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an�interesting�research�topic�for�its�robust�correlation�with�a�large�number�of�desirable�and�

SR�LWLYH�HG�FDWLRQD��R�WFRPH���:�L�H�LQ�F�D����W�GHQW�HQJDJHPHQW��D���HHQ��DUJH����W�GLHG��

R�W�RI�F�D����W�GHQW�HQJDJHPHQW��HHP��WR�UHFHLYH��H���DWWHQWLRQ��7�L���W�G��F�R�H��W�H�JDS�LQ�

the� literature�by�presenting�evidence�on� the� relationship�between�out-of-class� engagement�

and�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,�out-of-class� agentic�engagement� is�con�rmed� to�be� a� separate� and�

GL�WLQFW����FRPSRQHQW�RI��W�GHQW�HQJDJHPHQW�
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The� topic�of� student�engagement�(SE)�has�emerged�by�the�end�of�the� last�century�and�has�

become�an�interesting�research�topic�in�the�last�decade�(Eccles�and�Wang,�2012;�Kahu,�2013).�
The�reason�why�SE�has�increasingly�been�of�great�interest�to�researchers�in�higher�education�

is�its�association�with�students’�academic�achievements,�student�retention,�school�completion,�

social-emotional�well-being�as�well�as�other�long-term�outcomes�such�as�work�success�and�
lifelong�learning�(Astin,�1984;�Finn,�1989;�Newmann,�1992;�Finn,�1993;�Kuh,�2003;�Pascarella�

DQG�7HUHQ�LQL����������UL�WHQ�RQ�HW�DO���������/HL�HW�DO���������

It�is�widely�agreed�that�SE�has�“topped�the�list�of�important�details”�(Lawson�and�Lawson,�

2013)� regarding� educational� policy� in� the� United� States.� SE� “continues� to� be� a� business�
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education�focal�point�based�on�the�signi�cant�relationship�with�learning�outcomes”�(Burch�HW�

DO�,�2015).�Additionally,�it�is�con�rmed�that�learning�and�succeeding�in�school�requires�active�

HQJDJHPHQW��,Q�WLW�WH�RI�0HGLFLQH��������

There�is,�however,�little�consensus�on�the�conceptualization�of�SE�(Furlong�HW�DO���������

)UHGULFN��HW�DO�,�2004).�A�single�consent�is�that�SE�is�a�multifaceted,�multidimensional,�and�

PHWD�FRQ�WU�FW�FRQFHSW�D�L�DWLRQ��)UHGULFN��HW�DO�,�2004;�Kahu,�2013;�Burch�HW�DO���������

SE� in�higher� education� is�generally�accepted� to� cover� two�main�contexts�of� in-class�or�

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

2005;�Gunuc�and�Kuzu,�2015).�While�in-class�SE�has�been�largely�analyzed,�out-of-class�SE�

seems�to�receive�less�attention.�According�to�Trinh�(2020),�among�the�seventeen�most�widely�

used�de�nitions�of�SE,�sixteen�de�nitions�mention�in-class�context�while�only�ten�of� them�

PHQWLRQ�R�W�RI�F�D���FRQWH�W��1RQHW�H�H����IRU��W�GHQW��LQ��LJ�HU�HG�FDWLRQ��DQ�R�W�RI�F�D���

environment�is�found�to�be�crucial�to�contribute�to�their�development�(Finn�and�Voelkl,�1993;�

Audas�and�Willms,�2001;�Trowler,�2010).

,QFUHD�LQJ� �W�GHQW� �HDUQLQJ� R�WFRPH�� L�� W�H� PR�W� LPSRUWDQW� JRD�� RI� �LJ�HU� HG�FDWLRQ�

institutions�(Melton,�1996).�Students�have�become�the�center�in�curriculum�design,�teaching,�

DQG�H�WUDF�UULF��DU�DFWLYLWLH���8QLYHU�LWLH��DUH���LIWLQJ�IURP�WHDF�LQJ�JRD���WR�SD�LQJ�DWWHQWLRQ�

to�student�learning�outcomes�(Kuh,�2001b;�Coates,�2010).

The�number�of�studies�in�SE�and�student�learning�outcomes�is�also�limited�in�Vietnam.�A�

few�studies�related�to�SE�have�investigated�the�impacts�of�SE�on�student�satisfaction�(Tung�

and�Ngoc,�2016),�student�participation�(Huy,�2015),�or�perceived�service�values�and�life�goals�

(Tran,�2019).�Nonetheless,�no� study�has� investigated� the� relationship�between�out-of-class�

SE�and�student�learning�outcomes�at�higher�education�institutions�in�Vietnam�to�see�how�the�

QRQ�DFDGHPLF�HQYLURQPHQW�FRQWUL��WH��WR�GHYH�RSPHQW�RI��W�GHQW���7�����LQYH�WLJDWLRQ�LQWR�

constructs�of�SE,�the�instrument�of�out-of-class�SE,�and�its�impacts�on�learning�outcomes�for�

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

This�study�has�two�purposes.�First,�it�reviews�the�subconstructs�of�out-of-class�SE�and�its�

instrument.�Second,�it�examines�impacts�of�out-of-class�SE�on�student�learning�outcomes,�with�

a�focus�on�business�students.�The�analysis�shows�signi�cant�e�ects�of�cognitive�and�agentic�

HQJDJHPHQW�RQ��W�GHQW� �HDUQLQJ�R�WFRPH��� ,Q�DGGLWLRQ��R�W�RI�F�D���DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW� L��

con�rmed�to�be�a�separate�and�distinct�subcomponent�of�SE.

The�remainder�of�this�paper�is�as�follows:�The�next�section�reviews�the�literature�related�to�

SE�and�out-of-class�engagement�of�students�at�higher�education�and�the�linkage�between�out-

of-class�SE�and�student�learning�outcomes;�Section�3�provides�a�conceptual�framework�with�

eight�hypothesis,�followed�by�a�description�of�measurement�instruments�and�data�collection�

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� W�H� �HYH�� RI� S���LFD�� DQG� PHQWD�� HQHUJ�� W�DW�

students� spend� on� educational� experiences.�Other� studies� have� continued� to� develop� new�

aspects�related�to�SE�and�student�interaction�with�schools�in�educational�activities,�including�

social� and� academic� integration� (Tinto,� cited� in�Ghori� (2016)),� participation-identi�cation�

(Finn,�1993),�and�SE�(Kuh,�1991;�Pascarella�HW�DO���������

While� SE� has� become�more� popular,� its� various� de�nitions� have� been� suggested� with�

�LPL�DU�FRPSRQHQW����W�QRW�HQWLUH���FRQ�L�WHQW��)�U�RQJ�HW�DO���������)UHGULFN��HW�DO���������

�SS�HWRQ�HW�DO���������)UHGULFN��DQG�0F�R��NH����������)UHGULFN��HW�DO���������DUJ�H�W�DW�W�L��

L��D�FRPS�H���P��WLGLPHQ�LRQD��FRQFHSW��DQG�LW��FRQFHSW�D�L�DWLRQ�L���WL���IDU�IURP�UHDF�LQJ�

an� overall� agreement.� Other� authors� also� propose� that� further� research� should� focus� on�

F�DULI�LQJ�W�L��FRQFHSW�DQG�LW��FRPSRQHQW���DQG�RQ�PHD��ULQJ�W�H�H�FRPSRQHQW���*�DQYL��H�

DQG�:L�G�DJHQ��������)UHGULFN��DQG�0F�R��NH����������LQDWUD�HW�DO���������/HL�HW�DO���������

In�this�study,�SE�is�analyzed�at�the�higher�education�level,�with�a�focus�on�the�out-of-class�

environment.�The�concept�of�SE�is�adopted�from�Kuh�HW�DO��(2007),�which�is�conceptualized�

as� “students’� involvement� in�educationally� e�ective� practices,�both� inside� and� outside� the�

classroom,�which�leads�to�a�range�of�measurable�outcomes”.�Out-of-class�SE�is�operationalized�

as�components�of�SE�in�the�out-of-class�context.

Regarding� subconstructs� of� SE,� recent� studies� either� employ� a� three-component� or� a�

four-component�approach.�The� three-component�approach�often� views�students�as� passive�

UHFLSLHQW��RI�LPSDFW��IURP�W�H�H�WHUQD��HQYLURQPHQW���URRN��HW�DO����������ULFN���������7�HLU�

reactions�are�categorized�as:�(i)�cognitive,�which�is�conscious�engagement�and�engagement�

in�learning;�(ii)�behavioral,�which�is�participation�in�social�and�community�activities;�and�(iii)�

emotional,�which� is�a�ection� (Fredricks�HW�DO����������D��LH�0LQW����������SS�HWRQ�HW�DO���

������

�W�GLH�� RQ� W�H� IR�U�FRPSRQHQW� DSSURDF�� SURSR�H� W�DW� �H�LGH�� UHDFWLRQ�� IURP� W�H�

environment,�students�can�actively�participate�and�contribute�to�the�education�process,�which�

can�be�categorized�as�agentic�engagement�and�is�taken�as�the�fourth�component�of�SE�(Reeve�

and�Tseng,�2011).�Through�student’s�agency,�this�fourth�component�is�shown� to�contribute�

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�DO���������-DQJ�HW�DO�,�2016).

In�this�study,�a�four-component�approach�is�employed�to�measure�and�analyze�SE�as�this�

approach�better��ts�with�students�in�higher�education�for�their�mature�development.
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2.2�Student�engagement�theories�and�learning�theories

During�the�last�three�decades,�SE�theories�have�been�developed�to�explain�school�successful�

performance� and� divided� into� two�main� lines.�The� �rst� line� consists� of� studies� related� to�

engagement�theory�(ET)�and�closely�linked�to�drop-out�prevention�and�at-risk�students�(Astin,�

1984;�Finn,�1993;�Newmann�HW�DO�����������UL�WHQ�RQ�HW�DO����������7�H��HFRQG��LQH�LQF��GH��

�W�GLH��UH�DWHG�WR�S��F�R�RJLFD��PRWLYDWLRQ�W�HRULH�����F��D��W�H��H�I�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�W�HRU��DQG�

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

Wang,�2012;�Sherno��HW�DO���������

Astin�(1984)�de�nes�student�involvement�as�“the�investment�of�physical�and�psychological�

HQHUJ���RI�W�H��W�GHQW��LQ�DFDGHPLF�H�SHULHQFH���+H�GH�FUL�H��D��LJ����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�

would�lead�to�student� learning�and�development.�This�theory�provides�a�foundation�for�the�

behavioral�component�in�the�concept�of�SE.�However,�the�main�drawback�of�this�theory�is�that�

it�does�not�explain�the�mechanism�of�SE�and�does�not�show�how�it�interacts�with�other�factors�

in�the�educational�environment.�Therefore,�many�researchers�have�started�to�move�away�from�

the�education-based�theories�to�the�psychological�and�management�theories�to�explain�SE�and�

I�UW�HU�LQYH�WLJDWH�LW��FRQ�WU�FW���SUHF�U�RU���DQG�R�WFRPH�����UF��HW�DO���������

7�H��H�I�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�W�HRU��L��RULJLQD����D�W�HRU��RI���PDQ�PRWLYDWLRQ�DQG�SHU�RQD�LW��

LQ��RFLD��FRQWH�W���'HFL�DQG�5�DQ���������7�H�FRUH�LGHD�RI�W�L��W�HRU��L��D�R�W���PDQ�LQWULQ�LF�

motivation�to�explore,�to�learn,�and�to�possess�knowledge�of�what�surrounds�them.�This�theory�

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�

W�H��F�RR��FRQWH�W��5HHYH�HW�DO�,�2004;�Vansteenkiste�HW�DO���������5HHYH��������

In�the��ow�theory,�according�to�Nakamura�and�Csikszentmihalyi�(2002),��ow�is�a�“state�

RI�GHHS�D��RUSWLRQ�LQ�DQ�DFWLYLW��W�DW� L��LQWULQ�LFD����HQMR�D��H���D��RQH�FDQ�R��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�DO��(2014)).�According�to�this�theory,�SE�is�a�ected�

by�class�and�school�environments�as�well�as�other�contextual�and�personal�factors.�Students�

are�the�key�actors�of�this�mechanism�in�which�they�boost�their�concentration�and�interest�to�

a�certain�level�where��ow�occurs�and�turns�into�their�deep�engagement�in�learning�activities�

(Sherno��HW�DO����������7�L��W�HRU��SURYLGH���WURQJ���SSRUW�IRU�W�H�DJHQWLF�FRPSRQHQW�LQ�W�H�

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

Based�on�these�theories,�this�research�will�take�the�approach�of�a�four-typology�concept�of�

SE�in�examining�the�relationship�between�out-of-class�SE�and�student�learning�outcomes�of�

business�students�in�Vietnam.

Besides�the�SE�theories,�Kolb’s�experiential�learning�theory�(ELT)�explains�SE�impacts�on�

learning�outcomes,�in�which�learning�is�de�ned�as�“the�process�whereby�knowledge�is�created�
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through�the�transformation�of�experience.�Knowledge�results�from�the�combination�of�grasping�

and�transforming�experience”�(Kolb�HW�DO�,�1999).�The�learning�cycle�in�ELT�consists�of�four�

stages,�which�are�concrete�experience,�re�ective�observation,�abstract�conceptualization,�and�

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�to�form�

abstract�concepts�in�the�third�stage,�from�which�new�understanding�and�meaning�of�action�can�

be�drawn�and�lead�to�application�in�a�new�situation�in�the�fourth�stage.�A�new�cycle�can�start�

to�create�new�experiences�and�new�knowledge.

7�H� �RFLD�� �HDUQLQJ� W�HRU�� SURSR�HG� ��� �DQG�UD� DQG�:D�WHU�� ������� SURYLGH�� DQRW�HU�

explanation� of� how� people� learn� new� patterns� of� behavior� through� participating� in� direct�

experience,�observing�others’�experience,�or�watching�others’�modeling�practices.�They�assert�

that�as�a�thinking�organism,�a�person�has�special�cognitive�skills�that�allow�him/her� to�gain�

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.

Those�learning�theories�provide�possible�and�relevant�mechanisms�for�SE�in�general�and�

out-of-class�SE�in�particular�to�facilitate�the�learning�process�as�well�as�learning�outcomes�of�

�W�GHQW��DW��LJ�HU�HG�FDWLRQ�LQ�WLW�WLRQ��

2.3�Out-of-class�student�engagement

At�universities,�students�have�more�opportunities�to�interact�with�the�broad�school�community,�

not�just�limiting�within�their�classroom,�as�they�need�to�prepare�for�the�real-life�environment.�

Hence,� SE� in� higher� education� is� often� associated�with� the� school� community� (Fullarton,�

�������U��RQ��������

Out-of-class� engagement� or� non-academic� engagement� refers� to� the� engagement� with�

W�H��F�RR��FRPP�QLW���SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ��RFLD��DFWLYLWLH���DQG��HQ�H�RI��H�RQJLQJ�DQG�YD��LQJ�

�QLYHU�LW��RI��W�GHQW���+D��PDQQ�HW�DO�,�2007;�Gunuc�and�Kuzu,�2015).

3DUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ��QLYHU�LW��DFWLYLWLH��RU��H�DYLRUD��HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�W�H�R�W�RI�F�D���FRQWH�W�

is�observed� in�students’�participation� in�non-academic�activities,�membership�of�clubs�and�

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

:L��P����������5HJDUGLQJ�IHH�LQJ��RI��H�RQJLQJQH���RU�DWWDF�PHQW�WR��F�RR���W�L��HPRWLRQD��

FRPSRQHQW�UHIHU��WR�IHH�LQJ��RI��HLQJ�DFFHSWHG�DQG�YD��HG����W�HLU�SHHU���DQG����RW�HU��DW�

their�school,�and�a�sense�of�being�a�part�of�the�school�environment�(Voelkl,�1996;�Willms,�

2003).�The�other�cognitive�aspect�of�engagement�refers�to�valuing�school,�which�is�concerned�

with� “whether� or� not� students� value� school� success� -� do� they� believe� that� education� will�

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

,Q� W�H� R�W�RI�F�D��� FRQWH�W�� DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW� FDQ� �H� RSHUDWLRQD�L�HG�D�� LQLWLD�L�DWLRQ�

RI�RU�SURDFWLYH�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�H�WUD�F�UULF���P�DFWLYLWLH��DQG�LQ��F�RR��JRYHUQDQFH��)LQQ��

1993).�This�fourth�construct�of�SE�is�yet�a�new�dimension�and�has�not�been�broadly�examined�
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D��W�H�RW�HU�W�UHH�W�SH��RI�D�FRQ�WU�FW���LQDWUD�HW�DO����������)�UW�HU�UH�HDUF��L���WL���QHHGHG�WR�

validate�this�construct�in�di�erent�contexts.

Reeve�(2013)�categorizes�these�four�dimensions�based�on�two�forms�of�engagement.�He�

concludes�that�“a�di�erence�among�these�four�forms�of�engagement�lies�in�(i)�proactive�and�

UHDFWLYH��H�DYLRU���DQG��LL��LQWHUQD��DQG�H�WHUQD��UH�SRQ�H�����JHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW�L��W�H�RQ���

proactive�form�of�engagement.�It�is�de�ned�as�the�students’�initiated�activities,�which�is�di�erent�

IURP�W�H�RW�HU�W�UHH�UHDFWLYH�IRUP��RI��H�DYLRUD���HPRWLRQD���DQG�FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW���W�

W�H��DPH�WLPH��HPRWLRQD��DQG�FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�DUH�LQWHUQD��IRUP��RI�HQJDJHPHQW�D��W�H��

DUH� QRW� HD�L��� R��HUYD��H���H�DYLRUD�� DQG� DJHQWLF� HQJDJHPHQW� DUH� FDWHJRUL�HG� D�� H�WHUQD��

IRUP���HFD��H��W�GHQW��GHPRQ�WUDWH�W�H�H�IRUP��RI�HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�DQ�H�S�LFLW�DQG�R��HUYD��H�

PDQQHU��7�H�H�IRUP��RI�HQJDJHPHQW�DUH���PPDUL�HG�LQ�)LJ�UH���

)L��UH����)RUP��RI��W�GHQW�HQJDJHPHQW

6R�UFH��0RQWHQHJUR�������

���0HDV�UHPHQW�LQVWU�PHQWV�DQG�K�SRWKHVLV�GH�HORSPHQW

3.1�Out-of-class�student�engagement�measurement

A�suitable�instrument�to�measure�SE�should�be�used�for�undergraduate�students.�This�instrument�

should�cover�three�to�four�constructs�of�SE�and�explicitly�include�out-of-class�engagement.�
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7�R�H�FRQ�WU�FW����R��G�PHD��UH��H�DYLRUD���HPRWLRQD���DQG�FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�R�W�RI�

F�D���FRQWH�W��

5HJDUGLQJ�DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW��W�HUH�DUH�DYDL�D��H�LWHP��WR�PHD��UH�LQ�F�D���HQJDJHPHQW�

LQ� W�H� LQ�WU�PHQW� GHYH�RSHG� ���5HHYH� DQG� 7�HQJ� ��������7�H� UH�HYDQW�PHD��UHPHQW� LWHP�

description�of�out-of-class�agentic�engagement�can�be�found�in�Finn’s�four-level�taxonomy�

of� student’s� 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�of�students’�behaviors�were�invited�to�in-depth�interviews.�A�focus�group�interview�of�

eight�business�students�was�taken�place�to�develop�new�items�of�out-of-class�student�agentic�

engagement.�Findings�from�this�study�show�that:�1)�interactions�between�students�and�their�

friends,�faculty,�and�school�on�social�network,�for�example�Facebook,�are�mentioned�as�an�

D�SHFW�RI�HQJDJHPHQW��DQG����DFWLYH�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�H�WUDF�UULF��DU�DFWLYLWLH��FDQ��H�GL�S�D�HG�

LQ�W�H�IRUP�RI�PHP�HU��LS�RI�F����PDQDJHPHQW��RDUG�DQG�HYHQW�RUJDQL�HU���7�HUHIRUH���HYHQ�

items�were�developed�for�out-of-class�agentic�measurement,�in�which�one�item�was�adopted�

from�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:�1)��ve�items�

of� out-of-class�cognitive� component� including� items� from�OC1� to�OC5;�six� items�of� out-

of-class� emotional�component�including�items�from�OE1�to�OE6;�six�items�of�out-of-class�

behavioral�component� including� items� from�OB1� to�OB6;�and�seven� items�of�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��W�UHH�GRPDLQ��RI� �HDUQLQJ�R�MHFWLYH��RU��HDUQLQJ�R�WFRPH���

1)�the�cognitive�domain�(thinking);�2)�the�a�ective�domain�(feeling);�and�3)�the�psychomotor�

domain�(doing)�(Carter,�1985).�Romiszowski�(cited�in�Carter�(1985))�points�out�a�major�defect�

of�Bloom’s�Taxonomy,�which�is�“the�absence�of�a�distinction�between�knowledge�and�skill”.�

An�alternative�taxonomy�suggested�by�Romiszowski�(cited�in�Carter�(1985))�and�by�Binsted�

and� Snell� (cited� in� Carter� (1985))� di�erentiated� between� types� of� learning:� (1)� cognitive�

learning�(knowledge);�(2)�skill�learning;�and�(3)�a�ective�learning�(feelings�and�attitudes).

:LW�� D� F�HDU� IRF��� RQ� �W�GHQW� �HDUQLQJ� R�WFRPH�� LQ� �LJ�HU� HG�FDWLRQ��� )U�H� �������

emphasizes� that�“student� learning�outcomes�encompass� a�wide� range� of� student� attributes�

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�

refer� to�students’�development� in�“values,�goals,� attitudes,�self-concepts,�world�views,� and�

�H�DYLRU����7�L���D���HFRPH�D�SRS��DU�DSSURDF��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���W�L��DSSURDF��WR�GHYH�RS�DQ�LQ�WU�PHQW�WR�D��H����QGHUJUDG�DWH��W�GHQW��HDUQLQJ�
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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�

W�HQ�UHS�LFDWHG�IRU�W�DW�RI��W�GHQW��LQ����LQH���DGPLQL�WUDWLRQ��,Q�W�L���W�G���W�H�PHD��UHPHQW�

of�student�learning�outcomes�will�be�replicated�from�the�measurement�instrument�developed�

by�Duque�and�Weeks�(2010)�with�six�items�to�measure�cognitive�learning�outcomes,�which�

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

Positive�impacts�of�SE�on�student�learning�outcomes�have�been�evidenced�in�various�studies�

(Pace,�1982;�Astin,�1984;�Chickering�and�Gamson,�1987;�Kuh,�1991;�Newmann�HW�DO���������

Finn,�1993;�Kuh,�2001a;�Pascarella�and�Terenzini,�2005;�Carini�HW�DO�,�2006).�Other�studies�

show�that�SE�is�positively�correlated�with�higher�achievement�(Connell�and�Wellborn,�1991;�

)LQQ��������0DUN���������/HL�HW�DO�,�2018).�In�these�studies,�SE�is�de�ned�as�“in-class�SE”,�

which�refers�to�a�direct�relationship�between�SE�and�student�learning�outcomes�(Pianta�HW�DO���

������/HL�HW�DO���������

In�the�context�outside�of�the�classroom,�SE�in�higher�education�is�di�erent�compared�to�

SE�in�schooling�at� lower�levels,�especially�for�campus�engagement�or�social�life.�Students�

LQ��LJ�HU� HG�FDWLRQ� DUH�PDW�UHG� WR� �H� UH�SRQ�L��H� IRU� W�HLU� GHYH�RSPHQW� DQG� W�H�� �DYH� D�

clearer�vision�of�their�future�careers.�Holland�and�Andre�(1987)��nd�immediate�and�positive�

e�ects�of�participation�in�secondary�activities�on�students’�self-concept,�moral�development,�

and�academic�achievement,�which�belong�to�both�a�ective�and�cognitive�learning�outcomes.�

Similar�e�ects�can�be�expected�for�their�participation�in�extra-curriculum�activities.

For� business� students,� their� major� often� relates� to� knowledge� of� “all� pro�t-seeking�

DFWLYLWLH��DQG�HQWHUSUL�H��W�DW�SURYLGH�JRRG��DQG��HUYLFH��QHFH��DU��WR�DQ�HFRQRPLF����WHP��

��RRQH�HW�DO�,�2019,�p.�2)�in�which�operational�e�ciency�is�crucial�(Bandara�HW�DO����������

The�acquisition�of�knowledge�will�contribute�to�student�cognitive�learning�outcomes�of�their�

major.�At� higher� education� institutions,� students� are� encouraged� to�participate� in� di�erent�

QRQ�DFDGHPLF�DFWLYLWLH��RU�H�WUD�F�UULF���P�DFWLYLWLH���UDQJLQJ�IURP��SRUW��WR�F��W�UD��HYHQW��

in�peer� tutor� to�voluntary�programs,� and�with�di�erent� roles,� ranging� from�participants� to�

RUJDQL�HU��

7�H�RUJDQL�DWLRQ�RI�D� �W�GHQW�HYHQW� LQ��LJ�HU�HG�FDWLRQ�LQ�WLW�WLRQ�� L�� �LPL�DU�WR� W�DW�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�

RI�PHP�HU��RI�DQ�RUJDQL�LQJ�FRPPLWWHH���W�GHQW��H�HUFL�H�R�W�RI�F�D���DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW��

where� they�are�members�of�a� functional� team,� such�as��nancial,� promotional,� logistics� or�

FRQWHQW�WHDP��'�ULQJ�W�H�SURFH���RI�SUHSDULQJ�DQG�U�QQLQJ�W�H�HYHQW�� W�H��PD��H�SHULHQFH�
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successful� or� unsuccessful� performance.�They� then� re�ect� the� experience� to� draw� lessons�

and� link� those� lessons� to� abstract� conceptualization� of� the� related� knowledge.� Therefore,�

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:

���� 2�W�RI�FODVV� EHKDYLRUDO� HQJDJHPHQW� KDV� D� SRVLWLYH� LPSDFW� RQ� VW�GHQW� FRJQLWLYH�

OHDUQLQJ�R�WFRPHV�

����2�W�RI�FODVV�DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�VW�GHQW�FRJQLWLYH�OHDUQLQJ�

R�WFRPHV�

Regarding�cognitive�learning�outcomes�or�academic�achievement,�Newmann�HW�DO���������

��JJH�W�W�DW�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�H�WUDF�UULF��DU�DFWLYLWLH���H�S���W�GHQW��WR�LQFUHD�H�W�HLU��HQ�H�RI�

belonging,�which�in�turn�may�increase�“their�commitment�to�academic”.�Roeser�HW�DO���FLWHG�

LQ�-�YRQHQ�HW�DO��(2012))��nd�that�student�participation�with�peers�is�associated�with�stronger�

�F�RR���H�RQJLQJ�DQG��HWWHU�DFDGHPLF�SHUIRUPDQFH�

Willms�(2003)�argues�that�“students’�sense�of�belonging�at�school�and�acceptance�of�school�

values,� and� a� behavioral� component� pertaining� to� participation� in� school� activities� [...]� is�

QHFH��DU��IRU��W�GHQW��WR�IHH���HLQJ�DFFHSWHG�DQG�YD��HG����W�HLU�SHHU���DQG����RW�HU��DW�W�HLU�

school”.�This�feeling�in�turn�supports�their�school�success�(Willms,�2003),�while�those�who�

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�

hypothesis�is,�hence,�stated�as�follows:

����2�W�RI�FODVV�HPRWLRQDO�HQJDJHPHQW�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�VW�GHQW�FRJQLWLYH�OHDUQLQJ�

R�WFRPHV�

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’�

attitudes�towards�their�schools�and�their�participation�in�non-academic�activities�are�expected�

to�strongly�a�ect�their�learning�decisions.�Positive�attitudes�toward�their�schools�will�have�

positive�impacts�on�their�learning�e�ort�and�on�their�learning�outcomes.�The�next�hypothesis�

is�stated�as�follows:

����2�W�RI�FODVV�FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�VW�GHQW�FRJQLWLYH�OHDUQLQJ�

R�WFRPHV�

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

within�universities�and�interacting�with�peers.�This�out-of-class�context�provides�a�broad�and�

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�

DO��(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�
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�HDUQLQJ� DQG� SHU�RQD�� GHYH�RSPHQW����� LQFUHD�LQJ� JDLQ�� LQ� �RFLD��FRPSHWHQFH�� D�WRQRP���

con�dence,�and�self-awareness.

When� participating� in� school� activities,� students� socially� interact� with� their� peers� and�

experience� social� learning.� By�observing�others’� successful�behaviors,� students�will� shape�

their�behavior�accordingly.�They�may��nd�that�a�student�who�is�con�dent�often�participate�

in�di�erent�events�with�di�erent�roles.�They�may�assimilate� such�a�behavior.�The� students�

who�act�as�active�members�may�experience�di�erent�non-academic�problems,�such�as�time�

management,� problem� solving,� con�ict� solving,� communication� as� well� as� coordination.�

They�observe�other�team�members’�problems�and�solutions.�Based�on�their�observation�and�

re�ection,�students�build�up�hypotheses�of�what�works�and�what�does�not�work,�from�which�

they�will�shape�their�pattern�of�behaviors�accordingly.�Therefore,�the�next�two�hypotheses�are�

stated�as�follows:

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

R�WFRPHV�

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

R�WFRPHV�

Student’s�sense�of�belonging�is�a�ected�by�experiences�in�their�community�and�school.�By�

�DYLQJ� W�L��R�W�RI�F�D���HPRWLRQD��HQJDJHPHQW���W�GHQW��IHH���HLQJ�DFFHSWHG����W�HLU�SHHU��

and�whether�or�not� they�feel�lonely�in�their�school�(Willms,�2003).�It�is�found�that�peer-to-

peer� interaction� is� important� to�students’� learning�(Pekrun�and�Linnenbrink-Garcia,�2012).�

When�interacting�with�others,�students�can�better�re�ect�their�experience,�which�help�them�to�

better�understand�themselves,�their�needs�and�problems�as�well�as�their�personal�strengths�and�

�LPLWDWLRQ���'tD��,�R�HW�DO�,�2019).�When�the�need�for�belonging�is�not�satis�ed,�student�may�

experience�diminished�motivation,�impaired�development,�and�may�lead�to�alienation�(Voelkl,�

2012).�Therefore,�the�next�hypothesis�is�stated�as�follows:

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

R�WFRPHV�

School�valuing� is� students’� feeling� that� school�and�school�outcomes�are�worthwhile,� in�

which� students� �nd� their� personal� importance� and/or� practical� importance� (Voelkl,� 2012).�

�D�HG�RQ�W�H��'7�W�HRU���'HFL�HW�DO���������FRQF��GH�W�DW�IRU��W�GHQW��WR��H�DFWLYH���HQJDJHG�

LQ�W�H��F�RR��DFDGHPLF�DQG�QRQ�DFDGHPLF�DFWLYLWLH���W�H��P��W�YD��H��HDUQLQJ��DF�LHYHPHQW��

and�accomplishment�even�when�they�are�not�really�interested�in�that�topics�or�activities.�This�

does�not�mean�that�they�must��nd�it�interesting,�but�they�will�become�“willing�to�do�it�because�

RI� LW�� SHU�RQD�� YD��H������ �DYLQJ� R�W�RI�F�D��� FRJQLWLYH� HQJDJHPHQW�� �W�GHQW�� DUH� D��H� WR�

develop� their� self-awareness� and� other� social� competences.�Mahatmya� HW� DO�� ������� QRWH�

that�increased�cognitive�SE�may�show�bene�ts�for�the�continued�maturation�of�cognitive�and�

socioemotional�developmental�tasks.�Therefore,�the�last�hypothesis�is�stated�as�follows:
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H8:�Out-of-class�cognitive�engagement�has�a�positive�impact�on�student�a�ective�learning�

R�WFRPHV�

���'DWD�FROOHFWLRQ�PHWKRG

There�are�several�methods�to�measure�SE.�Self-report�survey�is�considered�the�most�common�

method�for�assessing�SE�(Fredricks�and�McColskey,�2012).�Using�self-reports�from�students�

is� a� common� practice� to� assess� di�erent� aspects� of� education� quality,� especially� at� the�

undergraduate�level�(Kuh,�2001;�Fredricks�and�McColskey,�2012).�The�main�reason�is�that�

FHUWDLQ�YD��D��H�R�WFRPH��RI��LJ�HU�HG�FDWLRQ�FDQQRW��H�PHD��UHG����DF�LHYHPHQW�WH�W�����F��

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

4.1�Choosing�a�suitable�scale

7�H��FD�H���HG�LQ��W�GHQW��H�I�UHSRUW�L��W�H����HYH��/LNHUW��FD�H��7�L���FD�H�L����HG�LQ�PDQ��

surveys�in� the�UK,�such�as�Motivation�and�Engagement�Scale�-�University/College�(MES-

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� DO���

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

,Q�FRPSDUL�RQ� WR�W�H����HYH��/LNHUW� �FD�H�� W�H����HYH��/LNHUW� �FD�H� L��PRUH�FRPS�H��DQG�

allows�respondents�to�give�their�answers�closest�possible�to�their�feelings,�thus�showing�the�

di�erences�between�levels�and�creating�a�seamless�scale�(Williams�and�Cappuccini‐Ans�eld,�

2007).�Martin� (2009)�use� a�7-level�Likert� scale�and��nd� it� suitable� for� speci�c�evaluation�

with�college�students.�With�this�scale,�1�and�7�represent�strongly�disagree�and�strongly�agree,�

UH�SHFWLYH�������LJ���FRUH�UHSUH�HQW��D��LJ���HYH��RI�HQJDJHPHQW�RU��LJ���HYH��RI�R�WFRPH��

DQG�FRPSHWHQFLH��

4.2.�Sample�size

+DLU�HW�DO�����������JJH�W�W�DW�W�H�UDWLR�RI�R��HUYDWLRQ��WR�YDULD��H����R��G��H�IURP���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.

This�study�intends�to�use�two�datasets�for�separately�running�the�exploratory�factor�analysis�

(EFA)�and�con�rmatory�factor�analysis�(CFA).�These�two�analyses�should�not�be�run�on�the�

�DPH��HW�RI�GDWD��+LQNLQ�HW�DO����������SS�HWRQ�HW�DO�,�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�and�management,�of�which�300�to�the��rst�university�(National�

Economics�University),� 200� to� the� second� and� the� third� universities� (Hanoi�University� of�

���LQH���DQG�7HF�QR�RJ���DQG�+DQRL�8QLYHU�LW����DQG�����WR�RW�HU��HYHQ��QLYHU�LWLH���,Q�W�H�H�
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universities,�we�asked�some�lecturers�to�help�collect�data�or�came�directly�to�those�classes�to�

FR��HFW�GDWD�

On�the��rst�page�of�the�questionnaire,�there�is�an�introduction�providing�explanation�of�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�

to�tick�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.

There� are� invalid� responses,�which� are� either� blank� or� half-blank� responses,� responses�

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�

responses�were�removed�from�the�dataset.

After�being�coded�into�an�Excel��le,�data�were�cleaned�up�using�max,�min,�mean,�standard�

deviation�(SD)�for�each�observation.�The�values�of�max,�min,�and�mean�must�be�within�the�

range�of�1�to�7.�Any�observation�with�SD�=�0�was�eliminated�from�the�dataset.�The�outliers�

were�removed�based�on�the�Mahalanobis�distance.�The��nal�dataset�comprises�of�983�valid�

UH�SRQ�H��

4.4�Data�description

7�H�Q�P�HU�RI�UH�SRQGHQW��IURP�WHQ�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ��QLYHU�LWLH��L��SUH�HQWHG�LQ�7D��H���

7DEOH����1�P�HU�RI�UH�SRQGHQW��IURP�WHQ��QLYHU�LWLH��LQ�+DQRL�

8QL�HUVLW� Q �

National�Economics�University 266 ����

+DQRL�8QLYHU�LW��RI����LQH���DQG�7HF�QR�RJ� ��� ����

+DQRL�8QLYHU�LW� 116 ����

�DQNLQJ��FDGHP� �� ���

)RUHLJQ�7UDGH�8QLYHU�LW� �� ���

Vietnam�University�of�Commerce �� ���

+DQRL�8QLYHU�LW��RI��FLHQFH�DQG�7HF�QR�RJ� �� ���

Hanoi�Open�University �� 7.6

Economic�School,�Hanoi�National�University �� 6.0

University�of�Economics�-�Technology�for�Industries �� 4.6

7RWD� ��� �����

6R�UFH���RPSL�HG����W�H�D�W�RU

The�total�sample�was�then�divided�into�two�separate�datasets.�All�odd�observations�were�

selected�for�Dataset�1.�All�even�observations�were�put�in�Dataset�2.�Table�2�presents�statistics�

of�the�two�datasets.
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7DEOH����Descriptions�of�two�datasets

'DWDVHW�� 'DWDVHW��

Q � Q �

���G��

0D�H ��� ���� ��� ����

)HPD�H ��� 67.9 ��� 69.5

3UHIHU�QRW�WR��D� �� ��� �� ���

0L��LQJ �� 2.6 �� 2.6

7RWD� ��� ����� ��� �����

�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���RPSL�HG����W�H�D�W�RU

Both�datasets�are�dominated�by�female�students,�of�which�67.9%�is�in�Dataset�1�and�69.5%�

is�in�Dataset�2.�Those�ratios�are�normal�among�students�in�business�and�management,�where�

IHPD�H��W�GHQW��DUH�RIWHQ�W�H�PDMRULW����RW��GDWD�HW��FRQWDLQ��W�GHQW��IURP��HDU���WR��HDU���

���)LQGLQ�V

5.1�Exploratory�factor�analysis

In�this�part,�an�EFA�was�used�to�explore�the�factor�dimensions�as�well�as�to�reduce�the�set�of�

R��HUYHG�YDULD��H��WR�D��PD��HU��PRUH�SDU�LPRQLR����HW�RI�YDULD��H���+LQNLQ�HW�DO���������IRU�

'DWD�HW���
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7DEOH����KMO�and�Bartlett’s�Test

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

�DUW�HWW���7H�W�RI��S�HULFLW� Approx.�Chi-Square ��������

GI 276

�LJ� �����

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation

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�

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,�Black�HW�DO���������

The�initial�result�of�the�EFA�for�out-of-class�SE�shows�that�four�components�are�identi�ed�

based� on� the�criteria� of� the�Eigen�value� of�greater� than�1�with�69.295%� of� total� variance�

H�S�DLQHG��7�H�WRWD��Q�P�HU�RI�FRPSRQHQW��L��IR�U�D��H�SHFWHG��7�H�WRWD��YDULDQFH�H�S�DLQHG�

is�greater�than�50%�(Joseph�F�Hair�HW�DO���������

The�initial�factor�loadings�from�an�EFA�of�all�24�items�to�measure�out-of-class�SE�contained�

some�minor�cross�loadings�in�the�rotated�component�matrix.�OA1�and�OA2�were��rst�removed�

from�analysis�to�re-run�the�EFA.�The�absolute�value�of�small�coe�cients�to�be�suppressed�

was� set�at�0.5�to� focus�on�components�with�strong� loadings.�The�next�run�of�EFA�showed�

that�OC5� and�OA7�should�be� removed.�The��nal� rotated�component�matrix�was�achieved�

with� six� items� of� out-of-class� behavioral� engagement,� six� items� of� out-of-class� emotional�

HQJDJHPHQW��IR�U�LWHP��RI�R�W�RI�F�D���FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW��DQG�IR�U�LWHP��RI�R�W�RI�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-

RI�F�D��� DJHQWLF� HQJDJHPHQW� L�� D� �HSDUDWH� FRPSRQHQW� RI� W�H� �WU�FW�UH�� 7�H� PHD��UHPHQW�

instrument� of� out-of-class� agentic� engagement� is� also� reduced� to� four� items� with� strong�

�RDGLQJ��IRU�HDF��LWHP��UDQJLQJ�IURP�������WR�������

5.2�Internal�consistency�assessment

The�reliability�of�the�scale�is�tested�based�on�the�Cronbach’s�Alpha.�The�results�are�presented�
LQ�7D��H���

All� values� of� Cronbach’s�Alpha� of� OB,� OE,� OC,� OA� are� greater� than� 0.8.� Thus,� the�

PHD��UHPHQW�LWHP��L��UH�LD��H��+DLU�HW�DO�,�2009).�In�each�sub-construct,�most�of�Cronbach’s�

Alphas�if�item�deleted�were�smaller�than�the�main�Cronbach’s�Alphas,�except�the�three�cases�

of�OE6,�OC4,�and�OA6.�Hair�(2016)�indicates�that�a�scale�item�should�be�deleted�if�it�is�below�

�����7�HUHIRUH��D����FD�H�LWHP��RI�W�H�PHD��UHPHQW�DUH�UHWDLQHG�

�H�LGH���D���FRUUHFWHG�LWHP�WRWD��FRUUH�DWLRQ��DUH�JUHDWHU�W�DQ������,W�PHDQ��W�H��DUH��LJ����
LQWHUUH�DWHG�DQG��LNH���WR�PHD��UH�W�H��DPH�FRQ�WU�FW��+HQFH��W�H�LWHP����HG�WR�PHD��UH�W�H�

components�of�out-of-class�SE�are�reliable.
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7DEOH����,WHP�WRWD���WDWL�WLF��RI�HDF��FRPSRQHQW

,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 �����

1�RI�,WHP� 6

OB1 ����� ������ ����� �����

OB2 ����� ������ 0.760 �����

OB3 ����� ������ 0.649 �����

OB4 22.69 ������ 0.746 �����

OB5 23.16 ������ ����� �����

OB6 ����� ������ 0.681 �����

OE�Cronbach's�Alpha �����

1�RI�,WHP� 6

OE1 24.76 ������ ����� �����

OE2 ����� ������ ����� �����

OE3 ����� ������ 0.765 �����

OE4 ����� ������ 0.860 �����

OE5 ����� ������ ����� �����

OE6 ����� ������ 0.621 �����

OC�Cronbach's�Alpha 0.868

1�RI�,WHP� �

OC1 17.16 ����� 0.763 �����

OC2 ����� ����� ����� �����

OC3 16.92 ������ 0.776 �����

OC4 17.36 ������ ����� ������

OA�Cronbach's�Alpha �����

1�RI�,WHP� �

OA3 ����� 25.695 ����� 0.766

OA4 11.63 25.699 ����� ������

OA5 ����� 26.967 0.699 �����

OA6 ����� ������ ����� �����

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation

5.3�Con�rmatory�factor�analysis

+DLU� HW� DO�� (2011)� di�erentiate� the� usage� between� covariance-based� structural� equation�

modeling� (CB-SEM)� and� partial� least� squares� structural� equation� modeling� (PLS-SEM).�

When� the� research�objective�is�predicting,� identifying�relationships�between�constructs,�or�

estimating�causal�models,�PLS-SEM�is�the�preferred�method.�The�SmartPLS�version�3.3.2�

GHYH�RSHG����5LQJ�H�HW�DO��(2015)�was�used�to�process�the�data.
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To�avoid�over�tting�data�problem�(Hinkin�HW�DO����������SS�HWRQ�HW�DO�,�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�DO�,�2009)�were�

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

LVs�for�initial�calculation�and�PLS�option�of�factor�weighting�scheme,�using�consistent�PLS�

D�JRULW�P��3/�F���*D�NLQ��������

�������(YDO�DWLRQ�RI�WKH�R�WHU�PRGHOV

The� process�of� evaluating� the�outer�models,�which�are� the�measurement�models,� involves�

LQGLFDWRU�UH�LD�L�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�DO�,�2016;�Ab�Hamid�HW�DO���������

7�H�UH���W��RI�LQGLFDWRU�UH�LD�L�LW���LQWHUQD��FRQ�L�WHQF��DQG�FRQ�WU�FW�YD�LGLW��D��H��PHQW�

DUH�SUH�HQWHG�LQ�7D��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 ����� ����� 0.768

Cognitive�LO ����� 0.641 ����� �����

OA.SE ����� ����� ����� ����� 0.768

OB.SE ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

OC.SE ����� 0.604 ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

OE.SE ����� 0.619 ����� ����� ����� 0.650 0.726 �����

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation

�RPSR�LWH� UH�LD�L�LW�� ��5�� L�� SUHIHUUHG� WR� HYD��DWH� LQWHUQD�� FRQ�L�WHQF�� UH�LD�L�LW��� ,Q�

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�

DO�,�2018).�In�this�model,�all�CR�values� range�from�0.847�to�0.920,�which�are�greater� than�

0.7�and�less� than�0.95�(Lowry�and�Gaskin,�2014).�Therefore,� the�measurement�models�are�

UH�LD��H�

7�H�FRQYHUJHQW�DQG�GL�FULPLQDQW�YD�LGLW��RI�W�H�PHD��UHPHQW�PRGH��L��HYD��DWHG��D�HG�RQ�

the�AVE�and�square�root�of�each�construct’s�AVE.�Convergent�validity,�which�is�measured�by�

average�AVE,�should�be�at�least�0.50�(Hair�HW�DO����������'L�FULPLQDQW�YD�LGLW��L��W�H�H�WHQW�WR�

which�a�construct�is�truly�distinct�from�other�constructs.�Fornell�and�Larcker�(1981)�suggest�
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to�compare�the�AVE�values�for�any�two�constructs�with�the�square�of�the�correlation�estimate�

between� these� two�constructs,� in�which� the�variance-extracted�estimates� should�be�greater�

than�the�squared�correlation�estimate�to�ensure�discriminant�validity.

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�WD��L��HG��)RUQH���DQG�/DUFNHU��������

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

YD�LGLW�� �+HQ�H�HU� HW� DO��� ������� +707� L�� W�H� DYHUDJH� RI� W�H� �HWHURWUDLW��HWHURPHW�RG�

FRUUH�DWLRQ�� UH�DWLYH� WR� W�H�DYHUDJH�RI� W�H�PRQRWUDLW��HWHURPHW�RG�FRUUH�DWLRQ����Q�+707�

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

���DUFyQ�HW�DO���������

7DEOH����+HWHURWUDLW�0RQRWUDLW��+707��UDWLR�RI�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��The�author’s�calculation

All�values�in�Table�6�are�less�than�1,�showing�that�all�constructs�should�di�er.�Therefore,�

W�H�GL�FULPLQDQW�YD�LGLW��L��H�WD��L��HG��+HQ�H�HU�HW�DO���������

�������(YDO�DWLRQ�RI�WKH�LQQHU�PRGHOV

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� DO��� ������� 7�H� SURFH��� RI�

evaluating�the�inner�models�often�involves�standardized�root�mean�square�residual�(SRMR)�

and�a�t-test�for�the�inner�loading�paths�using�bootstrap�with�consistent�PLS�Bootstrapping�with�

1,000�subsamples�and�PLS�option�of�factor�weighting�scheme�(Gaskin,�2017).

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�estimated�model�is�0.085,�which�is�

smaller�than�0.1.�The�model�captures�the�data�quite�well�and�has�a�good��t�(Hu�and�Bentler,�

������
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7�H� �HFRQG� U�QQLQJ� RI� 3/�� �RQ�L�WHQW� �RRW�WUDSSLQJ� SURG�FH�� W�H� W��WDWL�WLF�� IRU� SDW��

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�of�

greater�than�1.96�and�signi�cant�p�values.�Therefore,�these�paths�are�signi�cant�and�meaningful�

LQ�W�H�RYHUD����WU�FW�UD��PRGH��

�LQFH� D��� W�H� D��H��PHQW�� IRU� W�H� R�WHU�PRGH��� DUH� JRRG� DQG� W�H� LQQHU�PRGH��� SURYLGH�

signi�cant�path�coe�cients,�the�overall�model�is�considered�satisfactory�and�can�be�used�to�

H�S�DLQ�DQG�SUHGLFW�W�H�GHSHQGHQW��DWHQW�FRQ�WU�FW��

5.4�Results

7R�WH�W�W�H�HLJ�W���SRW�H�H��RI�W�H�PRGH����PDUW3/���5LQJ�H�HW�DO���������L����HG�WR�U�Q�DJDLQ�

with�path�focus�by�choosing�PLS�option�of�path�weighting�scheme�and�unchecking�of�connect�

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

)L��UH����Structural�model�from�path�coe�cients

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation

Hypothesized� paths� are� said� to� be� 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��RI���SRW�H�H��WH�W�

+�SRWKHVHV�DQG�FRUUHVSRQGLQ��SDWKV
(�SHFWHG�

VL�Q
3DWK�

coe�cient
W��DO�H 3�9DO�HV

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

� ����� ���� �����Q�

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

� ����� 1.736 �����Q�

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

� ����� 1.506 �����Q�

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

� ����� ����� ��������

H5:�Out-of-class�behavioral�student�engagement�
à�student�a�ective�learning�outcomes

� -0.064 ���� �����Q�

H6:� Out-of-class� agentic� student� engagement�
à�student�a�ective�learning�outcomes

� ����� ����� �������

H7:�Out-of-class�emotional�student�engagement�
à�student�a�ective�learning�outcomes

� ����� ����� �����Q�

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

� ����� ����� ��������

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation

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,�

+�SRW�H�L��+��DQG�+�SRW�H�L��+��DUH���SSRUWHG�

The�regression�weight�of�out-of-class�agentic�engagement�is�0.241�with�p�<�0.01,�suggesting�

that� out-of-class� agentic� engagement� has� positive� impacts� on� student� a�ective� learning�

outcomes.�Therefore,�Hypothesis�H6�is�supported.

The�relationships�between�the�other�subcomponents�of�out-of-class�engagement�and�student�

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.

7DEOH����Adjusted�R�square

2UL�LQDO�
VDPSOH��2�

6DPSOH�
PHDQ��0�

6WDQGDUG�GH�LDWLRQ�
�67'(9�

7�VWDWLVWLFV�
��2�67'(9��

3�9DO�HV

A�ective� learning�
outcomes�(A�.LO)

����� ����� 0.046 6.146 ��������

�RJQLWLYH� �HDUQLQJ�
outcomes�(Cog.LO)

����� ����� ����� 7.426 ��������

6R�UFH��The�author’s�calculation
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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%�of�the�variation�of�cognitive�learning�outcomes.�Therefore,�this�model�has�good�

predictive�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,�

where�out-of-class�agentic�engagement�was�a�separate�component�of�SE.�Together�with�the�

YD�LGDWLRQ�RI�W�L��DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�W�H�LQ�F�D���FRQWH�W����5HHYH�DQG�7�HQJ���������W�H�

�W�G��SURYLGH��HYLGHQFH�DQG�YD�LGDWLRQ�RI�W�L��FRPSRQHQW�LQ�W�H�R�W�RI�F�D���HQYLURQPHQW�IRU�

business�students�in�Vietnam.

The��ndings�show�that�out-of-class�SE�has�signi�cant�positive�impacts�on�student�learning�

R�WFRPH��� ��JJH�WLQJ� W�DW� �W�GHQW�� FDQ� WDNH� DGYDQWDJH� RI� SDUWLFLSDWLQJ� LQ� QRQ�DFDGHPLF�

activities� at� university.� This� environment� allows� them� to� apply� what� they� learn� in� class,�

observe�experience�of�others�as�well�as�to�learn�from�others’�modeling�practices.�The��ndings�

�LJ��LJ�W�W�H�SR�LWLYH� LPSDFW��RI�R�W�RI�F�D���FRJQLWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�RQ��RW��FRJQLWLYH�DQG�

a�ective� student� learning� outcomes.�As� students� have� 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).

The�other�important�aspect�of�out-of-class�SE�is�agentic�engagement,�which�has�positive�

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�

experimentation� stage,� they� can� fully� take� advantage� of� their� learning� experience,� which�

results�in�better�a�ective�learning�outcomes.

By�con�rming�these�impacts�of�out-of-class�SE�on�both�student’s�cognitive�and�a�ective�

learning�outcomes,�the�study�shows�that�apart�from�what�is�learnt�in�the�classroom,�students�gain�

IURP�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�W�H�R�W�RI�F�D���HQYLURQPHQW��7�L��HQJDJHPHQW��HWWHU�SUHSDUH���W�GHQW��

IRU�W�HLU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�W�H��RFLD��DQG�SURIH��LRQD��HQYLURQPHQW��SRQ�W�HLU�JUDG�DWLRQ��7�L��

�nding�matches�with�previous�studies�by�Newmann�HW�DO��(1992),�Finn�(1993),�Kuh�(2001a),�

and�Pascarella�and�Terenzini�(2005).�This��nding�is�also�interesting�with�the�new�component�

RI�DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW�RI�W�H�R�W�RI�F�D���HQJDJHPHQW��,Q�FRPSDUL�RQ�WR�W�H�WUDGLWLRQD��UR�H�

of�behavioral�engagement,�the�signi�cant�impacts�of�out-of-class�agentic�engagement�have�

��LIWHG� W�H�UR�H�RI� �W�GHQW��IURP�D�SD��LYH�UR�H�WR�D�SURDFWLYH�UR�H�DQG�D��HUWHG�W�H�UR�H�RI�

�W�GHQW��D��NH��DFWRU��RI�W�HLU��HDUQLQJ��1DNDP�UD�DQG���LN��HQWPL�D��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�
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is�much�potential�for�school�environments�to�have�a�broad�in�uence�on�students’�development�
and�growth”�(Yusof�HW�DO���������

The� results�of�this� study�provide�education�practitioners�with�possible� interventions�via�
improving�SE�in�the�out-of-class�context�to�increase�student�learning�outcomes.�For�university�

managers�in�the�business��eld,�out-of-class�SE�can�become�a�supplementary�framework�to�

facilitate� students’� complete�development.�For� researchers,� this� study� contributes� to� better�
understanding�the�impacts�of�out-of-class�SE�on�student�learning�outcomes�in�business��eld.

This�study�has�certain�limitations.�Firstly,�the�measurement�instrument�of�out-of-class�SE�

contains�some�newly�developed�items�which�have�not�been�tested�in�other�contexts.�Further�

testing�of�this�measurement�instrument�is�strongly�recommended.�Secondly,�the�sample�was�
only�collected� in�Hanoi.�A�more�diversi�ed�sample�would�help� to�con�rm�the� test� results.�

Thirdly,� future� study�may� explore� and� investigate� similar� impacts� of� out-of-class� SE� for�
�W�GHQW��LQ�RW�HU�GL�FLS�LQH��

����RQFO�VLRQV

In� this� research,� agentic� engagement�was�proposed�as� a� subconstruct�of� SE� in� the� out-of-

F�D���FRQWH�W�RI��LJ�HU�HG�FDWLRQ���Q�H�S�RUDWRU��IDFWRU�DQD���L��RQ�D��DPS�H�RI������W�GHQW��
has�con�rmed�the�four�separate�components�of�out-of-class�engagement,�where�out-of-class�

DJHQWLF�HQJDJHPHQW�L��D�GL�WLQFW����FRQ�WU�FW��7�H�PHD��UHPHQW�LQ�WU�PHQW�RI�R�W�RI�F�D���

SE�was� successfully� tested� as� a� valid� and� reliable� instrument�with� both� convergence� and�
di�erentiation�criteria.

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� �LJ�HU� HG�FDWLRQ�� 7�H�

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,�
L��UHFRPPHQGHG�IRU�I�W�UH�UH�HDUF��

Despite� the� limitations,� this� study�contributes� to� the�SE� literature�by�proposing�agentic�
engagement�in�out-of-class�SE�and�validating�this�subcomponent�in�the�context�of�business�

and�management�students�in�Vietnam.�The��ndings�from�research�on�the�relationship�between�

out-of-class�SE�and�student�learning�outcomes� suggest�that� it�would�be�useful� to�continue�
H�DPLQLQJ�W�L��UH�DWLRQ��LS�LQ�RW�HU�FRQWH�W��
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