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of students in their speaking tasks. In this regard, a cross-sectional study

SKt?JY\dZﬁ{%zgagement; was designed to examine the r_elationships between multidimensional
Speaking achievement: student engagement and speaking test performance among 96 young
EFL learners: EFL learners at a private language centre in Vietnam. Data were
Language centres; gathered through the 12-item Primary Learner Oral Engagement
Vietnamese EFL context. Questionnaire (PLOEQ) and a speaking test conducted by two raters.

Independent-samples t-test and multiple linear regression were utilised
in data analysis. Descriptive statistics demonstrated high levels of
engagement among students, with cognitive engagement having the
highest mean score. Girls expressed significantly greater behavioural,
emotional, and agentic engagement compared to boys. It is apparent
from the regression findings that emotional and cognitive engagement
were significantly correlated with the speaking test scores, but
behavioural and agentic engagement were not significant predictors.
Due to the cross-sectional nature of the study, the results imply
statistical association rather than causation. These results indicate that
the speaking instruction conducted in private language institutions can
be enhanced through engaging the students emotionally and cognitively,
while recognising that not all engagement dimensions might contribute
equally to speaking skills.

1. INTRODUCTION

Speaking plays a vital role in English language learning since it allows learners to engage in using the
language communicatively. However, the development of speaking skills poses serious difficulties as
learners have to manage language competence, cognitive processes, and interaction in real-time situations
(De Jong, 2023; Tavakoli et al., 2020). EFL learners might face problems associated with vocabulary
limitations, grammar and pronunciation issues, hesitations, and anxiety about making errors that will limit
the desire to engage in oral practice (Afshar & Asakereh, 2016; Riadil, 2020). Speaking anxiety may
additionally discourage learners from participating in class activities since they may be afraid of public
speaking, possible criticism from the teacher, or unfavourable peer comparisons (Erdiana et al., 2020; Giines
& Sarig0z, 2021). These challenges emphasise the importance of learners' active participation in speaking
opportunities within the classroom setting.

Student engagement is relevant to speaking because speaking acquisition necessitates learners'
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participation in communication-related activities and their willingness to put in effort in terms of using the
target language. Engagement is defined as the way learners' behaviour, emotions, thinking, and agency
interact with learning processes (Trinh & Conner, 2019). Speaking-related engagement includes behaviour in
speaking activities, emotional engagement in terms of interest and affective reactions, cognitive engagement
in terms of efforts made during learning, and agentic engagement in terms of learners' active involvement in
the learning process. There have been studies showing a relationship between student engagement and
learning or speaking results. For instance, Istiara et al. (2023) demonstrated a positive association between
student engagement and speaking competence, while Dincer et al. (2012) stated that active engagement in
classroom discussions was positively linked to higher academic performance in EFL speaking courses. The
task-based learning literature has also shown that speaking activities which are interactive can help learners
engage behaviorally, emotionally, and cognitively through collaboration and spoken practice (Febriyanti et
al., 2023). This research indicates that the study of engagement in speaking tasks can shed light on
participation in opportunities for spoken language practice as well as on the relationships between
engagement dimensions and speaking achievement.

However, two research gaps persist. Firstly, while student engagement has been extensively studied as a
general aspect of their academic behaviour, not much research has been devoted to investigating the
dimensions of engagement with regard to the learners' speaking performance (Trinh & Conner, 2019). Existing
literature has explored engagement in terms of a broad learning experience or a certain teaching approach,
which has made it hard to understand how the dimensions of engagement are related to the speaking
performance of the learners. Secondly, little has been known about the correlation between multidimensional
student engagement and objectively evaluated speaking performance. Prior research has largely focused on the
relationship between student engagement and subjective measures of speaking such as self-assessment of the
learners' speaking abilities, questionnaires, and perceptions of learning outcomes (Sundqvist & Uztosun, 2024;
Mystkowska-Wiertelak et al., 2025). Research has also been done in more specialised contexts such as within
one class, one institution, or a certain form of instruction (lIstiara et al., 2023; Zhong et al., 2024). More
empirical studies are thus required to determine whether behavioural, affective, cognitive, and agentive
engagement have different associations with speaking performance measures.

It is especially necessary to investigate this phenomenon in private language centres in Vietnam. While most
studies conducted on the learning of English in Vietnam have been done in educational institutions, learning in
private language centres is an equally important phenomenon, but it has received much less coverage in the
scientific literature (Trinh, 2024; Vo & Ho, 2024). These centres might stress the communicative approach and
offer a chance for interactive practice in English (Torshizi & Torshizi, 2016). Nevertheless, results about
student engagement found in other educational settings cannot be generalised to those who learn English at
private language centres. Learners who study English in private language centres might do so for various
reasons, such as exam preparation, university entrance, work needs, or to study abroad (Hiver et al., 2024).
Moreover, there are many factors that distinguish private language centres from regular schools, including
curriculum, teaching strategies, materials used during lessons, and assessments (Hiver et al., 2024). Thus, it is
important to investigate the engagement of learners at private language centres.

Age may also be relevant when considering how engagement is expressed in different learning contexts.
Research on young foreign language learners has identified developmental differences in interactional patterns
and learners’ responses to communicative tasks across age groups (Butler & Zeng, 2015; Pinter, 2006; Dao et
al., 2024). While teachers and classroom interaction could have a major influence in young learner settings
regarding engagement, adult EFL learners would have more opportunities for learner autonomy and decision-
making in their learning process (Pinter, 2006; Tran, 2020). However, such differences in engagement context
may manifest themselves in behavioural involvement, emotional reactions, cognitive engagement, and
contributions to class activities by the learners. Yet, these arguments are used as plausible explanations that
have been proposed by past studies instead of being used to explain the current results.

Another point to consider is that of gender. Some previous literature has documented gender differences
in engagement among students, yet such results may not be generalizable in all contexts or types of
engagement (Wang & Eccles, 2012; Wang et al., 2011). In the EFL context, some researchers have found
gender differences with regard to foreign language emotions, including behaviour (Jiang & Dewaele, 2019),
whereas more recent literature has explored gender differences with respect to behavioural, cognitive,
emotional, and agentic engagement during EFL learning (Huang et al., 2025). However, little evidence is
available on the possible differences between male and female EFL learners with regard to these dimensions
of engagement during speaking tasks. Thus, analysing gender differences can contribute to obtaining more
descriptive data about the engagement of EFL learners in the private language-centre context. In the current
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study, whether these kinds of differences are found in the sample is investigated without presuming that
gender dictates students’ engagement.

In this regard, this current study focuses on multidimensional student engagement in English-speaking
activities among Vietnamese students learning EFL in a private language centre. This study looks into
aspects such as level of engagement, gender differences, as well as the link between engagement and
speaking test scores. By focusing on speaking activities and the achievement of speaking skills through a
test, this study tries to add to empirical research on skill-specific engagement and its link to speaking
performance. Rather than presenting a new theoretical model, the current study applies the existing
multidimensional student engagement concept in a private language centre setting and looks at how different
dimensions of engagement relate to speaking test scores. This study examines the following questions:

1. What is the level of student engagement in English speaking activities among the participants?
2. Is there a significant difference in student engagement in English speaking activities based on gender?

3. To what extent does student engagement predict speaking test scores among Vietnamese EFL learners
at the language centre?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Student engagement in EFL contexts

Student engagement is defined as a complex phenomenon, which refers to learners' involvement in and
reactions to learning activities. At early stages of defining engagement, much attention was paid to
behavioural aspects, namely participation, effort, persistence, and completion of tasks, while more recent
approaches have extended the definition of engagement by adding to it emotional and cognitive aspects
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Okur et al., 2017). Behavioural engagement relates to learners' participation and
persistence in learning activities, emotional engagement reflects learners' interest and enjoyment, and
cognitive engagement includes mental effort and strategies used in learning activities. Agentic engagement
was subsequently introduced by Reeve and Tseng (2011) to explain learners' efforts in actively participating
in the learning process in the form of giving preferences, asking questions, and having an influence on their
learning environment. These dimensions represent associated yet different elements of learner engagement
and offer an understanding of engagement that goes beyond just behavioural participation.

Engagement is multidimensional, and these dimensions are related to the processes and outcomes of
learning. Studies carried out in an EFL context have found connections between behavioural engagement and
participation or persistence, cognitive engagement and learning strategies/deeper processing, and emotional
engagement and learners’ interest or affective experiences (Dincer et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2023; Tsang &
Dewaele, 2024). Moreover, agentic engagement as a separate dimension has also been studied, as it involves
active learner contribution to the learning process rather than just participation in it (Reeve & Tseng, 2011).
As a result, most research indicates that engagement needs to be viewed on several dimensions rather than
just as a behavioural measure.

Nevertheless, research does not always find the same dimension as the most influential factor of language
learning performance. For instance, Guo et al. (2023) stated that cognitive engagement was an important
predictor of proficiency in English, but Liu et al. (2023) revealed more significant correlations with
emotional and behavioural engagement. Moreover, Dincer et al. (2017) found variations in the nature of the
connections between the four engagement dimensions depending on the learner population and learning
situation. In addition, He (2025) established that the connection involving agentic engagement varied for
learners at different educational levels. These results imply that the influence of particular engagement
dimensions can vary depending on the outcome studied, the features of learners, and the learning
environment. As a result, the literature has not provided any consistent grounds on which to assume that one
dimension is more significant than others in EFL contexts.

Moreover, there are differences in research methods that complicate comparison of results obtained by
different researchers. Indeed, a considerable number of studies devoted to learner engagement employ self-
report questionnaires, while some studies also use self-report measures to assess language proficiency or
speaking skills (Feng & Hong, 2022; Mystkowska-Wiertelak et al., 2025; Sundgvist & Uztosun, 2024). Self-
report measures may be useful to obtain relevant data regarding learners' perceptions and experiences;
however, they do not allow assessing classroom behaviour or independent measures of language
performance. Further, earlier research has considered various age categories, educational institutions,
teaching methodologies, and language achievements, which could be sources of differences (Istiara et al.,
2023; Zhong et al., 2024). Thus, there is an evident necessity to conduct studies that would clarify the
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learning environment and the language achievement measure.

This problem appears especially pertinent in terms of the analysis of engagement in relation to speaking.
Speaking entails the production of language, interaction with others and participating in conversations, thus
allowing different kinds of engagement to be applicable to the learning of speaking skills. The evidence
obtained in the EFL area suggests that there is a connection between engagement and speaking-related results.
For instance, Istiara et al. (2023) found a positive correlation between student engagement and speaking skills,
whereas Dincer et al. (2012) found an association between classroom engagement and achievement in EFL
speaking classes. Speaking tasks may also offer the chance for behavioural, emotional and cognitive
engagement (Aubrey et al., 2022; Febriyanti et al., 2023). However, the definition of engagement, measurement
methods, subjects, and instruction contexts vary among these studies, and only a few studies investigated these
three aspects of engagement in terms of a performance-based speaking assessment.

Past studies reveal the value of taking a multidimensional approach to measuring engagement, but the
associations between the different aspects of individual engagement and language acquisition outcomes may
differ depending on the learners, outcomes, and contexts. In other words, the existing multidimensional
framework can be used to analyse engagement without assuming the identical connections of all four
dimensions in all EFL settings. Specifically, the use of the framework for analysing the younger EFL
learners enrolled in a private language centre will provide additional empirical information on whether the
four engagement dimensions are correlated with performance on speaking tasks. The main contribution of
this study lies in the context and empirical sense, as the study uses a proven multidimensional model of
engagement for an under-researched audience of learners and learning environment, with speaking test
results as the dependent variable.

Age is another factor that is crucial to consider in this context because engagement is exhibited in certain
developmental and educational contexts. There is research on young EFL learners in Vietnam showing that
teachers can find out about various forms of engagement, including behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and
social, in primary school settings where classroom activities and teacher actions serve as important contexts
for these types of engagement (Dao et al., 2024; Bui et al., 2025). Furthermore, young learners have special
needs that are different from those of older learners, especially in terms of learning development, classroom
assistance, and strategy formation (Pinter, 2006). Meanwhile, there is research on adult English learners
focusing more on autonomy, learning goals, and self-directed learning (Pham & Nguyen, 2021). Such
differences do not necessarily mean that young and adult learners are engaged at different levels of
engagement. They imply the fact that different contexts in which learners engage are associated with their
developmental needs and learning aims. Thus, results from university students or adults learning EFL cannot
necessarily be applied to younger learners.

2.2. Speaking achievement and the private centre context

The connection between students' engagement and their performance in speaking can also be studied in
terms of the context of education where speaking skills are learned and tested. Private language schools serve
as one of the contexts of EFL learning in Vietnam, besides schools and universities. Although English
language learning in Vietnam has been extensively researched with regard to formal education, relatively
little empirical data on private language schools is available (Trinh, 2024; Vo & Ho, 2024). Even though
research has been conducted on the relationship between engagement and language acquisition in
Vietnamese private language centres (Dao et al., 2021), evidence on young learners and speaking skills is not
plentiful. Investigation of student engagement in this regard can therefore offer data on learning settings
which are not fully covered in existing literature.

Private language centres often have courses of English where much attention is paid to the development
of communicative skills and interaction activities in the classroom. This kind of activity includes working in
pairs, in groups, playing games, having discussions, and so forth (Torshizi & Torshizi, 2016). Thus, this
context can be related to the problem of speaking engagement since the development of oral language
depends on the level of engagement in classroom activities. At the same time, the format of teaching, the
number of people in classes, time for studying, and the teachers' instructional activities are likely to vary at
different centres and can influence the opportunity for engagement (Nguyen & Le, 2021; Wongwan et al.,
2019). Thus, results obtained in other educational environments need to be examined with respect to the
private language centre environment rather than being taken for granted.

Another factor to consider when studying engagement among students in private language centres is the
age of the learners. Unlike previous research studies that have focused on the engagement of university and
adult EFL learners, this study will involve children and early adolescents who are 7 to 14 years old. Previous
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studies on the engagement of young EFL learners have suggested that engagement among children and early
adolescents can be determined by their behavioural, emotional, and cognitive engagement in class activities.
Teachers can be instrumental in providing these engagements (Dao et al., 2024; Bui et al., 2025). Younger
learners have different developmental and learning needs as compared to older learners, and this might
impact the manifestation of classroom engagement (Pinter, 2006). For this reason, results that are obtained
using older EFL learners cannot automatically be applied to younger learners in the language centre context.

Similarly, the speaking outcome of this current study is also measured using an assessed speaking test
rather than measuring the speaking proficiency based on the learners’ perceptions about their speaking skill
level. The importance of this difference is that the performance of speaking actually depends upon producing
speech and thus can be measured through performance-based assessment. Previous studies have explored the
relationship between classroom engagement and speaking proficiency (Dincer et al., 2012; Istiara et al.,
2023); however, the literature about the relationship between multiple classroom engagement dimensions
and speaking performance in younger learners at private language institutions is relatively sparse. This
research aims to fill this void by investigating the role of all four engagement dimensions concerning
speaking test performance in this particular educational setting.

2.3. Gender dynamics in student engagement

Gender has been investigated in terms of participation, interactions, and language achievement, but
results have been inconsistent. Some studies have found that there are variations in class participation, group
work, and language achievement between male and female students (de Carvalho et al., 2025; Erdiana et al.,
2019). Other investigations have shown that variations in language achievement based on gender can become
less obvious if learner-related variables such as cognitive and motivational traits are taken into account
(Rababah et al., 2023). The above findings suggest that gender is not necessarily the determinant of the level
of engagement and speaking ability of students.

There is a similar level of uncertainty in the studies conducted to investigate the dimensions of student
engagement. It must be noted that behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and agentic engagement are various
types of engagement, which may show some gender differences depending on their dimensions and context
of learning (Dincer et al., 2017; de Carvalho et al., 2025). At the same time, there has been relatively little
attention paid to the question of whether male and female EFL learners show any difference in their
multidimensional engagement when speaking English, especially among the younger generation learning in
language centres.

Gender is thus considered in this study as a grouping variable and not as a predictor, moderator or cause.
The reason is that the study seeks to establish whether there is a statistically significant difference in the level
of student engagement between male and female subjects. The study is aligned to the second research
guestion, which addresses group differences in engagement. In this case, gender is evaluated independently
of the predictive link between engagement and speaking test performance. Speaking test performance is
analysed using four measures of engagement in the regression analysis, while gender is simply a grouping
variable in the independent samples t-test.

2.4. Conceptual framework

The framework for the current study is mainly based on the multidimensional definition of student
engagement put forward by Fredricks et al. (2004), defining behavioural, emotional, and cognitive
engagement as separate but interconnected dimensions of student involvement in learning. Agentic
engagement is also considered, taking into account the work by Reeve and Tseng (2011), who describe it as
the proactive role of students in learning. A four-dimensional definition has also been used in studies on EFL
classroom engagement (Dincer et al., 2017; Trinh & Conner, 2019).

In this research, the construct of student engagement is defined based on four components, which are
behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and agentic engagement. Behavioural engagement describes the extent to
which students are involved, effortful, and persistent in participating in speaking activities. Emotional
engagement is about the extent to which students experience interest and pleasure in their speaking activities.
The definition of cognitive engagement is about the mental effort that is exerted in understanding,
processing, and producing spoken English. Agentic engagement involves the proactive involvement of
students in the learning process through such actions as preference expression, questioning, and making
contributions (Fredricks et al., 2004; Reeve & Tseng, 2011). These dimensions are considered interrelated
aspects of the larger concept of student engagement.

The dependent variable in the study is speaking performance, which is measured using the participants’
scores on their speaking test at the language centre. Some studies found associations between engagement

26



Luu Dat Phi Journal of Science and Education, Volume 66, Issue 5 (2026) 22-38

and language acquisition or speaking performance, yet the strength of the relationship varies for each
engagement dimension (Dincer et al., 2012; Istiara et al., 2023). Based on this premise, the current study
explores the statistical predictive power of engagement in the behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and agentic
domains toward speaking test scores among the sample studied. This involves the explanatory power of
engagement in the regression analysis and not that of causation in the improvement of speaking performance.

However, gender is not a moderating or predicting variable in the theoretical framework but rather a
grouping variable. This aligns with research question 2, which focuses on whether there is a difference in
student engagement among males and females. Research on gender and its effects on language learning
outcomes has yielded inconsistent results (de Carvalho et al., 2025; Erdiana et al., 2019; Rababah et al.,
2023). As a result, the current study does not posit that gender affects engagement or alters the connection
between engagement and speaking achievement. In this study, gender is utilised as a basis for making up the
two comparison groups for the independent samples t-test.

In the conceptual framework, the emotionally secure sense of belonging and other constructs not
measured in the current study are not included. Though these constructs might be important for student
engagement, the inclusion of such constructs in the conceptual framework would not align with the variables
being studied using the questionnaire, speaking assessment, and statistics. The conceptual framework only
covers the variables discussed in the research questions and measured in the current study. Thus, the
framework covers behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and agentic engagement as four components of student
engagement examined as the predictor of speaking test scores, and gender is considered as a separate
construct for grouping purposes.

'd ™
Behavioral Engagement

(Fredricks et al., 2004)
- /

Emotional Engagement

(Fredricks et al., 2004)

-

Cognitive Engagement
(Fredricks et al.. 2004)

Speaking Achievement

Agentic Engagement
(Reeve & Tseng, 2011)
o /

Grouping variable: Gender
(Comparison groups for independent-samples t-test)

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.
3. METHOD

3.1. Research design

The present research employed the quantitative research methodology in order to investigate the
relationship between the level of engagement and the achievement of English-speaking skills by EFL
learners enrolled in a language school. The employment of a quantitative approach is appropriate in this
context since the aim of the research is to measure engagement levels and analyse the relationship between
engagement dimensions and speaking test scores in terms of numbers. According to Creswell and Creswell
(2018), the quantitative approach is appropriate when the investigation of the relationships between variables
in numbers and statistics is the key point of research. More specifically, a correlational research design was
selected. Correlational research is appropriate in cases when the manipulation of the learning environment
and experimental treatments are not applied. On the contrary, this approach seeks to identify the natural
relationships between behavioural, affective, cognitive, and agentic engagement dimensions and students'
speaking skills. It is known that correlational studies are applicable in studying the associations among the
educational variables (Fraenkel et al., 2018).

3.2. Research context and participants
Participants of the study included 96 children who were learning English as a foreign language in a
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language centre in Vietnam. The technique employed for teaching English in that institution was the
communicative English approach through interactive means such as flashcards, games in English, pair work,
and classroom discussions. In the classroom, teachers always try to foster a conducive environment by
creating a friendly atmosphere to foster students' participation in activities and prevent speech anxiety;
hence, it was appropriate to conduct a study about students' participation in speaking classes there. Among
these children, there were 46 boys (47.9%) and 50 girls (52.1%). The majority of the students were between
10 and 12 years of age, having learned English for about three to four years, although some had learned
English for six years.

A purposive sampling technique was used in order to ensure the participation of those participants whose
relevance to the objectives of the research could be determined. All the participants involved in the research
were taking EFL classes that specifically concentrated on developing speaking, had to attend speaking
classes, and to undergo an evaluation of their speaking skills. Besides, participants were studying at the
centre for at least one semester in order to become familiar enough with the educational environment and the
teaching techniques used there. The purposive sampling method gives the researcher an opportunity to select
those subjects having particular characteristics in relation to the study area and who can provide accurate
data in regard to the study topic (Creswell & Creswell, 2022; Mills & Gay, 2019). As the participants were
selected via purposive sampling from one private language centre, it is possible that the results may not be
reflective of young EFL learners in other language centres. This sampling feature was taken into account
while analysing the findings and their applicability.

An a priori power analysis was performed in order to assess whether the sample size is adequate for the
intended multiple linear regression. The a priori power analysis was performed using the software package
G*Power 3.1 with the following inputs: fixed multiple regression, four predictors, medium effect size (f2 =
.15), significance level of a = .05, and desired power of .80. Based on these inputs, it was found that the
minimum sample size necessary would be 85 participants. Consequently, the final sample of 96 participants
surpassed the required minimum for the regression analysis.

Table 1. Demographic information of the participants (N = 96)

Categories Frequency Percentage (%)
Boys 46 47.9
Gender Girls 50 52.1
7 1 1.0
8 10 10.4
9 14 14.6
Age 10 30 31.3
11 23 24.0
12 16 16.7
13 1 1.0
14 1 1.0
1 year 7 7.3
2 years 15 15.6
. . 3 years 33 34.4
Years of learning English 4'years 34 354
5 years 4 4.2
6 years 3 3.1

3.3. Instruments
Primary Learner Oral Engagement Questionnaire (PLOEQ)

The main tool employed in this study for quantification purposes is the Primary Learner Oral Engagement
Questionnaire (PLOEQ), designed to measure four multidimensional engagement constructs in primary
foreign language classes: agentic, behavioural, emotional and cognitive engagement. In order to keep the
structure balanced, the PLOEQ has 12 items, namely, three items for each of the target constructs. The items
have been drawn from the empirically validated measures. More precisely, the items for measuring agentic
engagement have been drawn from the Agentic Engagement Questionnaire (Reeve & Tseng, 2011), the
items for measuring behavioural and emotional engagement from the Behavioural and Emotional
Engagement Scale (Skinner et al., 2009), and those for cognitive engagement from Wolters' (2004)
Metacognitive Strategies Scale based on the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) by
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Pintrich et al. (1993). All items are the same in terms of their format and use the seven-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).

To ensure that the measure used would be culturally appropriate and easily readable by children, it was
subject to some adaptations. Firstly, the items of the instrument were translated into Vietnamese and back-
translated by two independent bilingual researchers in order to guarantee semantic equivalence between both
versions. Having done this, we conducted an analysis of the content validity involving three experts in
applied linguistics and teaching English at the primary school level. The panel of experts analysed the
relevance and clarity of the items and adjusted them so that the Content Validity Index became .92. Next, the
instrument was tested in a pilot study among a group of elementary school students (N = 30) who had
demographic characteristics similar to those of the target sample, but were not involved in the main
experiment. As a result of this pilot testing, we managed to identify any ambiguities in wording, cognitive
complexity of a 7-point scale for children and consistency of the items. Finally, we decided that a 12-item
length is perfect for concentration.

The construct and structural validity of the measure, PLOEQ, were examined by Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA), which was done using PCA. This gave rise to an exact four-factor structure based on the
Kaiser Criterion (Eigenvalue > 1.0) that explained a very high cumulative variance of 92.69%. Particularly,
the contribution made by Factor 1 was 40.36%, by Factor 2 it was 25.74%, by Factor 3 it was 15.96%, and
by Factor 4 it was 10.64%. All 12 items of the PLOEQ proved to have excellent psychometric qualities due
to their high communality ranging from .595 to .995 and thereby showing the high shared variance between
their constructs. The rotated component matrix given in table 2 shows that the factor loadings ranged from
.631 to .978 and were all significantly higher than .50.

As part of validating the construct validity beyond the EFA, CFA was performed in AMOS. It was found
from the results of the measurement model that there is a very good fit of the model, as shown by y2/df =
1.68, Comparative Fit Index (CFI = .956), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI = .948) and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA = .054, 90% CI [.032,.076]). Results show that all the factor loadings were
significant and greater than .60, thus showing that the four-factor engagement model is structurally sound
and convergent valid. The reliability test shows that there is a very high internal consistency for the whole
scale (.88). The reliability was high for each dimension separately as follows: behavioural engagement (a =
.84), emotional engagement (« =.81), cognitive engagement (a = .83), and agentic engagement (a = .80).

Table 2. Factor loadings and communalities for the exploratory factor analysis

Item Code Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Communality (h2)
SE9 978 121 — 150 995
SE8 973 124 — 149 .984
SE7 971 122 — 160 .984
SE4 164 931 264 — 967
SE5 164 931 264 — 967
SE6 — 914 193 — 878
SE3 — 228 .956 — 970
SE1 117 194 .930 163 943
SE2 — 273 913 — 916
SE10 113 — — 974 964
SE11 101 — — 974 962
SE12 363 241 — 631 595
Eigenvalue 4.843 3.088 1.915 1.276 —
% of Variance 40.36% 25.74% 15.96% 10.64% —
Cumulative % 40.36% 66.10% 82.06% 92.69% —

*Note. Extraction method: Principal component analysis. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalisation. Factor loadings above .50 are bold for clarity. Factor loadings below .10 are suppressed.

Speaking achievement

The testing for speaking achievement was done using the speaking test that is normally administered in
the language centre. This test involved four task components, including exchange, picture differences,
picture questions, and extended question. In this test, students had to respond to the questions asked, give
description/ identification of the picture, interact with their speaking partners and give a short extended
response. However, even though the test included four task components, performances were scored based on
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three criteria, namely vocabulary and grammar, pronunciation, and interaction.

Scores for all the criteria were measured from 0 to 5 points, thus giving the highest possible sum of 15
points. The score was allocated to each of the criteria according to the performance description in the
assessment scale, and then all three scores were added up to provide the final score for the student’s
speaking. The criterion of vocabulary and grammar included assessment of the use of vocabulary, control of
simple grammar, responses at sentence level, and linking ideas through simple linkers. The criterion of
pronunciation was concerned with the intelligibility and control of word stress and intonation. The criterion
of interaction evaluated students’ reaction to the instructions, questions, and pictures, responsiveness and
seeking help if necessary. There was a performance description for the grades ranging between 0 and 5,
where the intermediate grades were used as the performance in between the adjacent descriptions.

As part of an effort to provide context to the assessment rubric, the test items overlap conceptually with
the CEFR oral production (largely captured through the extended response task) and oral interaction
(captured through the exchange and question tasks) descriptors. The same goes for the assessment criteria,
which loosely map to CEFR language and phonological competencies. and the model was used only for
providing theoretical perspective on the communication variables under measurement.

In order to ensure the reliability of the results, the speaking test was independently graded by two graders,
such as a Vietnamese instructor and a native English speaker. Inter-rater reliability for the grading procedure
was estimated with the help of calculation of the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) based on the two-way
random effects model, resulting in an ICC score equal to .88 (95% CI [.82, .93]). Additionally, a positive and
statistically significant correlation coefficient was identified between total scores obtained by the two graders (r
= .86, p < .001). The values of Cohen’s kappa coefficient (x) for the criteria grading (vocabulary/grammar,
pronunciation, and interaction) ranged from .74 to .81. Both graders independently rated the same speaking
performances on the same scale. The final score in speaking was calculated by the addition of scores for
vocabulary and grammar, pronunciation, and interaction, resulting in a total score from 0 to 15.

3.4, Ethical considerations

As the participants were children aged 7 to 14 years, the research entailed extensive and multi-layered
ethical procedures. Prior to gathering the data, permission from the institutional board of the private language
centre was obtained. The parents or legal guardians of the children were provided with written informed
consent after a detailed description of the research process. Moreover, verbal assent from the children was
obtained using age-appropriate language (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Mackey & Gass, 2015). It is important
to mention that both parents and children knew about the voluntary nature of their participation without any
consequences for their studies (Doérnyei & Csizér, 2012).

Strict procedures were adopted to protect the anonymity of respondents and avoid the social desirability
effect. The PLOEQ questionnaire was entirely anonymous, and there was no need to ask for personally
identifiable data from the students. Scores of the speaking test were collected anonymously from the
administration of the centre (Kubanyiova, 2008), in such a way that all names of the students were coded
before the analysis of the data. Best practices for maintaining data confidentiality were followed thoroughly;
that is, all the computer files and SPSS matrices were encrypted and kept on the cloud drive, which was
password-protected and could be accessed only by the principal researcher (British Educational Research
Association, 2018). The complete security arrangements helped ensure the confidentiality of the identities of
the students and the security of the functioning of the language centre during the research period.

3.5. Data collection

The data collection procedure was performed systematically between July and October 2025 at the private
English language centre in Vietnam. To ensure temporal consistency and rule out any possible confounding
factors associated with differences in timing, the data related to student engagement and results of the speaking
test were gathered immediately after completion of each teaching unit. Specifically, the PLOEQ questionnaire
was conducted in class after the last week of instruction, following the end of the English speaking lessons. Due
to the very young age of the participants, all the questions of the questionnaire were translated into Vietnamese
to enhance comprehension. Also, the researcher read the questions aloud and explained the unknown terms in
order to rule out any possible mistakes made because of misunderstanding; this approach is in accordance with
the guidelines for conducting surveys with children learning a foreign language (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2009).
Anonymity of the survey procedure was ensured to prevent social desirability bias.

Information about the performances of the learners in their speaking performance was gathered from the
speaking test scores of the language centre. The speaking tests were conducted by a Vietnamese and an
English-speaking teacher. The test was composed of interactive speaking tasks lasting from 5 to 7 minutes
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for each learner. The four parts of the test task include exchange, picture difference, picture question, and
extended question. The performance of the learners was measured by the three criteria: vocabulary and
grammar, pronunciation, and interaction, where each criterion was graded from 0 to 5. The sum of the three
criterion scores became the speaking score, which is from 0 to 15.

3.6. Data analysis

Data collected via the research process were subsequently subjected to analysis using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 27). Prior to analysis of primary data, all datasets were verified,
cleaned, and coded to make sure there were no missing values. In order to address possible threats due to a
self-report survey being used as a method of collecting quantitative data, Common Method Bias (CMB) was
evaluated using Harman's single-factor test in SPSS. The unrotated exploratory factor analysis revealed that
the first factor was able to explain 34.12% of the total variation in the data, far less than the required 50%,
which means that common method variance was not a threat to validity.

The first part of the data analysis was the computation of the reliability coefficient of Cronbach's Alpha as
a measure of internal consistency of the dimensions of the questionnaire. As indicated by Nunnally and
Bernstein (1994), reliability coefficients greater than 0.70 are acceptable in educational research. The second
part of the data analysis process was the computation of descriptive statistics such as mean, standard
deviation, skewness, and kurtosis in order to examine the overall response of the students regarding student
engagement issues. For the purpose of conducting the inferential statistics, the following statistical
assumptions were tested: normality via skewness and kurtosis (£1.0), multicollinearity through Tolerance
and VIF, and residual independence via Durbin-Watson.

For possible differences across the demographic composition of the respondents, an independent samples t-
test was conducted in order to test for significant differences in the level of engagement of male and female
respondents. Finally, a multiple linear regression analysis was conducted in order to test the predictive
relationship of behavioural, emotional, cognitive, and agentic engagements to the speaking test performance of
the students. The regression analysis was conducted in order to determine the statistical contribution of the four
engagement factors to variation in the speaking test performance of the students. In the regression analysis, the
role of the four engagement variables in determining variation in speaking test scores among the sample
participants was assessed, and not the causal relationship between engagement and speaking test performance.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1. Results
4.1.1. The level of student engagement in speaking skills among the participants

Table 3. Descriptive statistics

Variables Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Student engagement 2.25 6.25 4.48 1.16 -0.404 -0.996
Agentic engagement 1.00 7.00 4.32 1.73 -0.457 -0.923

Behavioral engagement 1.00 7.00 4.42 1.77 -0.214 -0.655
Emotional engagement 1.00 6.33 4.38 1.83 -0.893 -0.576
Cognitive engagement 2.00 6.00 4.79 1.22 -0.636 -0.852

As seen from the descriptive statistics in table 3, the participants showed relatively high levels of
engagement in speaking activities on average (M = 4.48, SD = 1.16). Out of the four dimensions, the
participants' engagement in the cognitive dimension was the highest (M = 4.79, SD = 1.22), followed by
agentic engagement (M = 4.32, SD = 1.73), behavioural engagement (M = 4.42, SD = 1.77), and emotional
engagement (M = 4.38, SD = 1.83*). A relatively higher average for cognitive engagement indicates
relatively more frequent use of mental processes in speaking activities among participants, while a relatively
lower average for agentic engagement indicates relatively less frequent reports of proactivity behavior like
asking questions or expressing preferences, among participants. The results are descriptions of the
engagement reported by participants, but they do not give the reasons why the four dimensions were
different. Skewness and kurtosis values for all variables lay within the acceptable limit of +1.00, implying
that there was no significant deviation from the distributional assumption of the study.

4.1.2. The difference in student engagement based on gender among the participants

The result of the independent-samples t-test showed statistically significant differences between genders
in the level of students' engagement (table 4). Girls had a higher mean level of engagement (M =5.21, SD =
0.59) than boys (M = 3.68, SD = 1.10), t(94) = -8.55, p < .001, effect size (d) was -1.75. There were

31



Luu Dat Phi Journal of Science and Education, Volume 66, Issue 5 (2026) 22-38

significant differences in agentic, behavioural, and emotional engagement. The most significant difference
was in behavioral engagement; girls had higher values (M = 5.62, SD = 1.15) than boys (M = 3.12, SD =
1.34), t(94) =-9.82, p <.001, d = -2.01.

Table 4. Independent t-test

Variables Boys Girls t p Cohen’s d
Student engagement 3.68 (1.10) 5.21 (0.59) -8.55 .000 -1.75
Agentic engagement 3.59 (1.95) 4.99 (1.17) -4.33 .000 -0.88

Behavioral engagement 3.12 (1.34) 5.62 (1.15) -9.82 .000 -2.01
Emotional engagement 3.46 (2.09) 5.23 (0.96) -5.42 .000 -1.11
Cognitive engagement 4.57 (1.30) 4.99 (1.11) -1.71 .090 -0.35

There was also a statistically significant difference in agentic engagement, where girls scored higher than
boys, t(94) = -4.33, p < .001, d = -0.88. Emotional engagement followed the same trend where females
scoring higher than males, t(94) = -5.42, p < .001, d = -1.11. On the other hand, the difference in cognitive
engagement was not statistically significant, t(94) = -1.71, p = .090, d = -0.35. Therefore, there were gender
differences in overall engagement, behavioural engagement, emotional engagement, and agentic
engagement, but no gender differences in cognitive engagement.

4.1.3. The predictive power of student engagement on EFL speaking test outcomes at a language centre
Table 5. Multicollinearity diagnostics and regression coefficients

Predictor Variable B SE B t p Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 2.138 0.701 3.051 .003
Agentic engagement -0.053 0.140 -0.033 -0.380 704 .393 2.546
Behavioral engagement  0.207 0.150 0.130 1.380 171 327 3.055
Emotional engagement 0.654 0.108 0.427 6.070 <.001 592 1.689
Cognitive engagement 1.276 0.137 0.553 9.283 <.001 .824 1.213

*Note. R =.857, R? =.734, Adjusted R? =.722, F(4,91) = 62.749, p <.001. Dependent variable:
Speaking test scores.

Before conducting the multiple regression test, the assumptions of the regression model were tested. To
test multicollinearity, the values of Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were checked. From table
5, the VIF values were between 1.213 and 3.055, whereas the Tolerance values varied between .327 and
.824, which indicated that there was no significant multicollinearity in the data because of the criteria utilised
in this study. Furthermore, the Durbin-Watson statistic was evaluated to measure the degree of independence
in the residuals, which had a value between 1.5 and 2.5.

The results from the multiple regression (table 5) yielded a statistically significant model, R2 = .734, adjusted
Rz = 722, F(4, 91) = 62.75, p < .001. Consequently, the four engagement dimensions collectively explained
73.4% of the variance in speaking test scores in the current sample. Cognitive engagement was the dimension that
explained the largest statistically significant unique proportion of the variance ( = .553, p < .001) in the current
model, followed by emotional engagement (f = .427, p <.001). On the other hand, behavioural engagement did
not explain any statistically significant unique variance after controlling for the other two engagement dimensions
in the model (B = .130, p = .171). Similarly, agentic engagement did not account for any statistically significant
unique variance in the model (B = -.033, p = .704). Thus, the findings from the regression analysis show that both
cognitive and emotional engagement played an important role in the prediction of speaking test scores
statistically, but the behavioural and agentic engagements were not significant in the full model.

4.2. Discussions

This study investigated the multi-dimensional engagement of EFL students in English speaking activities
in a private language centre in Vietnam, with emphasis on the levels of engagement, gender differences, and
the statistical relationship between the dimensions of engagement and the scores obtained from the speaking
test. Results indicated that cognitive engagement had the highest mean out of all four dimensions. Significant
gender differences were established in overall engagement, behavioural engagement, emotional engagement
and agentic engagement, but not in cognitive engagement. Cognitive and emotional engagement made
unique contributions to the speaking test scores, but behavioural and agentic engagement did not.

Concerning the results related to the description of engagement, cognitive engagement scored the highest of
all dimensions investigated. This means that respondents perceived themselves as having considerable mental
participation in their communicative actions, even though, in the present data, it was not explicitly evident what
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kind of learning processes led to such results. Such findings are congruent with the multidimensional view of
engagement offered by Fredricks et al. (2004, 2016) since it implies the distinction between students' cognitive
and behavioural aspects of engagement. Moreover, it is in accordance with scientific studies proving that
cognitive engagement may be associated with language learning due to the necessity for the processing of
linguistic information and implementation of learning strategies (Dincer et al., 2017; Guo et al., 2023).

Speaking may offer an environment where cognitive engagement becomes crucial due to the necessity for
learners to use and create language under time pressure. According to Tavakoli et al. (2020), oral
communication puts pressure on working memory and entails the coordination of several processes in
language processing. Cognitive engagement in speaking tasks may include processes like choosing
vocabulary, structuring ideas, regulating language usage, and dealing with communication needs. Hence, the
relatively high level of cognitive engagement found in the current research may be explained by the
cognitive loads associated with speaking tasks, even though these processes have not been directly assessed.
In this regard, restricted participation may not necessarily equate to restricted engagement, as learners may
be cognitively engaged even when their engagement cannot be easily observed. This interpretation is
consistent with the claim by Dewaele and Li (2021) that classroom observable behaviours do not account for
all dimensions of learner engagement. From an educational point of view, this indicates that the activities
conducted to teach speaking should include times when the students can plan their response, organise their
thoughts, monitor their language usage, and make decisions while speaking. These activities can offer
chances for intellectual engagement along with oral practice.

Regression analysis found that cognitive engagement contributed significantly and uniquely to speaking test
scores. These results are congruent with previous studies which have found that cognitive engagement has been
recognised as one factor of significance in language learning and the outcome of such learning (Guo et al.,
2023). The results are also congruent with previous research on speaking, which has noted that there are
cognitive demands associated with the production of language in a limited time frame (Tavakoli et al., 2020).
This can be explained by the possibility that students who claimed to experience greater levels of cognitive
engagement might have paid more attention to the language process. However, due to the fact that the current
study is correlational and cross-sectional in nature, it cannot establish whether cognitive engagement caused
higher speaking test scores or whether better speaking ability resulted in more cognitive engagement.

Learners' emotional engagement also made a significant unique contribution to speaking test results. This
finding is in line with previous research which emphasises the importance of the relevance of learners'
emotions to foreign language learning. The importance of positive emotional states for foreign language use
was stressed by Tsang and Dewaele (2024), whereas Aubrey et al. (2022) and Uztosun et al. (2018)
demonstrate that speaking can be a source of affective demands. Speaking practice can make learners
experience evaluation, comparison with peers and potential mistakes that can be linked to willingness to
communicate and classroom engagement (Erdiana et al., 2020). This could mean that those who felt
emotionally engaged had achieved higher marks in the speaking test. Nevertheless, there is no way to
determine which direction this relationship has based on current information. There is also another
hypothesis that successful speaking experience can cause more positive emotional reactions. These results
have a practical implication regarding speaking classes in such environments. Speaking tasks can require,
apart from creating chances for speaking practice, also conditions facilitating positive emotional involvement
and the thinking process of students. It should be interpreted as a pedagogical implication, not as an
indication of the direct impact of some methods on speaking scores.

On the contrary, behavioural engagement was not found to make any statistically significant unique
contribution to the speaking test scores after including cognitive, emotional, and agentic engagement in the
regression analysis model. However, this result must not be taken to mean that behavioural engagement is
not important. Instead, it means that the unique statistical contribution of behavioural engagement was not
found to be statistically significant within the regression model framework. This is in line with the
multidimensional view of engagement since, according to Fredricks et al. (2004) and Dewaele & Li (2021),
engagement cannot be simply reduced to observable behaviours. Observable involvement can be similar to
cognitive and emotional engagement. Hence, after taking into account the common variance between the
dimensions in the regression analysis, behavioural engagement was not found to make a unique statistical
contribution to the speaking test scores.

Another interesting finding relates to the lack of significance of agentic engagement’s contribution.
Agentic engagement was viewed by Reeve and Tseng (2011) as an active part taken by learners in their
learning process, such as voicing preferences, posing questions, and initiating contributions. While this
concept might be applicable to students’ active engagement in their learning process, its unique contribution
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to the speaking test scores in the present model was found to be insignificant. The reason behind this might
be different opportunities for agency depending on the instructional context. Hiver et al. (2024) similarly
noted the importance of contextual factors in engaging learners and allowing their agency. In the current
case, the speaking activities could have been carried out in a curriculum-based framework, which would
have restricted learners' chances of having an impact on the design of teaching activities. However, this is
only a tentative conclusion, as it was not measured in the current study.

Also, the nonsignificant results for behavioural engagement and agentic engagement could be evaluated
against the age of the participants. The children ranged from seven to fourteen years, during which self-
regulation and metacognitive capabilities keep developing. In their paper, Veenman et al. (2006) pointed out
that the development of students' self-regulatory and metacognitive skills was a critical issue. However, the
development context could be taken into consideration in interpreting the less statistical contribution of
agentic engagement, but not necessarily in evaluating the current research because it did not measure self-
regulation, metacognitive development, and agency among learners.

The instructional context may be another important issue. Language centres as private institutions can
have a certain course structure, planned learning outcomes, and classroom management by teachers. Such
factors can have an impact on the opportunities provided to students to affect classroom procedures.
Nonetheless, due to the fact that the current research has not attempted to explore such characteristics of the
classroom, these factors can only be speculated on. Thus, future studies might, for example, investigate the
relationships between classroom context, teacher support, and learner choice and the connection between
agentic engagement and speaking performance.

Gender differences were observed in some aspects of engagement. Females had significantly higher
levels of behavioural engagement, emotional engagement, and agentic engagement compared to males, while
there were no gender differences in cognitive engagement. Such results are partially in line with existing
literature where gender differences were found in classroom participation and engagement-related
behaviours (Havik & Westergard, 2020; Bru et al., 2021; de Carvalho et al., 2025). This means that gender
differences could be observed in behavioural, emotional, and agentic engagement, but not in cognitive
engagement in the current study sample. Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to claim that gender differences
caused differences in engagement.

The lack of an observable gender difference in cognitive engagement is another interesting finding. While
females reported higher levels of behavioural, emotional, and agentic engagement than males, their cognitive
engagement levels were not different from those of the latter. In other words, it may be concluded that the
presence of some differences with regard to behavioural and emotional engagement does not imply the presence
of differences concerning cognitive engagement as well. This finding aligns with the study conducted by de
Carvalho et al. (2025), where they found that there might be no difference between genders in certain aspects of
learning languages and that this difference does not apply to all other factors. Hence, the finding backs up the
multidimensionality of engagement, whereby there might be a difference in some aspects but not in others.

With regard to the pedagogical perspective, the study reveals that there is a need for teachers to ensure
that there are different kinds of participation opportunities as opposed to depending on observable
participation in the classroom. On the other hand, the current findings cannot be generalised to all male or
female EFL learners as the subjects were chosen from a single private language school using purposive
sampling. These results also carry some implications for future studies that will examine the topic of student
engagement and speaking performance. Indeed, many researchers have made use of self-reports of
engagement and, in certain studies, self-reports of language outcomes (Feng & Hong, 2022; Sundgvist &
Uztosun, 2024; Mystkowska-Wiertelak et al., 2025). In this study, through the use of a multidimensional
measure of engagement and a score on a speaking test using a performance assessment rubric, it was possible
to draw conclusions about the connection between the students' self-reports of engagement and the measured
performance in speaking. The significance of this difference is that self-reporting engagement and speaking
performance are two separate sources of information on language learning.

Furthermore, the current study provides contextual evidence within the framework of multidimensional
engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Reeve & Tseng, 2011) regarding its four dimensions applied among
younger EFL learners at private language centres. Instead of proposing an alternative engagement
framework, the present research uses an existing framework to study engagement among less researched
learners and contexts. The evidence regarding the significant and unique contributions of the cognitive and
emotional dimensions of engagement to speaking test scores, but not the behavioural and agentic
dimensions, indicates that the four dimensions do not have to exhibit the same statistical association with
speaking performance within different contexts. It corroborates the existing literature about differential
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contributions of engagement dimensions among different groups of learners and different learning contexts
(Dincer et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2023; He, 2025). On a broader note, the present study addresses the relative
lack of evidence in relation to engagement and speaking performance within the private language centre
context in Vietnam (Trinh, 2024; Vo & Ho, 2024). Consequently, the findings may offer evidence specific to
the mentioned context for teachers and program coordinators. These findings provide situation-specific
evidence that could prove valuable to teachers and program managers operating under similar private
language centre circumstances. More specifically, these findings imply that observable participation does not
encompass all types of involvement that are statistically related to speaking test outcomes.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed at exploring the effect of engagement on the performance of English speaking among
the EFL learners in Vietnam. It was found that cognitive and emotional engagement contributed uniquely to
performance on speaking tests in multiple regression analyses, while behavioural and agentic engagement
did not contribute uniquely after all four dimensions were analysed together. In addition, female learners
exhibited significantly higher levels of behavioural, emotional, and agentic engagement than male learners,
but there was no significant gender difference in cognitive engagement. The results indicate that there is no
similar statistical association between all of the four dimensions of engagement and speaking performance.
Nevertheless, it would be wrong to assume that the above results suggest a causal association between
cognitive or emotional engagement and speaking performance or that behavioural and agentic engagement
are insignificant. The above results only offer contextual support for understanding the relationships among
the four dimensions of engagement and speaking test performance among young EFL learners.

There are several limitations that need to be taken into account when interpreting the results. Firstly, the
participants were selected via purposive sampling from only one private language centre, which means that
generalisation of the findings to other young EFL learners from other language centres or institutions is not
possible. Secondly, there cannot be any conclusions about the causal relationship between engagement and
speaking performance due to the cross-sectional design of the research. Thirdly, engagement was assessed by
means of a self-report measure, which might have failed to reflect the true engagement of the learners.
Ultimately, this research study was concerned with engagement and speaking performance and did not take into
account any other variables like speaking anxiety, self-efficacy, and willingness to communicate. Future
research may consider these limitations by sampling learners from various language learning centres as well as
through longitudinal and mixed-method approaches. In addition, future research can focus on how classroom
variables, as well as psychological ones, relate to speaking behaviour and engagement in young EFL learners.

REFERENCES

Afshar, H. S., & Asakereh, A. (2016). Speaking skills problems encountered by Iranian EFL freshmen and seniors from
their own and their English instructors' perspectives. Electronic journal of Foreign language teaching, 13(1), 112-
130. Retrieved from https://e-flt.nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/docroot/v13n12016/asakereh.pdf

Aubrey, S., King, J., & Almukhaild, H. (2022). Language learner engagement during speaking tasks: A longitudinal
study. RELC Journal, 53(3), 519-533. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688220945418

British Educational Research Association [BERA]. (2018). Ethical guidelines for educational research (4th ed.).
https://www.bera.ac.uk/publication/ethical-guidelines-for-educational-research-2018

Bru, E., Virtanen, T., Kjetilstad, V., & Niemiec, C. P. (2021). Gender differences in the strength of association between
perceived support from teachers and student engagement. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 65(1),
153-168. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1659404

Bui, T. L. D., Nguyen, T. T. K., & Nguyen, K. D. (2025). Teachers' assessment of primary school EFL learners'
engagement: Insights from rural and urban classrooms in Vietnam. Language Teaching Research Quarterly, 47,
138-155. https://doi.org/10.32038/Itrq.2025.47.08

Butler, Y. G., & Zeng, W. (2015). Young learners’ interactional development in task-based paired-assessment in their
first and foreign languages: A case of English learners in China. Education 3-13, 43(3), 292-321.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2013.813955

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches
(5th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2022). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches
(6th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Dao, P, Le, D. B. T., & Nguyen, M. X. N. C. (2024). Public primary school teachers’ perceptions and assessment of
young learners’ engagement. Language Teaching Research, 1-30. https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688241253546

Dao, P., Nguyen, M. X. N. C,, Duong, P. T., & Tran-Thanh, V. U. (2021). Learners’ engagement in L2 computer-
35


https://e-flt.nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/docroot/v13n12016/asakereh.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688220945418
https://www.bera.ac.uk/publication/ethical-guidelines-for-educational-research-2018
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1659404
https://doi.org/10.32038/ltrq.2025.47.08
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2013.813955
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688241253546

Luu Dat Phi Journal of Science and Education, Volume 66, Issue 5 (2026) 22-38

mediated interaction: Chat mode, interlocutor familiarity, and text quality. The Modern Language Journal, 105(4),
767-791. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12737

de Carvalho, N. A., Veiga, F. H., Martinez, I., & Veiga, C. M. (2025). Psychosocial development and student
engagement in school: A study with girls and boys in early and late adolescence. Trends in Psychology, 1-27.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-025-00440-4

De Jong, N. H. (2023). Assessing second language speaking proficiency. Annual Review of Linguistics, 9(1), 541-560.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-030521-052114

Dewacele, J. M., & Li, C. (2021). Teacher enthusiasm and students’ social-behavioral learning engagement: The
mediating role of student enjoyment and boredom in Chinese EFL classes. Language Teaching Research, 25(6),
922-945. https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211014538

Dincer, A., Yesilyurt, S., & Takkac, M. (2012). The effects of autonomy-supportive climates on EFL learner's
engagement, achievement and competence in English speaking classrooms. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 46, 3890-3894. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.06.167

Dincer, A., Yesilyurt, Y., & Demirdz, H. (2017). Multi-dimensional classroom engagement in EFL contexts. In D.
Koksal (Ed.), Researching ELT: Classroom methodology and beyond (pp. 91-102). Peter Lang Edition. Retrieved
from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED579063.pdf

Dornyei, Z., & Csizér, K. (2012). How to design and analyze surveys in second language acquisition research. In A.
Mackey & S. M. Gass (Eds.), Research methods in second language acquisition: A practical guide (pp. 74-94).
Wiley-Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444347340.ch5

Ddornyei, Z., & Taguchi, T. (2009). Questionnaires in Second Language Research: Construction, Administration, and
Processing (2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203864739

Erdiana, N., Bahri, S., & Akhmal, C. N. (2019). Male vs. female EFL students: Who is better in speaking skill. Studies
in English Language and Education, 6(1), 131-140. https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v6i1.13024

Erdiana, N., Daud, B., Sari, D. F., & Dwitami, S. K. (2020). A study of anxiety experienced by EFL students in
speaking performance. Studies in English Language and Education, 7(2), 334-346.
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v7i2.16768

Febriyanti, W., Miftakh, F., & Samsi, Y. S. (2023). Investigating students’ engagement in task-based speaking
activities. Innovative: ~ Journal of Social Science  Research, 3(4), 2121-2133. Retrieved from
https://j-innovative.org/index.php/Innovative/article/view/3705

Feng, E., & Hong, G. (2022). Engagement mediates the relationship between emotion and achievement of Chinese EFL
learners. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.895594

Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. E., & Hyun, H. H. (2018). How to design and evaluate research in education (10th ed.).
McGraw Hill Education.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the
evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59-109. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059

Fredricks, J. A., Filsecker, M., & Lawson, M. A. (2016). Student engagement, context, and adjustment: Addressing
definitional, measurement, and methodological issues. Learning and Instruction, 43, 1-4.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.02.002

Gunes, C., & Sarigdz, 1. H. (2021). Speaking struggles of young EFL learners. International Journal of Curriculum and
Instruction, 13(2), 1267-1308. Retrieved from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1292324.pdf

Guo, Y., Xu, J. & Chen, C. (2023). Measurement of engagement in the foreign language classroom and its effect on
language achievement: the case of Chinese college EFL students. International Review of Applied Linguistics in
Language Teaching, 61(3), 1225-1270. https://doi.org/10.1515/iral-2021-0118

Havik, T., & Westergard, E. (2020). Do teachers matter? Students’ perceptions of classroom interactions and student
engagement. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 64(4), 488-507.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1577754

He, H. (2025). Investigating the roles of academic emations in the relationship between agentic engagement and EFL
achievement among Chinese undergraduate students. Frontiers in Psychology, 16, 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1661196

Hiver, P., Al-Hoorie, A. H., Vitta, J. P., & Wu, J. (2024). Engagement in language learning: A systematic review of 20
years of research methods and  definitions. Language  Teaching  Research, 28(1), 201-230.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211001289

Huang, F., Peng, D., & Teo, T. (2025). Al affordances and EFL learners' speaking engagement: The moderating roles of
gender and learner type. European Journal of Education, 60(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.70041

Istiara, F., Hastomo, T., & Indriyanta, W. A. (2023). A study of students' engagement and students' speaking skill: A
correlational research. Teknosastik, 21(1), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.33365/ts.v21i1.2198

Jiang, Y., & Dewaele, J. M. (2019). How unique is the foreign language classroom enjoyment and anxiety of Chinese

36


https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12737
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-025-00440-4
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-030521-052114
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211014538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.06.167
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED579063.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444347340.ch5
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203864739
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v6i1.13024
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v7i2.16768
https://j-innovative.org/index.php/Innovative/article/view/3705
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.895594
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral-2021-0118
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1577754
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1661196
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211001289
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.70041
https://doi.org/10.33365/ts.v21i1.2198

Luu Dat Phi Journal of Science and Education, Volume 66, Issue 5 (2026) 22-38

EFL learners?. System, 82, 13-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.02.017

Kubanyiova, M. (2008). Rethinking research ethics in contemporary applied linguistics: The tension between
macroethical and microethical perspectives in situated research. The Modern Language Journal, 92(4), 503-518.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2008.00784.x

Liu, M., Noordin, N., Ismail, L., & Abdrahim, N. A. (2023). Relationship between student engagement and academic
achievement in college English education for non-English majors in China. International Journal of Learning,
Teaching and Educational Research, 22(8), 203-232. https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.22.8.12

Mackey, A., & Gass, S.M. (2015). Second Language Research: Methodology and Design (2nd ed.). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315750606

Mills, G. E., & Gay, L. R. (2019). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and applications (12th ed.). Pearson.

Mystkowska-Wiertelak, A., Bielak, J., & Wiertelak, W. (2025). Unveiling the dynamics of learner engagement: An
idiodynamic investigation of L2 speaking tasks. Applied Linguistics, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amaf071

Nguyen, L. H. T., & Le, M. X. (2021). EFL teachers’ challenges in preparing young learners for Cambridge speaking
tests in language centers in the Mekong Delta. International Journal of Science and Management Studies, 4(4), 339-
346. https://doi.org/10.51386/25815946/ijsms-v4i4p131

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric theory (3rd ed.). McGraw-Hill Companies.

Okur, E., Alyuz, N., Aslan, S., Genc, U., Tanriover, C., & Arslan Esme, A. (2017). Behavioral engagement detection of
students in the wild. In E. André, R. Baker, X. Hu, M. Rodrigo, & B. du Boulay (Eds.), Artificial intelligence in
education: AIED 2017 (Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 10331, pp. 250-261). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61425-0_21

Pham, N. H., & Nguyen, T. C. (2021). Developing EFL learners’ autonomy in speaking English: An investigation into
students’ practice at a university in the Mekong Delta, Vietnam. European Journal of English Language Teaching,
6(6), 242-265. http://dx.doi.org/10.46827/ejel.v6i6.4039

Pinter, A. (2006). Teaching young language learners: An accessible guide to the theory and practice of teaching
English to children in primary education. Oxford University Press.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and predictive validity of the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53(3),
801-813. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164493053003024

Rababah, L., Almwajeh, M., Al-Khawaldeh, N. N., Al-Shboul, O. K., Amer, M. |. F. B., & Dakamsih, N. J. (2023). The
effects of private speech on the speaking proficiency of young Jordanian English as a Foreign Language
students. East European Journal of Psycholinguistics. 10(2), 133-143. https://doi.org/10.29038/eejpl.2023.10.2.rab

Reeve, J.,, & Tseng, C. M. (2011). Agency as a fourth aspect of students’ engagement during learning
activities. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36(4), 257-267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.05.002

Riadil, I. G. (2020). EFL students in speaking skill: identifying english education students’ perceptions of the
psychological problems in speaking. JETAL: Journal of English Teaching & Applied Linguistic, 2(1), 8-20.
https://doi.org/10.36655/jetal.v2i1.266

Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. J. (2009). A motivational perspective on engagement and disaffection:
Conceptualization and assessment of children's behavioral and emotional participation in academic activities in the
classroom. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 493-525.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164408323233

Sundqvist, P., & Uztosun, M. S. (2024). Extramural English in Scandinavia and Asia: Scale development, learner
engagement, and perceived speaking ability. Tesol Quarterly, 58(4), 1638-1665. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3296

Tavakoli, P., Nakatsuhara, F., & Hunter, A. M. (2020). Aspects of fluency across assessed levels of speaking
proficiency. The Modern Language Journal, 104(1), 169-191. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12620

Torshizi, M. D., & Torshizi, M. D. (2016). Learners’ perception of differences between language learning in high
school and private language institute. International Journal of Applied Linguistics & English Literature, 5(1), 33-38.
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.5n.1p.33

Tran, D. N. T. (2020). Teacher’s and learner’s roles in autonomy-oriented foreign language teaching: a theoretical
investigation. Vietnam Journal of Education, 4(2), 31-36. https://doi.org/10.52296/vje.2020.17

Trinh, A. N., & Conner, L. (2019). Student engagement in internationalization of the curriculum: Vietnamese domestic
students’ perspectives. Journal of Studies in International Education, 23(1), 154-170.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315318814065

Trinh, G. T. T. (2024). Examining the impacts of out-of-class student engagement on student competencies in the
context of business students in Vietnam—evidence from universities in Hanoi. Journal of Applied Research in
Higher Education, 16(2), 446-468. https://doi.org/10.1108/jarhe-09-2022-0297

Tsang, A. & Dewaele, J. (2024). The relationships between young FL learners’ classroom emotions (anxiety, boredom,
& enjoyment), engagement, and FL proficiency. Applied Linguistics Review, 15(5), 2015-2034.

37


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2008.00784.x
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.22.8.12
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315750606
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amaf071
https://doi.org/10.51386/25815946/ijsms-v4i4p131
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61425-0_21
http://dx.doi.org/10.46827/ejel.v6i6.4039
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164493053003024
https://doi.org/10.29038/eejpl.2023.10.2.rab
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.05.002
https://doi.org/10.36655/jetal.v2i1.266
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164408323233
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3296
https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12620
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.5n.1p.33
https://doi.org/10.52296/vje.2020.17
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315318814065
https://doi.org/10.1108/jarhe-09-2022-0297

Luu Dat Phi

Journal of Science and Education, Volume 66, Issue 5 (2026) 22-38

https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2022-0077

Uztosun, M. S., Skinner, N., & Cadorath, J. (2018). An action research study into the role of student negotiation in
enhancing perceived student engagement during English speaking classes at university level in Turkey. Educational
Action Research, 26(1), 106-126. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2016.1270223

Veenman, M. V., Van Hout-Wolters, B. H., & Afflerbach, P. (2006). Metacognition and learning: Conceptual and
methodological considerations. Metacognition and learning, 1(1), 3-14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-006-6893-0

Vo, H., & Ho, H. (2024). Online learning environment and student engagement: the mediating role of expectancy and

task value

beliefs. The

Australian Educational Researcher, 51(5), 2183-2207.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-024-00689-1
Wang, M. T., & Eccles, J. S. (2012). Social support matters: Longitudinal effects of social support on three dimensions

of school engagement

from middle to high

school. Child Development, 83(3), 877-895.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01745.x

Wang, M. T., Willett, J. B., & Eccles, J. S. (2011). The assessment of school engagement: Examining dimensionality
and measurement invariance by gender and race/ethnicity. Journal of School Psychology, 49(4), 465-480.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.04.001

Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing achievement goal theory: using goal structures and goal orientations to predict

students' motivation, cognition,

and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(2), 236-250.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236

Wongwan, P., Oupra, S., & Liangprayoon, S. (2019). Development of English Speaking Ability Based on
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT): Case Study in a Language Center. Chophayom Journal, 30(3), 73-82.
Retrieved from https://so01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/ejChophayom/article/view/216612

Zhong, J., Ismail, L., & Ahmad, N. K. (2024). Factors influencing engagement in project-based learning among college

EFL speakers. International Journal
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.23.1.16

of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, 23(1), 318-338.

Sw gan két cia ngudi hoc va két qua noi tiéng Anh cia hoc vién tiéng Anh
nhw ngoai ngir tai mot trung tdm ngoai ngir & Viét Nam

Luu Pat Phi

Trieong Pai hoc Cong Thirong Thanh phé Ho Chi Minh, Thanh phd Hé Chi Minh

THONG TIN BAI BAO

TOM TAT

Qua trinh xu ly:

Ngay nhdn bai: 24/6/2026

Ngay nhdan ban chinh sira: 15/7/2026
Ngay nhdn dang: 14/9/2026

Ngay xudt ban: 20/10/2026

Tur khoa:

Sur gan két ciia nguoi hoc;
Két qud néi;

Hoc vién EFL;

Trung tdm ngoai ngiz;

Béi canh giang day EFL tgi Viét Nam.

Tac gid lién h¢:

Luu Pat Phi

bia chi e-mail:
datphi19030@gmail.com

Mot s6 nghién ciru vé mdi quan hé gitra s gan két caa hoc sinh va thanh
tich ngoai ngir da duoc thuc hién trong cac bdi canh tiéng Anh Ia ngoai
ngir dudi cac khia canh hanh vi, cam xuc, nhan thirc va tinh cha dong
(Pinh-so va c¢ong su, 2017; Trinh va Conner, 2019; Luu va céng su,
2023). Du vy, it nghién ciru xem xét méi quan hé giira bn chidu canh
nay véi két qua nhiém vy néi cua ngudi hoc. Nghién ctu cit ngang nay
duoc thuc hién nham khao sat méi quan hé gitra sy gan két da chiéu va
diém kiém tra n6i trén 96 hoc sinh tiéng Anh nho tudi tai mot trung tam
ngoai ngi tu thuc & Viét Nam. Dix liéu thu thap thong qua bang hoi su gén
két miéng ngir gom 12 muc va bai kiém tra n6i do hai giam khao danh gia.
Kiém dinh t va hdi quy tuyén tinh boi dugc sir dung dé phan tich dit liéu.
Théng ké md ta cho thiy muc do gan két & muc cao, voi nhan thic dat
diém trung binh cao nhét. Nit giéi ¢ mirc d6 gan két vé hanh vi, cam xdc
va tinh chu dong cao hon c6 y nghla thong ké so v6i nam gii. Két qua hoi
quy cho thay su gan két cam xdc va nhan thirc ¢6 tuong quan voi diém
kiém tra noi, trong khi hanh vi va tinh cha dong khéng la bién du bao co y
nghia. Do thiét ké nghién cau cat ngang, két qua phan &anh mdi lién h¢
théng ké thay vi nhan qua. Phat hién ndy goi y rang viéc giang day ky
ning noi tai cic co s& ngoai ngit tu thuc c6 lién quan dén su gan két cam
x(c va nhan thic cia hoc sinh, ddng thai khdng phai moi chiéu canh gén
két déu c6 mirc do dong gop twong duong ddi voi ki nang noi.

38


https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2022-0077
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2016.1270223
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-006-6893-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-024-00689-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01745.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.04.001
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://so01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/ejChophayom/article/view/216612
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.23.1.16

