDQW PHFKDQL P RU ( LQ JHQHUD DQG

R W R F D ( LQ SDUWLF DU WR DFL LWDWH WKH HDUQLQJ SURFH D ZH D HDUQLQJ R WFRPH R

W GHQW DW KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ LQ WLW WLRQ

2.3 Out-of-class student engagement

W QLYHU LWLH W GHQW KDYH PRUH RSSRUW QLWLH WR LQWHUDFW ZLWK WKH EURDG FKRR FRPP QLW

QRW M W LPLWLQJ ZLWKLQ WKHLU F D URRP D WKH QHHG WR SUHSDUH RU WKH UHD L H HQYLURQPHQW

+HQFH ( LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ L R WHQ D RFLDWHG ZLWK WKH FKRR FRPP QLW ) DUWRQ

%U RQ

Out-of-class engagement or non-academic engagement refers to the engagement with
WKH FKRR FRPP QLW SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ RFLD DFWLYLWLH DQG HQ H R EH RQJLQJ DQG YD LQJ

QLYHU LW R W GHQW +D PDQQ HW D * Q F DQG . ]

3DUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ QLYHU LW DFWLYLWLH RU EHKDYLRUD HQJDJHPHQW LQ WKH R W R F D FRQWH W

L RE HUYHG LQ W GHQW SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ QRQ DFDGHPLF DFWLYLWLH PHPEHU KLS R F E DQG

W GHQW D RFLDWLRQ LQYR YHPHQW LQ SRUW DQG RWKHU H WUD F UULF DU DFWLYLWLH )LQQ

:L P 5HJDUGLQJ HH LQJ R EH RQJLQJQH RU DWWDFKPHQW WR FKRR WKL HPRWLRQD

FRPSRQHQW UH HU WR HH LQJ R EHLQJ DFFHSWHG DQG YD HG E WKHLU SHHU DQG E RWKHU DW

their school, and a sense of being a part of the school environment (Voelkl, 1996; Willms,
7KH RWKHU FRJQLWLYH D SHFW R HQJDJHPHQW UH HU WR YD LQJ FKRR ZKLFK L FRQFHUQHG

ZLWK ZKHWKHU RU QRW W GHQW YD H FKRR FFH GR WKH EH LHYH WKDW HG FDWLRQ ZL

bene t them personally and economically” (Voelkl, 1996).

In the out-of-class context, agentic engagement can be operationalized as initialization
R RU SURDFWLYH SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUD F UULF P DFWLYLWLH DQG LQ FKRR JRYHUQDQFH )LQQ

7KL R UWK FRQ WU FW R ( L HW D QHZ GLPHQ LRQ DQG KD QRW EHHQ EURDG H DPLQHG

D WKH RWKHU WKUHH W SH R D FRQ WU FW LQDWUD HW D ) UWKHU UH HDUFK L WL QHHGHG WR

validate this construct in di�erent contexts.
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5HHYH FDWHJRUL]H WKH H R U GLPHQ LRQ ED HG RQ WZR RUP R HQJDJHPHQW +H

concludes that “a di�erence among these four forms of engagement lies in (i) proactive and
UHDFWLYH EHKDYLRU DQG LL LQWHUQD DQG H WHUQD UH SRQ H JHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW L WKH RQ

proactive formof engagement. It is de ned as the students’initiated activities,which isdi�erent
URP WKH RWKHU WKUHH UHDFWLYH RUP R EHKDYLRUD HPRWLRQD DQG FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW W

WKH DPH WLPH HPRWLRQD DQG FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW DUH LQWHUQD RUP R HQJDJHPHQW D WKH

DUH QRW HD L RE HUYDE H %HKDYLRUD DQG DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW DUH FDWHJRUL]HG D H WHUQD

RUP EHFD H W GHQW GHPRQ WUDWH WKH H RUP R HQJDJHPHQW LQ DQ H S LFLW DQG RE HUYDE H

PDQQHU 7KH H RUP R HQJDJHPHQW DUH PPDUL]HG LQ )LJ UH

)L UH )RUP R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW

6R UFH 0RQWHQHJUR

0HDV UHPHQW LQVWU PHQWV DQG K SRWKHVLV GH HORSPHQW

3.1 Out-of-class student engagement measurement

LWDE H LQ WU PHQW WRPHD UH ( KR GEH HG RU QGHUJUDG DWH W GHQW 7KL LQ WU PHQW

KR G FRYHU WKUHH WR R U FRQ WU FW R ( DQG H S LFLW LQF GH R W R F D HQJDJHPHQW

7KR H FRQ WU FW KR G PHD UH EHKDYLRUD HPRWLRQD DQG FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW LQ

R W R F D FRQWH W

5HJDUGLQJ DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW WKHUH DUH DYDL DE H LWHP WR PHD UH LQ F D HQJDJHPHQW

LQ WKH LQ WU PHQW GHYH RSHG E 5HHYH DQG 7 HQJ 7KH UH HYDQW PHD UHPHQW LWHP



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 1 2 12���

GH FULSWLRQ R R W R F D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW FDQ EH R QG LQ )LQQ R U HYH WD RQRP

of student participation (Finn, 1989). A qualitative study was implemented to develop new
items to measure out-of-class agentic engagement. In this study, three experts in the eld
R W GHQW EHKDYLRU ZHUH LQYLWHG WR LQ GHSWK LQWHUYLHZ RF JUR S LQWHUYLHZ R HLJKW

E LQH W GHQW ZD WDNHQ WR GHYH RS QHZ LWHP R R W R F D W GHQW DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW

)LQGLQJ URP WKL W G KRZ WKDW L LQWHUDFWLRQ EHWZHHQ W GHQW DQG WKHLU ULHQG DF W

DQG FKRR RQ WKH RFLD QHWZRUN RU H DPS H )DFHERRN DUH PHQWLRQHG D DQ D SHFW R

HQJDJHPHQW DQG LL DFWLYH SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUDF UULF DU DFWLYLWLH FDQ EH GL S D HG LQ WKH

RUP R PHPEHU KLS R F E PDQDJHPHQW ERDUG DQG HYHQW RUJDQL]HU 7KHUH RUH HYHQ LWHP

ZHUH GHYH RSHG RU R W R F D DJHQWLF PHD UHPHQW LQ ZKLFK RQH LWHP ZD DGRSWHG URP

Finn (1989) and the other six were extracted from ndings of the study. A nal list of 24
items was collected from suitable instruments. It consists of the followings: ve items of the
out-of-class cognitive component including items from OC1 to OC5; six items of the out-of-
class emotional component including items from OE1 to OE6; six items of the out-of-class
behavioral component including items from OB1 to OB6; and seven items of the out-of-class
agentic component including items from OA1 to OA7.

3.2 Student learning outcomes and their measurement

The question of how to measure student learning outcomes is not easily solved. Bloom’s
WD RQRP RQ HDUQLQJ JJH W WKUHH GRPDLQ R HDUQLQJ REMHFWLYH RU HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

(i) the cognitive domain (thinking); (ii) the a�ectivedomain (feeling); and (iii) the psychomotor
GRPDLQ GRLQJ &DUWHU 5RPL ]RZ NL FLWHG LQ &DUWHU SRLQW R W D PDMRU GH HFW

R % RRP WD RQRP ZKLFK L WKH DE HQFH R D GL WLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ NQRZ HGJH DQG NL

Q D WHUQDWLYH WD RQRP JJH WHG E 5RPL ]RZ NL FLWHG LQ &DUWHU DQG E %LQ WHG

and Snell (cited in Carter (1985)) di�erentiated between types of learning: (i) cognitive
learning (knowledge); (ii) skill learning; and (iii) a�ective learning (feelings and attitudes).

:LWK D F HDU RF RQ W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ )U H

HPSKD L]H WKDW W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH HQFRPSD D ZLGH UDQJH R W GHQW DWWULE WH

and abilities, both cognitive and a�ective, which are a measure of how their college
experiences have supported their development as individuals”. In which, cognitive outcomes
refer to “acquisition of speci c knowledge and skills, as in a major”. A�ective outcomes
UH HU WR W GHQW GHYH RSPHQW LQ YD H JRD DWWLW GH H FRQFHSW ZRU G YLHZ DQG

EHKDYLRU 7KL KD EHFRPH D SRS DU DSSURDFK LQ D H LQJ W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH LQ

higher education (Duque and Weeks, 2010).

In their study of student learning outcomes with speci c disciplines, Duque and Weeks
DSS WKL DSSURDFK WR GHYH RS DQ LQ WU PHQW WR D H QGHUJUDG DWH W GHQW HDUQLQJ

outcomes based on students’ self-report of cognitive and a�ective learning outcomes. The
instrument was rst developed to assess learning outcomes of students in geography, and
then replicated for that of students in business administration. In this study, the measurement
R W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH ZL EH UHS LFDWHG URP WKH PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW GHYH RSHG

by Duque and Weeks (2010) with six items to measure cognitive learning outcomes, which
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are from Cog1 to Cog6, and eight items to measure a�ective learning outcomes, which are
from A�1 to A�8. “I understand knowledge and concepts relating to my major” is a sample
item to measure cognitive learning outcomes. “I have my self-con dence” is a sample item to
measure a�ective learning outcomes.

3.3 Hypothesis development

3R LWLYH LPSDFW R ( RQ W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH KDYH EHHQ HYLGHQFHG LQ YDULR W GLH

3DFH WLQ &KLFNHULQJ DQG *DP RQ . K 1HZPDQQ HW D

)LQQ . K D 3D FDUH D DQG 7HUHQ]LQL &DULQL HW D , 2006). Other studies
KRZ WKDW ( L SR LWLYH FRUUH DWHG ZLWK KLJKHU DFKLHYHPHQW &RQQH DQG :H ERUQ

)LQQ 0DUN /HL HW D , 2018). In these studies, SE is de ned as “in-class SE”,
ZKLFK UH HU WR D GLUHFW UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ ( DQG W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH 3LDQWD HW D

/HL HW D

In the context outside of the classroom, SE in higher education is di�erent compared to
( LQ FKRR LQJ DW RZHU HYH H SHFLD RU FDPS HQJDJHPHQW RU RFLD L H W GHQW

LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ DUH PDW UHG WR EH UH SRQ LE H RU WKHLU GHYH RSPHQW DQG KDYH D F HDUHU

vision of their future careers. Holland and Andre (1987) nd immediate and positive e�ects
R SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ HFRQGDU DFWLYLWLH RQ W GHQW H FRQFHSW PRUD GHYH RSPHQW DQG

academic achievement related to a�ective and cognitive learning outcomes. Similar e�ects
FDQ EH H SHFWHG RU WKHLU SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUD F UULF P DFWLYLWLH

For business students, theirmajor often relates to knowledge of “all pro t-seeking activities
DQG HQWHUSUL H WKDW SURYLGH JRRG DQG HUYLFH QHFH DU WR DQ HFRQRPLF WHP %RRQH HW

D , 2019) in which operational e ciency is crucial (Bandara HW D , 2007). The acquisition of
NQRZ HGJH ZL FRQWULE WH WR W GHQW FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH R WKHLU PDMRU W KLJKHU

education institutions, students are encouraged to participate in di�erent non-academic
DFWLYLWLH RU H WUD F UULF P DFWLYLWLH UDQJLQJ URP SRUW WR F W UD HYHQW LQ SHHU W WRU WR

voluntary programs, and with di�erent roles, ranging from participants to organizers.

7KH RUJDQL]DWLRQ R D W GHQW HYHQW LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ LQ WLW WLRQ L LPL DU WR WKDW LQ

a non-pro t organization. When participating in an event, students exercise out-of-class
behavioral engagement. They may observe and re ect on how an event is run, compare it
with the process and other related knowledge that they have learnt in their class. In the role
R PHPEHU R DQ RUJDQL]LQJ FRPPLWWHH W GHQW H HUFL H R W R F D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW

where they are members of a functional team, such as nancial, promotional, logistics, or
FRQWHQW WHDP ' ULQJ WKH SURFH R SUHSDULQJ DQG U QQLQJ WKH HYHQW WKH PD H SHULHQFH

successful or unsuccessful performance. They then re ect the experience to draw lessons
DQG LQN WKR H H RQ WR DE WUDFW FRQFHSW D L]DWLRQ R WKH UH DWHG NQRZ HGJH 7KHUH RUH

depending on their role in the event, they may experience di�erent stages in the experiential
learning cycle and gain di�erently. Therefore, the rst two hypotheses are stated as follows:

H1: Out-of-class behavioral engagement has a positive impact on student cognitive
learning outcomes.
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H2: Out-of-class agentic engagement has a positive impact on student cognitive learning
outcomes.

5HJDUGLQJ FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH RU DFDGHPLF DFKLHYHPHQW 1HZPDQQ HW D

JJH W WKDW SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUDF UULF DU DFWLYLWLH KH S W GHQW LQFUHD H WKHLU HQ H R

EH RQJLQJ ZKLFK LQ W UQ PD LQFUHD H WKHLU FRPPLWPHQW WR DFDGHPLF 5RH HU HW D FLWHG

LQ - YRQHQ HW D (2012)) nd that student participation with peers is associated with stronger
FKRR EH RQJLQJ DQG EHWWHU DFDGHPLF SHU RUPDQFH

:L P DUJ H WKDW W GHQW HQ H R EH RQJLQJ DW FKRR DQG DFFHSWDQFH R FKRR

values, and a behavioral component pertaining to participation in school activities [...] is
QHFH DU RU W GHQW WR HH EHLQJ DFFHSWHG DQG YD HG E WKHLU SHHU DQG E RWKHU DW WKHLU

FKRR 7KL HH LQJ LQ W UQ SSRUW WKHLU FKRR FFH :L P ZKL H WKR H ZKR

do not have such a sense of belonging and attachment will become alienated or disa�ected
and have poorer academic achievement (Finn, 1989; Finn, 1993; Voelkl, 1996). The next
K SRWKH L L KHQFH WDWHG D R RZ

H3: Out-of-class emotional engagement has a positive impact on student cognitive learning
outcomes.

Out-of-class cognitive engagement is the aspect of positive attitude and valuing school that
“whether or not students value school success - do they believe that education will bene t
them personally and economically” (Voelkl, 1996). Willms (2003) proposes that students’
DWWLW GH WRZDUG WKHLU FKRR DQG WKHLU SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ QRQ DFDGHPLF DFWLYLWLH DUH H SHFWHG

to a�ect their learning decisions strongly. Positive attitudes toward their schools will have
positive impacts on their learning e�ort and on their learning outcomes. The next hypothesis
L WDWHG D R RZ

H4: Out-of-class cognitive engagement has a positive impact on student cognitive learning
outcomes.

3DUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUDF UULF DU DFWLYLWLH D R PHDQ H SHULHQFLQJ D RFLD HQYLURQPHQW

ZLWKLQ QLYHU LWLH DQG LQWHUDFWLQJ ZLWK SHHU 7KL R W R F D FRQWH W SURYLGH D EURDG DQG

diversi ed environment for students to develop other necessary non-academic attributes for
their development (Fullarton, 2002). Other studies also mention di�erent aspects of student
a�ective learning outcomes through their participation in non-academic activities. Antonio HW
D (2004) nd that frequent interactions with diverse peers improve the social self-concepts
of college students. Kuh (1995) emphasizes that “out-of-class experiences in uence student
HDUQLQJ DQG SHU RQD GHYH RSPHQW E LQFUHD LQJ JDLQ LQ RFLD FRPSHWHQFH D WRQRP

con dence, and self-awareness.

:KHQ SDUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ FKRR DFWLYLWLH W GHQW RFLD LQWHUDFW ZLWK WKHLU SHHU DQG

H SHULHQFH RFLD HDUQLQJ % RE HUYLQJ RWKHU FFH EHKDYLRU W GHQW ZL KDSH

their behavior accordingly. They may nd that a con dent student often participate in di�erent
events with di�erent roles. They may assimilate such a behavior. The active members of
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WKH W GHQW PD H SHULHQFH YDULR QRQ DFDGHPLF SURE HP FK D WLPH PDQDJHPHQW

problem solving, con ict solving, communication, and coordination. They observe other
team members’ problems and solutions. Based on their observation and re ection, students
E L G S K SRWKH H R ZKDW ZRUN DQG ZKDW GRH QRW ZRUN URP ZKLFK WKH ZL KDSH WKHLU

SDWWHUQ R EHKDYLRU DFFRUGLQJ 7KHUH RUH WKH QH W WZR K SRWKH H DUH WDWHG D R RZ

H5: Out-of-class behavioral engagement has a positive impact on student a ective learning
outcomes.

H6: Out-of-class agentic engagement has a positive impact on student a ective learning
outcomes.

Student’s sense of belonging is a�ected by experiences in their community and school. By
KDYLQJ WKL R W R F D HPRWLRQD HQJDJHPHQW W GHQW HH EHLQJ DFFHSWHG E WKHLU SHHU DQG

whether or not they feel lonely in their school (Willms, 2003). It is found that peer-to-peer
LQWHUDFWLRQ L LPSRUWDQW WR W GHQW HDUQLQJ 3HNU Q DQG /LQQHQEULQN *DUFLD :KHQ

interacting with others, students can better re ect their experience, which helps them to better
QGHU WDQG WKHP H YH WKHLU QHHG DQG SURE HP DQG WKHLU WUHQJWK DQG LPLWDWLRQ 'tD]

Iso HW D , 2019). When the need for belonging is not satis ed, the student may experience
diminished motivation, impaired development, and may lead to alienation (Voelkl, 2012).
7KHUH RUH WKH QH W K SRWKH L L WDWHG D R RZ

H7: Out-of-class emotional engagement has a positive impact on student a ective learning
outcomes.

FKRR YD LQJ L W GHQW HH LQJ WKDW FKRR DQG FKRR R WFRPH DUH ZRUWKZKL H LQ

which students nd their personal importance and/or practical importance (Voelkl, 2012).
%D HG RQ WKH '7 WKHRU 'HFL HW D FRQF GH WKDW W GHQW P W YD H HDUQLQJ

DFKLHYHPHQW DQG DFFRPS L KPHQW WR EH DFWLYH HQJDJHG LQ WKH FKRR DFDGHPLF DQG QRQ

DFDGHPLF DFWLYLWLH HYHQ ZKHQ WKH DUH QRW LQWHUH WHG LQ WKDW WRSLF RU DFWLYLWLH 7KL GRH

not mean that they must nd it interesting, but they will become “willing to do it because
R LW SHU RQD YD H % KDYLQJ DQ R W R F D FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW W GHQW FDQ

GHYH RS WKHLU H DZDUHQH DQG RWKHU RFLD FRPSHWHQFH 0DKDWP D HW D QRWH

that increased cognitive SE may show bene ts for the continued maturation of cognitive
DQG RFLRHPRWLRQD GHYH RSPHQWD WD N 7KHUH RUH WKH D W K SRWKH L L WDWHG D R RZ

H8: Out-of-class cognitive engagement has a positive impact on student a ective learning
outcomes.

'DWD FROOHFWLRQ PHWKRG

7KHUH DUH HYHUD PHWKRG WR PHD UH ( H UHSRUW UYH L FRQ LGHUHG WKH PR W FRPPRQ

PHWKRG RU D H LQJ ( )UHGULFN DQG 0F&R NH 8 LQJ H UHSRUW URP W GHQW

is a common practice to assess di�erent aspects of education quality, especially at the
QGHUJUDG DWH HYH . K )UHGULFN DQG 0F&R NH 7KH PDLQ UHD RQ L WKDW
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FHUWDLQ YD DE H R WFRPH R KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ FDQQRW EH PHD UHG E DFKLHYHPHQW WH W FK

D DWWLW GH DQG YD H RU JDLQ LQ RFLD DQG SUDFWLFD FRPSHWHQFH

4.1 Choosing a suitable scale

7KH FD H HG LQ W GHQW H UHSRUW L WKH HYH /LNHUW FD H 7KL FD H L HG LQ PDQ

UYH LQ WKH 8 . FK D 0RWLYDWLRQ DQG (QJDJHPHQW FD H 8QLYHU LW &R HJH 0(

UC) (Martin, 2009), Student Satisfaction Survey at some universities such as Oxford Brooks
University (Ghori, 2016), the University of Central England in Birmingham (Kane HW D

2008), and other universities in the U.K. (Williams and Cappuccini‐Ans eld, 2007).

&RPSDUHG WR WKH HYH /LNHUW FD H WKH HYH /LNHUW FD H L PRUH FRPS H DQG

D RZ UH SRQGHQW WR JLYH WKHLU DQ ZHU F R H W SR LE H WR WKHLU HH LQJ WK KRZLQJ WKH

di�erences between levels and creating a seamless scale (Williams and Cappuccini‐Ans eld,
2007). Martin (2009) uses a 7-level Likert scale and nds it suitable for speci c evaluation
ZLWK FR HJH W GHQW :LWK WKL FD H DQG UHSUH HQW WURQJ GL DJUHH DQG WURQJ DJUHH

UH SHFWLYH KLJK FRUH UHSUH HQW D KLJK HYH R HQJDJHPHQW RU D KLJK HYH R R WFRPH

DQG FRPSHWHQFLH

4.2. Sample size

+DLU HW D JJH W WKDW WKH UDWLR R RE HUYDWLRQ WR YDULDE H KR G EH URP WR

Other researchers prefer a ratio of 20 observations for each variable. There are 38 variables in
the questionnaire in this study. Thus, the desirable sample size is from 380 to 760.

7KL W G LQWHQG WR H WZR GDWD HW WR U Q WKH H S RUDWRU DFWRU DQD L () DQG

con rmatory factor analysis (CFA) separately. These two analyses should not be run on the
DPH HW R GDWD +LQNLQ HW D SS HWRQ HW D , 2006; Fokkema and Grei�, 2017) to
avoid over tting data problem. Given the fact that the completion rate of survey is not high, a
total of 1,400 printed questionnaires were distributed to collect data for the research.

4.3 Data collection

The sampling method is quota sampling. Questionnaires were sent to ten universities in Hanoi
that provide courses in business andmanagement, of which 300 to the rst university (National
(FRQRPLF 8QLYHU LW WR WKH HFRQG DQG WKH WKLUG QLYHU LWLH +DQRL 8QLYHU LW R

Business and Technology, and Hanoi University), and 100 to other seven universities. In these
QLYHU LWLH ZH D NHG RPH HFW UHU WR KH S FR HFW GDWD RU FDPH GLUHFW WR WKR H F D H WR

FR HFW GDWD

On the rst page of the questionnaire, there is an introduction explaining the research
purpose, type of informants and information collection, con dential policy, statement of
consent, and instruction of completing the questionnaire. The respondents were informed
about ticking in the consent box to show their consent. It takes about 15 minutes to complete
the questionnaire. The data collection time was from early March 2021 to early April 2021.
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7KHUH DUH LQYD LG UH SRQ H ZKLFK DUH HLWKHU E DQN RU KD E DQN UH SRQ H UH SRQ H

with more than ve missing data in a row, responses lling in with a single choice across all
di�erent questions, or responses lling in with a purposefully ordered pattern. These invalid
UH SRQ H ZHUH UHPRYHG URP WKH GDWD HW

After being coded into an Excel le, data were cleaned up using max, min, mean, standard
GHYLDWLRQ ' RU HDFK RE HUYDWLRQ 7KH YD H R PD PLQ DQG PHDQ P W EH ZLWKLQ WKH

UDQJH R WR Q RE HUYDWLRQ ZLWK '  ZD H LPLQDWHG URP WKH GDWD HW 7KH R W LHU ZHUH

removed based on theMahalanobis distance. The nal dataset comprises of 983 valid responses.
4.4 Data description
7KH Q PEHU R UH SRQGHQW URP WHQ SDUWLFLSDWLQJ QLYHU LWLH L SUH HQWHG LQ 7DE H

7DEOH 1 PEHU R UH SRQGHQW URP WHQ QLYHU LWLH LQ +DQRL

8QL HUVLW Q

1DWLRQD (FRQRPLF 8QLYHU LW 266
+DQRL 8QLYHU LW R % LQH DQG 7HFKQR RJ

+DQRL 8QLYHU LW 116
%DQNLQJ FDGHP

)RUHLJQ 7UDGH 8QLYHU LW

Vietnam University of Commerce
+DQRL 8QLYHU LW R FLHQFH DQG 7HFKQR RJ

Hanoi Open University 7.6
(FRQRPLF FKRR +DQRL 1DWLRQD 8QLYHU LW 6.0
University of Economics - Technology for Industries 4.6
7RWD

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU UH HDUFK DPS H

7KH WRWD DPS H ZD WKHQ GLYLGHG LQWR WZR HSDUDWH GDWD HW RGG RE HUYDWLRQ ZHUH

H HFWHG RU 'DWD HW HYHQ RE HUYDWLRQ ZHUH S W LQ 'DWD HW 7DE H SUH HQW WDWL WLF

R WKH WZR GDWD HW

7DEOH 'H FULSWLRQ R WZR GDWD HW

'DWDVHW 'DWDVHW

Q Q

G
0D H

)HPD H 67.9 69.5
3UH HU QRW WR D

0L LQJ 2.6 2.6
7RWD
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'DWDVHW 'DWDVHW

Q Q

JH

26

35.6
 56
0L LQJ

7RWD

Study year
HDU

HDU

HDU 36.4
HDU 67 13.6
 HDU

0L LQJ 1.6
7RWD

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ URP UH HDUFK DPS H

Both datasets are dominated by female students, of which 67.9% is in Dataset 1 and 69.5%
L LQ 'DWD HW 7KR H UDWLR DUH QRUPD DPRQJ W GHQW LQ E LQH DQG PDQDJHPHQW ZKHUH

HPD H W GHQW DUH R WHQ WKH PDMRULW %RWK GDWD HW FRQWDLQ W GHQW URP HDU WR HDU

)LQGLQ V

5.1 Exploratory factor analysis

In this part, an EFAwas used to explore the factor dimensions as well as to reduce the set of
RE HUYHG YDULDE H WR D PD HU PRUH SDU LPRQLR HW R YDULDE H +LQNLQ HW D RU

'DWD HW

7DEOH KMO and Bartlett’s Test

.DLVHU 0H HU 2ONLQ 0HDV UH RI 6DPSOLQ GHT DF

%DUW HWW 7H W R SKHULFLW Approx. Chi-Square
G 276
LJ

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

The KMO value presented in Table 3 is 0.934, which is greater than 0.7, and the Bartlett’s
test of sphericity is signi cant. For this EFA, the extraction method used is the principal

7DEOH 'H FULSWLRQ R WZR GDWD HW (continued)
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component analysis, with eigenvalue greater than 1. The rotation method is Varimax and the
absolute value of small coe cients to be suppressed is 0.4 (Hair HW D

The initial result of the EFA for out-of-class SE shows that four components are identi ed
based on the criteria of the eigenvalue of greater than 1 with 69.295% of total variance
H S DLQHG 7KH WRWD Q PEHU R FRPSRQHQW L R U D H SHFWHG 7KH WRWD YDULDQFH H S DLQHG

L JUHDWHU WKDQ +DLU HW D

7KH LQLWLD DFWRU RDGLQJ URP DQ() R D LWHP WRPHD UH R W R F D ( FRQWDLQHG

someminor cross loadings in the rotated component matrix. OA1 and OA2were rst removed
from analysis to re-run the EFA. The absolute value of small coe cients to be suppressed
ZD HW DW WR RF RQ FRPSRQHQW ZLWK WURQJ RDGLQJ 7KH QH W U Q R () KRZHG

that OC5 and OA7 should be removed. The nal rotated component matrix was achieved
ZLWK L LWHP R R W R F D EHKDYLRUD HQJDJHPHQW L LWHP R R W R F D HPRWLRQD

HQJDJHPHQW R U LWHP R R W R F D FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW DQG R U LWHP R R W R F D

agentic engagement. The total variance explained slightly increases to 72.463%.

The EFA results con rm the four subcomponents of out-of-class engagement, where out-
R F D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW L D HSDUDWH FRPSRQHQW R WKH WU FW UH 7KH PHD UHPHQW

LQ WU PHQW R R W R F D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW L D R UHG FHG WR R U LWHP ZLWK WURQJ

RDGLQJ RU HDFK LWHP UDQJLQJ URP WR

5.2 Internal consistency assessment

7KH UH LDEL LW R WKH FD H L WH WHG ED HG RQ WKH &URQEDFK SKD 7KH UH W DUH SUH HQWHG

LQ 7DE H

All values of Cronbach’s Alpha of OB, OE, OC, OA are greater than 0.8. Thus, the
PHD UHPHQW LWHP DUH UH LDE H +DLU HW D , 2009). In each sub-construct, most of Cronbach’s
SKD L LWHP GH HWHG ZHUH PD HU WKDQ WKH PDLQ &URQEDFK SKD H FHSW WKH WKUHH FD H

of OE6, OC4, and OA6. Hair (2016) indicates that a scale item should be deleted if it is below
7KHUH RUH D FD H LWHP R WKH PHD UHPHQW DUH UHWDLQHG

Besides, all corrected item-total correlations are greater than 0.5. It means they are highly
LQWHUUH DWHG DQG LNH WR PHD UH WKH DPH FRQ WU FW +HQFH WKH LWHP HG WR PHD UH WKH

FRPSRQHQW R R W R F D ( DUH UH LDE H

7DEOH Item-total statistics of each component
,WHP WRWDO VWDWLVWLFV

6FDOH PHDQ LI

LWHP GHOHWHG

6FDOH DULDQFH LI

LWHP GHOHWHG

RUUHFWHG LWHP

WRWDO FRUUHODWLRQ

URQEDFK V OSKD

LI LWHP GHOHWHG

OB Cronbach's Alpha
N of Items 6
OB1
OB2 0.760
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,WHP WRWDO VWDWLVWLFV

6FDOH PHDQ LI

LWHP GHOHWHG

6FDOH DULDQFH LI

LWHP GHOHWHG

RUUHFWHG LWHP

WRWDO FRUUHODWLRQ

URQEDFK V OSKD

LI LWHP GHOHWHG

OB3 0.649
OB4 22.69 0.746
OB5 23.16
OB6 0.681
OE Cronbach's Alpha
N of Items 6
OE1 24.76
OE2
OE3 0.765
OE4 0.860
OE5
OE6 0.621
OC Cronbach's Alpha 0.868
N of Items
OC1 17.16 0.763
OC2
OC3 16.92 0.776
OC4 17.36
OA Cronbach's Alpha
N of Items
OA3 25.695 0.766
OA4 11.63 25.699
OA5 26.967 0.699
OA6

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

5.3 Con�rmatory factor analysis

+DLU HW D (2011) di�erentiate the usage between covariance-based structural equation
modeling (CB-SEM) and partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM).
:KHQ WKH UH HDUFK REMHFWLYH L SUHGLFWLQJ LGHQWL LQJ UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ FRQ WU FW RU

H WLPDWLQJ FD D PRGH 3/ (0 L WKH SUH HUUHG PHWKRG 7KH PDUW3/ YHU LRQ

GHYH RSHG E 5LQJ H HW D ZD HG WR SURFH WKH GDWD

To avoid over tting data problem (Hinkin HW D SS HWRQ HW D , 2006; Fokkema
and Grei�, 2017), the outer model, which is the measurement model, and the inner model,
which is the structural model, of the structural equation model (Henseler HW D ZHUH

evaluated with Dataset 2. In the rst round, CFA was run with the option of Connect all

7DEOH Item-total statistics of each component (continued)
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LVs for initial calculation and PLS option of factor weighting scheme, using consistent PLS
D JRULWKP 3/ F *D NLQ

5.3.1 Evaluation of the outer models

7KH SURFH R HYD DWLQJ WKH R WHU PRGH ZKLFK DUH WKH PHD UHPHQW PRGH LQYR YH

LQGLFDWRU UH LDEL LW D H PHQW LQWHUQD FRQ L WHQF D H PHQW FRQ WU FW YD LGLW FRQYHUJHQW

validity or average variance extracted (AVE), and discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker
FULWHULRQ FUR RDGLQJ +707 FULWHULRQ +DLU -U HW D , 2016; Ab Hamid HW D

7KH UH W R LQGLFDWRU UH LDEL LW LQWHUQD FRQ L WHQF DQG FRQ WU FW YD LGLW D H PHQW

DUH SUH HQWHG LQ 7DE H

7DEOH Composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), the square root of the
average variance extracted (in bold), and correlations between constructs (o�-diagonal)

RPSRVLWH

UHOLDELOLW

HUD H

DULDQFH

H WUDFWHG

9(

A�ective
/2

R QLWL H

/2
2 6( 2% 6( 2 6( 2( 6(

A�ective LO

Cognitive LO 0.641

OA.SE

OB.SE

OC.SE 0.604

OE.SE 0.619 0.650 0.726

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

Composite reliability (CR) is preferred to evaluate internal consistency reliability. In
contrast to Cronbach’s Alpha, CR does not assume equally weighted indicator loadings. CR
should be above 0.6 in exploratory research and above 0.7 but not higher than 0.95 (Hair HW
D , 2018). In this model, all CR values range from 0.847 to 0.920, which are greater than

DQG H WKDQ /RZU DQG *D NLQ 7KHUH RUH WKH PHD UHPHQW PRGH DUH

UH LDE H

7KH FRQYHUJHQW DQG GL FULPLQDQW YD LGLW R WKH PHD UHPHQW PRGH L HYD DWHG ED HG RQ

the AVE and square root of each construct’s AVE. Convergent validity, measured by average
AVE, should be at least 0.5 (Hair HW D 'L FULPLQDQW YD LGLW L WKH H WHQW WR ZKLFK D

FRQ WU FW L WU GL WLQFW URPRWKHU FRQ WU FW )RUQH DQG /DUFNHU JJH W WR FRPSDUH

the AVE values for any two constructs with the square of the correlation estimate between
WKH H WZR FRQ WU FW 7R HQ UH GL FULPLQDQW YD LGLW WKH YDULDQFH H WUDFWHG H WLPDWH KR G

be greater than the squared correlation estimate.
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All AVE values range from 0.55 to 0.641, which are greater than 0.5. All square roots of
each construct’s AVE range from 0.742 to 0.801, which are greater than the correlations with
other latent constructs, except for OA.SE at 0.768. Therefore, the convergent validity of the
PHD UHPHQW PRGH L H WDE L KHG )RUQH DQG /DUFNHU

7KH +HWHURWUDLW 0RQRWUDLW +707 PD HUYH D DQ DGGLWLRQD FULWHULRQ WR WH W GL FULPLQDQW

YD LGLW +HQ H HU HW D +707 L WKH DYHUDJH R WKH KHWHURWUDLW KHWHURPHWKRG

FRUUH DWLRQ UH DWLYH WR WKH DYHUDJH R WKH PRQRWUDLW KHWHURPHWKRG FRUUH DWLRQ Q +707

value smaller than 1 shows that the true correlation between the two constructs should di�er
DUFyQ HW D

7DEOH +HWHURWUDLW 0RQRWUDLW +707 UDWLR R FRUUH DWLRQ

A�ective
/2

R QLWL H

/2
2 6( 2% 6( 2 6(

A�ective LO

Cognitive LO

OA.SE

OB.SE 0.766

OC.SE

OE.SE 0.642

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

All values in Table 6 are less than 1, showing that all constructs should di�er. Therefore,
WKH GL FULPLQDQW YD LGLW L H WDE L KHG +HQ H HU HW D

5.3.2 Evaluation of the inner models

Cautions should be established when reporting and using goodness-of- t indices in evaluating
model t in PLS-SEM (Henseler and Sarstedt, 2013; Hair HW D 7KH SURFH R

evaluating the inner models often involves standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)
DQG D W WH W RU WKH LQQHU RDGLQJ SDWK LQJ ERRW WUDS ZLWK FRQ L WHQW 3/ %RRW WUDSSLQJ ZLWK

E DPS H DQG 3/ RSWLRQ R DFWRU ZHLJKWLQJ FKHPH *D NLQ

The SRMR of the saturated model for original sample is 0.066, which is smaller than the
conservative cut-o� value of 0.08. The SRMR of the estimatedmodel is 0.085, which is smaller
than 0.1. The model captures the data quite well and has a good t (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

7KH HFRQG U QQLQJ R 3/ &RQ L WHQW ERRW WUDSSLQJ SURG FH WKH W WDWL WLF RU SDWK

coe cients. Among the eight paths of the structural model, the three paths from out-of-class
agentic engagement (OA.SE) to a�ective learning outcomes and from out-of-class cognitive
engagement (OC.SE) to both a�ective and cognitive learning outcomes have t-test values
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greater than 1.96 and signi cant p values. Therefore, these paths are signi cant andmeaningful
LQ WKH RYHUD WU FW UD PRGH

LQFH D WKH D H PHQW RU WKH R WHU PRGH DUH JRRG DQG WKH LQQHU PRGH SURYLGH

signi cant path coe cients, the overall model is considered satisfactory and can be used to
H S DLQ DQG SUHGLFW WKH GHSHQGHQW DWHQW FRQ WU FW

5.4 Results

7R WH W WKH HLJKW K SRWKH H R WKH PRGH PDUW3/ 5LQJ H HW D L HG WR U Q DJDLQ

ZLWK SDWK RF E FKRR LQJ 3/ RSWLRQ R SDWK ZHLJKWLQJ FKHPH DQG QFKHFNLQJ R FRQQHFW

all LVs for initial calculation. The structural path model is presented in Figure 2.

)L UH Structural model from path coe cients

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

Hypothesized paths are supported when the model indicates strong and signi cant paths
in the expected direction (Lowry and Gaskin, 2014). Table 7 o�ers results of the hypotheses
tests, including path coe cients (regression weights) and t-values.
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7DEOH 5H W R K SRWKH H WH W

+ SRWKHVHV DQG FRUUHVSRQGLQ SDWKV
( SHFWHG

VL Q

3DWK

coe cient W DO H 39DO HV

H1: Out-of-class behavioral student engagement
 W GHQW FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

Q

H2: Out-of-class agentic student engagement
W GHQW FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

1.736 Q

H3: Out-of-class emotional student engagement
 W GHQW FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

1.506 Q

H4: Out-of-class cognitive student engagement
 W GHQW FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH

H5:Out-of-classbehavioral studentengagement
 student a�ective learning outcomes -0.064 Q

H6: Out-of-class agentic student engagement
 student a�ective learning outcomes
H7: Out-of-class emotional student engagement
 student a�ective learning outcomes Q

H8: Out-of-class cognitive student engagement
 student a�ective learning outcomes

1RWHV Not signi cant; *, **, *** show the level of signi cance at 5%, 1%, and 1‰,
UH SHFWLYH

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ

The test results show that regression weights of out-of-class cognitive engagement (OC.
SE) are 0.313 with p < 0.001 on the relationship with cognitive learning outcomes (H4) and
0.411 with p < 0.001 on the relationship with a�ective learning outcomes (H8). Therefore, H4
DQG + DUH SSRUWHG

7DEOH Adjusted R square

2UL LQDO

VDPSOH 2

6DPSOH

PHDQ 0

6WDQGDUG GH LDWLRQ

67'(9

7 VWDWLVWLFV

2 67'(9
39DO HV

A�ective learning
outcomes (A�.LO) 0.046 6.146

&RJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ

outcomes (Cog.LO) 7.426

1RWHV Not signi cant; *, **, *** show the level of signi cance at 5%, 1%, and 1‰,
UH SHFWLYH

6R UFH 7KH D WKRU FD F DWLRQ
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The regressionweight of out-of-class agentic engagement is 0.241with p < 0.01, suggesting
that out-of-class agentic engagement has positive impacts on student a�ective learning
outcomes. Therefore, H6 is supported.

7KH UH DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ WKH RWKHU EFRPSRQHQW R R W R F D HQJDJHPHQW DQG W GHQW

learning outcomes are not signi cant. In addition, the path coe cients of those relationships
are also small, ranging from 0.064 to 0.152. These values are much smaller than the range of
0.241 to 0.411 for the signi cant coe cients.

Chin (cited in Lowry and Gaskin (2014)) suggests that signi cant structural paths with R
square close to 0.20 indicate that the model has meaningful predictive power. With adjusted
R square of 0.280 for A�.LO and 0.307 for Cog.LO, the independent variables of out-of-class
SE subcomponents can explain 28.0%of the variation of a�ective learning outcomes and 30.7%
R WKH YDULDWLRQ R FRJQLWLYH HDUQLQJ R WFRPH 7KHUH RUH WKL PRGH KD JRRG SUHGLFWLYH

power. The results con rm the role of out-of-class SE in relationship with business student
learning outcomes in Vietnam.

'LVF VVLRQV

In this research, the EFA result has con rmed the four subcomponents of out-of-class SE,
ZKHUH R W R F D DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW ZD D HSDUDWH FRPSRQHQW R ( :LWK WKH YD LGDWLRQ

R WKL DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW LQ WKH LQ F D FRQWH W E 5HHYH DQG 7 HQJ WKH W G

SURYLGH HYLGHQFH DQG YD LGDWLRQ R WKL FRPSRQHQW LQ WKH R W R F D HQYLURQPHQW RU

business students in Vietnam.

The ndings show that out-of-class SE has signi cant positive impacts on student learning
R WFRPH JJH WLQJ WKDW W GHQW FDQ WDNH DGYDQWDJH R SDUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ QRQ DFDGHPLF

DFWLYLWLH DW QLYHU LW 7KL HQYLURQPHQW D RZ WKHP WR DSS ZKDW WKH HDUQ LQ F D RE HUYH

the experiences of others as well as to learn from others’ modeling practices. The ndings
KLJK LJKW WKH SR LWLYH LPSDFW R R W R F D FRJQLWLYH HQJDJHPHQW RQ ERWK FRJQLWLYH DQG

a�ective student learning outcomes. As students have a greater sense of their development
tasks, it will be bene cial by reinforcing their valuing of school and practical importance of
school achievement (Voelkl, 2012).

7KH RWKHU LPSRUWDQW D SHFW R R W R F D ( L DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW ZKLFK KD SR LWLYH

impacts on a�ective learning outcomes. As directed by the Kolb’s experiential learning
theory, when students experience di�erent stages in the learning cycle and reach to active
H SHULPHQWDWLRQ WDJH WKH FDQ WDNH DGYDQWDJH R WKHLU HDUQLQJ H SHULHQFH UH WLQJ LQ

better a�ective learning outcomes.

By con rming these impacts of out-of-class SE on both student’s cognitive and a�ective
HDUQLQJ R WFRPH WKH W G KRZ WKDW DSDUW URPZKDW L HDUQW LQ WKH F D URRP W GHQW JDLQ

URP SDUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ WKH R W R F D HQYLURQPHQW 7KL HQJDJHPHQW EHWWHU SUHSDUH W GHQW

RU WKHLU SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKH RFLD DQG SUR H LRQD HQYLURQPHQW SRQ WKHLU JUDG DWLRQ 7KL

nding matches with previous studies by Newmann HW D )LQQ . K D
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and Pascarella and Terenzini (2005). This nding is also interesting with the new component
of agentic engagement of the out-of-class engagement. In comparison to the traditional role
of behavioral engagement, the signi cant impacts of out-of-class agentic engagement have
KL WHG WKH UR H R W GHQW URP D SD LYH UR H WR D SURDFWLYH UR H DQG D HUWHG WKH UR H R

W GHQW D NH DFWRU R WKHLU HDUQLQJ 1DNDP UD DQG & LN ]HQWPLKD L

The ndings do not show any impacts of out-of-class behavioral and emotional engagement
on student learning outcomes. This nding is di�erent from other studies showing that “there
is much potential for school environments to have a broad in uence on students’ development
DQG JURZWK R HW D

7KH UH W R WKL W G SURYLGH HG FDWLRQ SUDFWLWLRQHU ZLWK SR LE H LQWHUYHQWLRQ YLD

LPSURYLQJ ( LQ WKH R W R F D FRQWH W WR LQFUHD H W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH )RU QLYHU LW

managers in the business eld, out-of-class SE can become a supplementary framework to
DFL LWDWH W GHQW FRPS HWH GHYH RSPHQW )RU UH HDUFKHU WKL W G FRQWULE WH WR EHWWHU

understanding the impacts of out-of-class SE on student learning outcomes in business eld.

7KL W G KD FHUWDLQ LPLWDWLRQ )LU W WKH PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW R R W R F D (

FRQWDLQ RPH QHZ GHYH RSHG LWHP ZKLFK KDYH QRW EHHQ WH WHG LQ RWKHU FRQWH W ) UWKHU

WH WLQJ R WKL PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW L WURQJ UHFRPPHQGHG HFRQG WKH DPS H ZD

only collected in Hanoi. A more diversi ed sample would help to con rm the test results.
7KLUG W UH W GLH PD H S RUH DQG LQYH WLJDWH LPL DU LPSDFW R R W R F D ( RU

W GHQW LQ RWKHU GL FLS LQH

RQFO VLRQ

In this research, agentic engagement was proposed as a subconstruct of SE in the out-of-class
FRQWH W R KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ Q H S RUDWRU DFWRU DQD L RQ D DPS H R W GHQW KD

con rmed the four separate components of out-of-class engagement, where out-of-class agentic
HQJDJHPHQW L D GL WLQFW EFRQ WU FW 7KH PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW R R W R F D ( ZD

successfully tested as a valid and reliable instrument with both convergence and di�erentiation
FULWHULD

The ndings from this study show statistically signi cant positive impacts of out-of-class
FRJQLWLYH DQG DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW RQ W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH DW KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ 7KH

impacts of out-of-class behavioral and emotional engagement were, however, not signi cant.
Such ndings contribute to the current knowledge on SE and out-of-class engagement. Further
studies and testing of this relationship in di�erent contexts, both theoretically and empirically,
DUH UHFRPPHQGHG RU W UH UH HDUFK

'H SLWH WKH LPLWDWLRQ WKL W G FRQWULE WH WR WKH ( LWHUDW UH E SURSR LQJ DJHQWLF

HQJDJHPHQW LQ R W R F D ( DQG YD LGDWLQJ WKL EFRPSRQHQW LQ WKH FRQWH W R E LQH

and management students in Vietnam. The ndings from research on the relationship between
R W R F D ( DQG W GHQW HDUQLQJ R WFRPH JJH W WKDW LW ZR G EH H WR FRQWLQ H

H DPLQLQJ WKL UH DWLRQ KLS LQ RWKHU FRQWH W



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 12 12 ���

5HIHUHQFHV

E +DPLG 0 DPL : DQG LGHN 0 0 'L FULPLQDQW YD LGLW D H PHQW H R )RUQH

/DUFNHU FULWHULRQ YHU +707 FULWHULRQ Journal of Physics: Conference Series, Vol. 890,
012163.

Alarcón, D., Sánchez, J.A. andDeOlavide, U. (2015), “Assessing convergent and discriminant validity
in the ADHD-R IV rating scale: user-written commands for Average Variance Extracted
(AVE), Composite Reliability (CR), and Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT)”,
LQ Spanish STATA meeting, Universidad Pablo de Olavide.

Antonio, A.L., Chang, M.J., Hakuta, K., Kenny, D.A., Levin, S. and Milem, J.F. (2004), “E�ects
R UDFLD GLYHU LW RQ FRPS H WKLQNLQJ LQ FR HJH W GHQW 3V FKR R LFD 6FLH FH, Vol. 15
1R SS

SS HWRQ - - &KUL WHQ RQ / DQG ) U RQJ 0 - W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW ZLWK FKRR FULWLFD

FRQFHSW D DQG PHWKRGR RJLFD L H R WKH FRQ WU FW 3V FKR R L WKH 6FKRR V, Vol. 45
No. 5, pp. 369 - 386.

Appleton, J.J., Christenson, S.L., Kim, D. and Reschly, A.L. (2006), “Measuring cognitive and
S FKR RJLFD HQJDJHPHQW YD LGDWLRQ R WKH W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ WU PHQW Journal of
6FKRR 3V FKR R , Vol. 44 No. 5, pp. 427 - 445.

WLQ : W GHQW LQYR YHPHQW D GHYH RSPHQW WKHRU RU KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ Journal of
College Student Development, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 518 - 529.

GD 5 DQG:L P - ' Engagement and dropping out of school: a life-course perspective,
&LWH HHU

Bandara, W., Indulska, M., Chong, S. and Sadiq, S. (2007), “Major issues in business process
PDQDJHPHQW DQ H SHUW SHU SHFWLYH LQ 3URFHHGLQJ R WKH WK European Conference on
Information Systems 8QLYHU LW R W *D HQ ZLW]HU DQG

Bandura, A. (1986), “The explanatory and predictive scope of self-e cacy theory”, Journal of Social
D L LFD 3V FKR R , Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 359 - 373.

%DQG UD DQG :D WHU 5 + 6RFLD HDU L WKHRU , Englewood cli�s Prentice Hall.
%RRQH / ( . UW] ' / DQG %HU WRQ Contemporary business -RKQ :L H RQ

%URRN 5 %URRN DQG *R G WHLQ 7KH SRZHU R PLQG HW Q UW ULQJ HQJDJHPHQW

PRWLYDWLRQ DQG UH L LHQFH LQ W GHQW LQ Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,
Springer, pp. 541 - 562.

%U RQ & (QKDQFLQJ W GHQW LQWHJUDWLRQ DQG FFH WKUR JK D KR L WLF HQJDJHPHQW

DSSURDFK LQ Retention Convention: What works? Student Retention and Success Conference,
/HHG 0DUFK

% UFK * ) +H HU 1 % UFK - - )UHHG 5 DQG WHHG W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW

GHYH RSLQJ D FRQFHSW D UDPHZRUN DQG UYH LQ WU PHQW Journal of Education for
Business, Vol. 90 No. 4, pp. 224 - 229.

Carini, R.M., Kuh, G.D. and Klein, S.P. (2006), “Student engagement and student learning: testing the
LQNDJH Research in higher education, Vol. 47 No. 1, pp. 1 - 32.

&DUWHU 5 WD RQRP R REMHFWLYH RU SUR H LRQD HG FDWLRQ Studies in Higher Education
Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 135 - 149.



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 1 2 12���

&KLFNHULQJ : DQG *DP RQ = ) HYHQ SULQFLS H RU JRRG SUDFWLFH LQ QGHUJUDG DWH

HG FDWLRQ AAHE Bulletin, Vol. 3, pp. 1 - 7.
Christenson, S.L., Reschly, A.L., Appleton, J.J., Berman, S., Spanjers, D. and Varro, P. (2008), “Best

SUDFWLFH LQ R WHULQJ W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ Best Practices in School Psychology, National
Association of School Psychologists SS

&KUL WHQ RQ / 5H FK / DQG: LH & Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,
SULQJHU FLHQFH % LQH 0HGLD

&RDWH + 'HYH RSPHQW R WKH WUD D LDQ UYH R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW 8 ( L KHU

Education, Vol. 60 No. 1, pp. 1 - 17.
&RQQH - 3 DQG :H ERUQ - * &RPSHWHQFH D WRQRP DQG UH DWHGQH D PRWLYDWLRQD

DQD L R H WHP SURFH H LQ * QQDU 0 5 DQG UR H / (G KH L HVRWD

6 PSRVLD R KL 3V FKR R , Hillsdale, NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc.,
SS

&ULFN 5 ' 'HHS HQJDJHPHQW D D FRPS H WHP LGHQWLW HDUQLQJ SRZHU DQG D WKHQWLF

enquiry”, in Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, Springer, pp. 675 - 694.
Deci, E.L., Vallerand, R.J., Pelletier, L.G. and Ryan, R.M. (1991), “Motivation and education: the self-

GHWHUPLQDWLRQ SHU SHFWLYH Educational Psychologist, Vol. 26 No. 3-4, pp. 325 - 346.
'HFL ( / DQG 5 DQ 5 0 7KH ZKDW DQG ZK R JRD S U LW K PDQ QHHG DQG WKH H

GHWHUPLQDWLRQ R EHKDYLRU Psychological Inquiry, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 227 - 268.
Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (2012), “Self-determination theory”, in Van Lange, P.A.M., Kruglanski,

: DQG +LJJLQ ( 7 (G Handbook of Theories of Social Psychology, Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage, pp. 416 - 437.

Díaz-Iso, A., Eizaguirre, A. and García-Olalla, A. (2019), “Extracurricular activities in higher
education and the promotion of re ective learning for sustainability”, Sustainability, Vol. 11
1R

Duque, L.C. andWeeks, J.R. (2010), “Towards amodel and methodology for assessing student learning
R WFRPH DQG DWL DFWLRQ Quality Assurance in Education, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 84 - 105.

Eccles, J. and Wang, M. (2012), “So what is student engagement anyway: commentary on Section I”,
LQ &KUL WHQ RQ / 5H FK / DQG : LH & (G Handbook of Research on Student

D HPH W 1HZ RUN 1 SULQJHU SS

)LQQ - ' :LWKGUDZLQJ URP FKRR Review of Educational Research, Vol. 59 No. 2,
SS

)LQQ - ' FKRR HQJDJHPHQW W GHQW DW 5L N 5HSRUW RU 1DWLRQD &HQWHU RU (G FDWLRQD

WDWL WLF

Finn, J.D. and Voelkl, K.E. (1993), “School characteristics related to student engagement”, KH

Journal of Negro Education, Vol. 62 No. 3, pp. 249 - 268.
Fokkema, M. and Grei�, S. (2017), How performing PCA and CFA on the same data equals trouble,

+RJUH H 3 E L KLQJ

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
YDULDE H DQG PHD UHPHQW HUURU Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39 - 50.

)UHGULFN - % PHQ H G 3& DQG 3DUL + FKRR HQJDJHPHQW SRWHQWLD R WKH

FRQFHSW WDWH R WKH HYLGHQFH Review of Educational Research, Vol. 74 No. 1, pp. 59 - 109.



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 12 12 ���

)UHGULFN - % PHQ H G 3 )ULHGH - DQG 3DUL FKRR HQJDJHPHQW LQ :KDW R

Children Need to Flourish? SULQJHU SS

)UHGULFN - DQG 0F&R NH : 7KH PHD UHPHQW R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW D FRPSDUDWLYH

DQD L R YDULR PHWKRG DQG W GHQW H UHSRUW LQ WU PHQW LQ Handbook of Research on
Student Engagement, Springer, pp. 763 - 782.

Frye, R. (1999), ”Assessment, accountability, and student learning outcomes”, O ce of Institutional
E�ectiveness Report.

Fullarton, S. (2002), “Student engagement with school: individual and school-level in uences”, LSAY
5H HDUFK 5HSRUW

) U RQJ 0 - :KLSS H ' -HDQ * LPHQWD - R L] DQG 3 QWK QD 0 WLS H

FRQWH W R FKRR HQJDJHPHQW PRYLQJ WRZDUG D QL LQJ UDPHZRUN RU HG FDWLRQD UH HDUFK

DQG SUDFWLFH KH D L RU LD 6FKRR 3V FKR R LVW, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 99 - 113.
Gaskin, J. (2017), “SmartPLS 3 Factor Analysis”, Available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J_

etGiwbOoM&t=701s (Accessed 10 May, 2021).
Ghori, S. (2016), Deconstructing concepts of student satisfaction, engagement and participation in

UK higher education, Oxford Brookes University.
* DQYL H - / DQG :L GKDJHQ 7 7KH PHD UHPHQW R FKRR HQJDJHPHQW D H LQJ

GLPHQ LRQD LW DQG PHD UHPHQW LQYDULDQFH DFUR UDFH DQG HWKQLFLW Educational and
Psychological Measurement, Vol. 67 No. 6, pp. 1019 - 1041.

* Q F DQG . ] W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW FD H GHYH RSPHQW UH LDEL LW DQG YD LGLW

Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, Vol. 40 No. 4, pp. 587 - 610.
+DLU - +R LQJ ZRUWK & / 5DQGR SK % DQG &KRQJ / Q SGDWHG DQG H SDQGHG

D H PHQW R 3/ (0 LQ LQ RUPDWLRQ WHP UH HDUFK Industrial Management & Data
6 VWHPV, Vol. 117 No. 3, pp. 442 - 458.

+DLU - ) % DFN :& %DELQ % - DQG QGHU RQ 5 ( Multivariate data analysis WK HGLWLRQ

3HDU RQ

+DLU - ) % DFN :& %DELQ % - DQG QGHU RQ 5 ( Multivariate data analysis WK HGLWLRQ

&HQJDJH /HDUQLQJ (0(

+DLU - ) 5LQJ H & 0 DQG DU WHGW 0 3/ (0 LQGHHG D L YHU E HW Journal of
DUNHWL KHRU D 3UDFWLFH, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 139 - 152.

Hair Jr, J.F., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C. and Sarstedt, M. (2016), A primer on partial least squares
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) DJH S E LFDWLRQ

Hausmann, L.R., Scho eld, J.W. and Woods, R.L. (2007), “Sense of belonging as a predictor of
intentions to persist among AfricanAmerican and white rst-year college students”, 5HVHDUFK
in Higher Education, Vol. 48 No. 7, pp. 803 - 839.

+HQ H HU - 5LQJ H & 0 DQG DU WHGW 0 QHZ FULWHULRQ RU D H LQJ GL FULPLQDQW YD LGLW

in variance-based structural equationmodeling”, Journal of theAcademy ofMarketing Science,
Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 115 - 135.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sinkovics, R.R. (2009), “The use of partial least squares path modeling
LQ LQWHUQDWLRQD PDUNHWLQJ LQ New Challenges to International Marketing (PHUD G *UR S

3 E L KLQJ /LPLWHG SS



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 1 2 12���

Henseler, J. and Sarstedt, M. (2013), “Goodness-of- t indices for partial least squares path modeling”,
Computational Statistics, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 565 - 580.

+LQNLQ 75 7UDFH - % DQG (Q] & FD H FRQ WU FWLRQ GHYH RSLQJ UH LDE H DQG YD LG

PHD UHPHQW LQ WU PHQW Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, Vol. 21 No. 1,
SS

+R DQG DQG QGUH 7 3DUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H WUDF UULF DU DFWLYLWLH LQ HFRQGDU FKRR ZKDW L

known, what needs to be known?”, Review of Educational Research, Vol. 57 No. 4, pp. 437 - 466.
Hu, L.T. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cuto� criteria for t indexes in covariance structure analysis:

&RQYHQWLRQD FULWHULD YHU QHZ D WHUQDWLYH Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1 - 55.

+ 1 + ' +RDW GRQJ KRF WDS F D LQK YLHQ G RL JRF GR WLHS FDQ JDQ NHW F D LQK YLHQ

YDR JLR KRF WUHQ RS Ban tron Giao duc YDL DE H DW KWWS YQF S KQ H HG YQ EDQ WURQ JLDR

G F DUWLF H D S FFH HG 0D

Institute of Medicine. (2003), Engaging schools: Fostering high school students’motivation to learn,
:D KLQJWRQ '& 1DWLRQD FDGHPLH 3UH

Jang, H., Kim, E.J. and Reeve, J. (2016), “Why students become more engaged or more disengaged
G ULQJ WKH HPH WHU D H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU G D SURFH PRGH Learningand Instruction,
Vol. 43, pp. 27 - 38.

- YRQHQ - ( SLQR]D * DQG .QL HQG & 7KH UR H R SHHU UH DWLRQ KLS LQ W GHQW DFDGHPLF

DQG H WUDF UULF DU HQJDJHPHQW LQHandbook of Research on Student Engagement SULQJHU

SS

.DK ( 5 )UDPLQJ W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ KLJKHU HG FDWLRQ Studies in Higher Education,
Vol. 38 No. 5, pp. 758 - 773.

Kane, D., Williams, J. and Cappuccini‐Ans eld, G. (2008), “Student satisfaction surveys: the value
LQ WDNLQJ D KL WRULFD SHU SHFWLYH Quality in Higher Education, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 135 - 155.

.R E ' Experiential learning: experience as the source of learning and development 1HZ
Jersey: Englewood Cli�s, NJ: Prentice Hall.

.R E ' %R DW]L 5 ( DQG 0DLQHPH L & ( SHULHQWLD HDUQLQJ WKHRU SUHYLR

UH HDUFK DQG QHZ GLUHFWLRQ LQ 3HUVSHFWL HV R KL NL HDU L D R LWL H 6W HV

5R W HGJH SS

. K * Involving colleges: successful approaches to fostering student learning and
development outside the classroom -R H %D 3 E L KHU DQ )UDQFL FR

. K * ' 7KH RWKHU F UULF P R W R F D H SHULHQFH D RFLDWHG ZLWK W GHQW HDUQLQJ

DQG SHU RQD GHYH RSPHQW The Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 66 No. 2, pp. 123 - 155.
. K * ' D H LQJ ZKDW UHD PDWWHU WR W GHQW HDUQLQJ LQ LGH WKH QDWLRQD UYH R

W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 10 - 17.
. K * ' E The national survey of student engagement: conceptual framework and overview

R SV FKRPHWULF SURSHUWLHV Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research.
. K * ' :KDW ZH UH HDUQLQJ DER W W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW URP 1 ( EHQFKPDUN RU

e�ective educational practices”, Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, Vol. 35 No. 2,
SS

. K * ' 7KH QDWLRQD UYH R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW FRQFHSW D DQG HPSLULFD R QGDWLRQ

Contemporary Educational Psychology, Vol. 141, pp. 5 - 20.



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 12 12 ���

. K * ' .LQ]LH - % FN H - %ULGJH % . DQG +D HN - & 3LHFL WR HWKHU WKH

student success puzzle: research, propositions, and recommendations YR :DUG . DQG

:R :HQGH / ( (G DQ )UDQFL FR -RKQ :L H RQ

/DZ RQ 0 DQG /DZ RQ + 1HZ FRQFHSW D UDPHZRUN RU W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW

UH HDUFK SR LF DQG SUDFWLFH Review of Educational Research, Vol. 83 No. 3, pp. 432 - 479.
/HL + & L DQG =KR : 5H DWLRQ KLS EHWZHHQ W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW DQG DFDGHPLF

DFKLHYHPHQW D PHWD DQD L Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal,
Vol. 46 No. 3, pp. 517 - 528.

Lowry, P.B. and Gaskin, J. (2014), “Partial least squares (PLS) structural equation modeling (SEM)
RU E L GLQJ DQG WH WLQJ EHKDYLRUD FD D WKHRU ZKHQ WR FKRR H LW DQG KRZ WR H LW IEEE
Transactions on Professional Communication, Vol. 57 No. 2, pp. 123 - 146.

0DKDWP D ' /RKPDQ % - 0DWMD NR - / DQG )DUE ) (QJDJHPHQW DFUR GHYH RSPHQWD

SHULRG LQ Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, Springer, pp. 45 - 63.
0DUN + 0 W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ LQ WU FWLRQD DFWLYLW SDWWHUQ LQ WKH H HPHQWDU PLGG H

DQG KLJK FKRR HDU American Educational Research Journal, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 153 - 184.
0DUWLQ - 0RWLYDWLRQ DQG HQJDJHPHQW DFUR WKH DFDGHPLF L H SDQ D GHYH RSPHQWD

FRQ WU FW YD LGLW W G R H HPHQWDU FKRR KLJK FKRR DQG QLYHU LW FR HJH W GHQW

Educational and Psychological Measurement, Vol. 69 No. 5, pp. 794 - 824.
Melton, R. (1996), “Learning outcomes for higher education: some key issues”, British Journal of

Educational Studies, Vol. 44 No. 4, pp. 409 - 425.
Montenegro, A. (2019), “Why are students’ self-initiated contributions important? A study on agentic

HQJDJHPHQW International Journal of Sociology of Education, Vol. 8 No. 3, pp. 291 - 315.
Nakamura, J. and Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2002), “The concept of ow”, in Snyder, C.R. and Lopez, S.J.

(G Handbook of Positive Psychology, New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 89 - 105.
1HZPDQQ )0 Student engagement and achievement in American secondary schools, ERIC.
3D FDUH D ( 7 DQG 7HUHQ]LQL 37 How college a ects students: a third decade of research,

QG HGLWLRQ DQ )UDQFL FR -R H %D

Pace, C.R. (1982), “Achievement and the quality of student e�ort”,Available at http:// les.eric.ed.gov/
WH W (' SG FFH HG SUL

3D FDUH D ( 7 3LHU RQ & 7 :R QLDN * & DQG 7HUHQ]LQL 37 )LU W JHQHUDWLRQ FR HJH

W GHQW DGGLWLRQD HYLGHQFH RQ FR HJH H SHULHQFH DQG R WFRPH The Journal of Higher
Education, Vol. 75 No. 3, pp. 249 - 284.

3HNU Q 5 DQG /LQQHQEULQN *DUFLD / FDGHPLF HPRWLRQ DQG W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ

Handbook of Research on Student Engagement SULQJHU SS

3LDQWD 5 & +DPUH % . DQG HQ - 3 7HDFKHU W GHQW UH DWLRQ KLS DQG HQJDJHPHQW

FRQFHSW D L]LQJ PHD ULQJ DQG LPSURYLQJ WKH FDSDFLW R F D URRP LQWHUDFWLRQ LQ

Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, Springer, pp. 365 - 386.
5HHYH - H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU SHU SHFWLYH RQ W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW LQ &KUL WHQ RQ

/ 5H FK / DQG : LH & (G Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,
SULQJHU SS

5HHYH - +RZ W GHQW FUHDWHPRWLYDWLRQD SSRUWLYH HDUQLQJ HQYLURQPHQW RU WKHP H YH

WKH FRQFHSW R DJHQWLF HQJDJHPHQW Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 105 No. 3,
SS



2 1 2 1 1 21 212 1 1 1 2 12���

5HHYH - 'HFL ( / DQG 5 DQ 5 0 H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU D GLD HFWLFD UDPHZRUN

for understanding socio-cultural in uences on student motivation”, Big Theories Revisited
Vol. 4, pp. 31 - 60.

5HHYH - DQG 7 HQJ & 0 JHQF D D R UWK D SHFW R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW G ULQJ HDUQLQJ

DFWLYLWLH Contemporary Educational Psychology, Vol. 36 No. 4, pp. 257 - 267.
5LQJ H & 0 :HQGH DQG %HFNHU - 0 6PDUW3 6 %RHQQLQJ WHGW PDUW3/ *PE+

Sherno�, D.J., Csikszentmihalyi, M., Schneider, B. and Sherno�, E.S. (2014), “Student engagement
in high school classrooms from the perspective of ow theory”, in Applications of Flow in
Human Development and Education SULQJHU SS

LQDWUD * 0 +HGG % & DQG /RPEDUGL ' The challenges of de�ning and measuring
student engagement in science (G FDWLRQD 3 FKR RJL W

NLQQHU ( DQG 3LW]HU - 5 'HYH RSPHQWD G QDPLF R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW FRSLQJ DQG

HYHU GD UH L LHQFH LQ Handbook of Research on Student Engagement SULQJHU SS

Tran, N.T.D. (2019), “Su gan ket cua sinh vien va chat luong cuoc song dai hoc: nghien cuu thong qua
JLD WUL GLFK Y FDP QKDQ YD P F GLFK F RF RQJ Tap chi Nghien cuu Kinh te va Kinh doanh
Chau A, Tap 30, So 2, tr. 44 - 66.

7ULQK 7 7* LWHUDW UH UHYLHZ RQ W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW DQG LW LPS LFDWLRQ RU KLJKHU

education in Vietnam”, in The 3rd International Conference on Contemporary Issues in
Economics, Management and Business (3U CIEMB 2020) +DQRL 1RYHPEHU

Trowler, V. (2010), “Student engagement literature review”, The Higher Education Academy, Vol. 11,
SS

Tung, D.T. and Ngoc, V.T.Y. (2016), “Cac nhan to tac dong den su hai long va gan ket cua sinh vien
thong qua viec danh gia chat luong dich vu dao tao Truong Dai hoc Tra Vinh”, DS FKL .KRD

hoc Truong Dai hoc Tra Vinh R WU

Vansteenkiste, M., Timmermans, T., Lens, W., Soenens, B. and Van den Broeck, A. (2008), “Does
extrinsic goal framing enhance extrinsic goal-oriented individuals’ learning and performance?
Q H SHULPHQWD WH W R WKH PDWFK SHU SHFWLYH YHU H GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WKHRU Journal of

Educational Psychology, Vol. 100 No. 2, pp. 387 - 397.
Voelkl, K.E. (1996), “Measuring students’ identi cation with school”, Educational and Psychological

Measurement, Vol. 56 No. 5, pp. 760 - 770.
Voelkl, K.E. (2012), “School identi cation”, in Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,

SULQJHU SS

Williams, J. and Cappuccini‐Ans eld, G. (2007), “Fitness for purpose? National and institutional
DSSURDFKH WR S E LFL LQJ WKH W GHQW YRLFH Quality in Higher Education, Vol. 13 No. 2,
SS

:L P - ' Student engagement at school: a sense of belonging and participation Results
from PISA 2000, OECD publishing.

Yazzie-Mintz, E. (2007), “Voices of students on engagement: a report on the 2006 high school survey
R W GHQW HQJDJHPHQW Center for Evaluation and Education Policy, Indiana University.

Yusof, N., Ang, R.P. and Oei, T.P.S. (2017,) “The psychometric properties of the school engagement
PHD UH LQ DGR H FHQW LQ LQJDSRUH Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, Vol. 35
1R SS


