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Abstract. Introduction. Host language training for immigrants continues to be a debated 

issue. Beyond language skills, immigrants’ engagement in language training has seldom 

been studied. Purpose: The present study predicted student engagement in Swedish host 

language training programmes. Predictors of engagement include (a) socioeconomic and 

sociodemographic factors (sex, socioeconomic groupings); (b) human capital; (c) social 

capital; and (d) academic self-efficacy. Methodology and methods: The data consist of a 

survey with 186 participants from one language training centre (i.e., non-random). Re-

sults: The participants reported a high level of engagement in language training. The 

study used linear regression and structural equation modelling. First, the study indicates 

(unexpectedly) that students with low education were more engaged than highly educat-

ed students. Second, students with greater social capital had greater engagement. Third, 

academic self-efficacy made the largest positive difference in student engagement. Con-

clusions: The study concludes with support for theories in immigration research and 

adult education, with the exception of the unexpected finding.  

Keywords: immigration; social capital; human capital; engagement; academic self-

efficacy. 
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Introduction. Being able to communi-

cate in the host country language is one of the 

main factors of successful economic and social 

integration of immigrants.  Language skills are 

a vital part of an immigrant’s human capital. 

Immigrants arriving in the host country before 

adolescence learn almost without efforts the 

host country language at a proficiency level 

almost equals that of native speakers.  Alt-

hough, the ability to learn new languages de-

clines strongly with age.  Immigrants arriving 

at an older age face greater challenges in learn-

ing the host language (Isphording, 2015; Chis-

wick & Miller, 2015).  

Linguistic distance – the difference be-

tween two languages in vocabulary, grammar, 

pronunciation, and other elements of a lan-

guage – strongly predicts language acquisition. 

The greater the linguistic distance between the 

immigrant’s native language and the host coun-

try language, the higher the costs associated 

with reaching a certain level of language profi-

ciency (Isphording, 2015; Chiswick & Miller, 

2015). 
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Also, engagement in language acquisition 

is important. Engagement signals the willing-

ness to learn when attending host language 

training programmes, not merely sitting and 

waiting for the time to pass (Adamuti-Trache, 

2013). Examples of engagement include mak-

ing an effort with homework or participating in 

class by paying attention to the teaching 

(Cummins, 1981; Martinovic et al., 2009). 

However, the factors that influence immi-

grants´ engagement in host language training 

have been understudied. 

Despite reports of drop outs, immigrants 

have adapted to the challenges and have come 

to compete as “underdogs” (Nilsson & Nys-

tröm, 2016). They have learned that they must 

adapt if they are to survive and must work 

harder and seek more help from others than na-

tives do. Here, adult immigrants have strengths 

that can be used to help them; they bring with 

them a wealth of knowledge and experience 

learned through survival and transition from 

one life to another. Many have endured com-

plex immigration systems and have found their 

way to new destinations, relying on knowledge 

and strategies that are not dependent on the 

ability to read and write (Wrigley, 2013).  

Compared with natives, immigrants have 

a higher work devotion and tend to be highly 

optimistic about education. The optimism may 

result from migrants being essentially different 

from and more aspirational and driven in terms 

of social mobility than non-migrants (Cebolla-

Boado & Soysal, 2018).  

The Swedish context and language 

training programmes. With start in 2013 un-

told numbers of immigrants, mostly from Syria, 

began seeking asylum in Europe. Many of them 

arrived to Sweden. The immigrants were a 

quite diverse group consisting of individuals 

with a range of educational levels, ages, family 

situations, and social classes. Although many 

were young, without families and highly edu-

cated, others were illiterate, old, and brought 

family members (Nilsson & Nyström, 2016). 

What the immigrants had in common was that 

they had to learn Swedish. Education is one of 

the strongest pillars of the Swedish integration 

system. When the immigrants have received a 

residence permit, they are able to participate in 

SFI (Swedish for immigrants) as language pro-

ficiency is seen as a key to access other areas of 

society such as the labour market. However, 

there have been reports of high drop outs and 

SFI has been questioned by political populists 

(Öbrink Hobzová, 2021). 

In Sweden, immigrants (18-67 years of 

age) who have newly arrived are offered SFI. 

The programme is state funded, but Swedish 

municipalities are responsible for providing it. 

The programme ensures that adult Swedish 

immigrants have the right to free basic lan-

guage tuition up to a level corresponding to B1, 

as described in the Common European Frame-

work of Reference (Council of Europe, 2001). 

SFI is a labour market instrument. The focus in 

the tuition is on work-related communication 

skills and periods of practical work experience 

(Sandwall, 2013).  

Learner engagement is important because 

engagement contributes to learning. But how 

engaged are the immigrants in language train-

ing programmes? Much research has focused 

on student engagement in compulsory school as 

the key to addressing problems of low 

achievement, student boredom and alienation, 

and high dropout rates (Fredericks et al., 2004; 

Martin & Dowson, 2009; Naidoo, 2009; Para-

dis et al., 2020). Fewer studies have focused on 

adults’ engagement, although education in 

adulthood can provide greater motivation, posi-

tivity, and self-confidence for, for example, 

people with low education (Manninen & 

Meriläinen, 2011). Little to nothing is known 

about what factors influence the engagement of 

immigrants who have newly arrived when they 

participate in language training programmes. 

To my knowledge, no study has investigated 

the engagement of immigrants who have newly 

arrived in these host language training pro-

grammes and factors that influence engage-

ment.  

Purpose. The overall aim of this study 

was to identify predictors of adult immigrants’ 

engagement in host language training pro-

grammes.  

More specifically, the research questions 

that guided the study were the following: 
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1. To what extent do socioeconomic and 

sociodemographic factors (sex, socioeconomic 

status) predict engagement in the Swedish lan-

guage training programme (SFI)? 

2. To what extent does access to human 

capital (HC; age, years of education) and social 

capital (SC; friends, neighbours, associations) 

predict engagement in SFI? 

3. To what extent does academic self-

efficacy for SFI predict engagement in SFI? 

I have structured my article as follows: 

First, I discuss my theoretical framework and 

anchor the concepts within the current research. 

Second, I discuss the survey data and the meth-

ods for measuring the concepts. Third, I present 

the results. Fourth, I conclude with a discussion 

on plausible explanations for the findings and 

discuss how the findings can be positioned 

within the current research on adult immi-

grants’ engagement in language training pro-

grammes. 

Literature review and theoretical con-

cepts. Engagement is a multidimensional con-

cept that includes behavioural, emotional, and 

cognitive components (Fredericks et al., 2004). 

The behavioural dimension is mostly defined in 

three ways: (a) positive conduct and rule fol-

lowing (class norms), including school attend-

ance; (b) involvement in learning and effort, 

including spending time on tasks, asking ques-

tions, and contributing to class discussions; and 

(c) wider participation in school-related activi-

ties such as school governance (Fredericks et 

al., 2004). As Fredericks et al. (2004) noted, the 

definitions do not make distinctions among var-

ious types of behaviour, such as participation in 

academic and non-academic school activities. 

The cognitive (psychological) dimension 

of engagement views engagement as an internal 

psychosocial process that evolves over time 

and varies in intensity. Research on cognitive 

engagement has stressed investment in learn-

ing. Although some researchers have highlight-

ed self-regulation, strategic learning, flexibility 

in problem-solving, preference for hard work, 

effort, and positive coping with failing (Connell 

& Wellborn, 1991), others have stressed inner 

psychological quality and investment in learn-

ing (Wehlage et al., 1989). Fredericks et al. 

(2004) argued that effort is problematic be-

cause it is included in definitions of both cogni-

tive and behavioural engagement.  

The emotional dimension refers to stu-

dents’ affective reactions in the classroom, in-

cluding interest, boredom, joy, sadness, and 

anxiety (Fredericks et al., 2004). 

There is substantial variation in how en-

gagement has been measured. Most studies 

have concerned adult education as such or im-

migrant research (e.g., Paradis et al., 2020). 

Regrettably, adult education and immigration 

research have seldom conversed with one an-

other. Nevertheless, I stress the importance of 

connecting immigrant research with research 

on adult education. 

Several explanations of adult immigrant 

student engagement exist. Thus, I consider a 

multiple-variable framework. I begin by de-

scribing some key variables for engagement: 

socioeconomic and sociodemographic predic-

tors (education, age on arrival, sex, and socio-

economic status). Thereafter, I continue with 

social psychological predictors. 

Sociodemographic predictors and forms 

of capital. Consequently, the first contribution 

of this study is to identify predictors that can 

help to explain adult immigrants’ engagement 

in host language training (SFI). The second 

contribution is to advance the state of 

knowledge on immigrants’ engagement in 

Swedish language training by modelling how 

demographic and forms of capital variables 

(e.g., sex, education, age at arrival) impact atti-

tude towards Swedish language training for 

immigrants. 

The first explanation comes from adult 

education research, which has insisted on the 

importance of socioeconomic and sociodemo-

graphic variables (Adamuti-Trache & Sweet, 

2010; Adamuti-Trache et al., 2018). Socioeco-

nomic variables are indicated by social class or 

employment. Sociodemographic variables refer 

to length of stay, family status, education, and 

children. Both types of variables influence how 

individuals position managing to engage in 

learning given time (children, family) and fi-

nancial constraints (social class). Social class 

constrains an individual’s finances, and holding 
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a specific class position should in theory make 

one more risk averse as costs of educational 

engagement increase. Children and family im-

ply a responsibility. A parent or spouse has to 

devote time to care for others (Chui, 2011) 

H1: Compared with lower socioeconomic 

position, higher socioeconomic position corre-

sponds with greater engagement in language 

training programmes. 

Age and education indicate a person’s 

HC (Goldin, 2016). HC refers to investment in 

education and experience. Adamuti-Trache 

(2013) noted the pressure on immigrants and the 

host society to find ways to improve the language 

fluency of immigrants who have newly arrived – 

highly educated as well as lower educated − by 

engaging them in language training programmes. 

Highly educated immigrants are most affected by 

lack of language skills because many of them are 

qualified in occupations that require language 

skills in the host language (Adamuti-Trache, 

2013). Typically, HC can be measured by years 

of schooling (investment) and age (approximate 

experience). An immigrant student with greater 

HC should have more to gain from educational 

engagement.  

H2: Greater HC corresponds with great-

er engagement in language training pro-

grammes. 

Next to HC comes SC, which refers to 

the collection of contacts (e.g., friends, peers, 

acquaintances). Individuals with more SC have 

greater access to help and expertise. For immi-

grant students, SC can mean help with course-

work, finding a job, and opportunities to prac-

tice the native language.  

H3: Greater social capital corresponds 

with greater engagement in language training 

programmes. 

Access to SC and HC has been prominent 

in the immigration research literature. Research 

has almost become dominated by these two 

predictors (Adamuti-Trache, 2013; Adamuti-

Trache et al., 2018; Boeren et al., 2010). 

Social psychological predictors: Aca-

demic self-efficacy. Beyond sociodemographic 

variables and socioeconomics, one must con-

sider the social psychology of the students. So-

cial psychological explanations emphasize ei-

ther humanistic or socio-cognitive theories. The 

former stress motivations such as needs or 

mindsets and the latter stress individuals’ self-

efficacy − that is, the belief in one’s capacity 

for active tasks (Bandura, 1986). I argue for the 

importance of the latter theories.  

Self-efficacy offers an optimistic perspec-

tive on people (Bandura, 1986). Whereas soci-

odemographic and socioeconomic predictors 

capture constraints on the individual, self-

efficacy indicates people’s beliefs about their 

capacity to accomplish tasks given the con-

straints of society. Here, the concept of self-

efficacy measures aspects of what Giddens 

(1984) referred to as “agency” (i.e., individu-

als’ beliefs in their capacity to act). Thus, self-

efficacy may explain why some people over-

come societal constraints. The statement “Be-

lieve in yourself” exercises a powerful force 

that cannot be overlooked as a gimmick, and 

self-efficacy may be useful to explain both atti-

tudes and behaviour.  

H4: Greater self-efficacy corresponds 

with greater engagement in language training 

programmes. 

Self-efficacy may be general or domain 

specific. The key domain for immigrants in 

language training would be their academic self-

efficacy for SFI. Those with greater self-

efficacy for language training should have a 

higher level of engagement. 

Self-efficacy grows out of social process-

es. Individuals gain self-efficacy from experi-

ence, such as interacting with or watching other 

people (Bandura, 1986). Thus, self-efficacy 

offers an explanation as to how cognitive and 

social processes relate to one another. Self-

efficacy should predict an individual’s en-

gagement in language training but not neces-

sarily their mastery of a language. Obviously, a 

person can be overconfident but not overly en-

gaged in language training. 

Method. In this section, I present how 

the participants were sampled. Thereafter, I 

discuss the variables used in the study, which 

were derived from a survey. Finally, I discuss 

the strategies used for the data analysis. 

Participants. The participants (n = 186) − 

many of them refugees − were recruited pur-
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posefully for the study from one learning centre 

and thus were non-random. The purpose was to 

sample a hard-to-reach population, meaning 

that the participants in the study would typical-

ly be non-respondents in general household 

surveys. Therefore, one could not have admin-

istered a random-sample survey to the study 

population and have expected a high and unbi-

ased response rate. To clarify, some of the par-

ticipants had never seen a survey before. Other 

participants were illiterate or lacked the lan-

guage skills to comprehend the survey. Accord-

ingly, most Swedish studies of the immigrant 

population tend to be qualitative because of the 

difficulties in reaching the population with 

household surveys (e.g., Sandwall, 2013; 

Wedin & Norlund Shaswar, 2019).  

The vast majority of the participants were 

refugees from Syria, Somaliland, Iran, or Iraq. 

However, I do not have an estimate of the spe-

cific ethnic origins of the participants. The illit-

eracy of several of the participants posed a 

methodological challenge. Although the survey 

could have been translated into the native 

tongue of the participants, I would still have 

faced a problem if participants were illiterate 

and thus could not read the items. Another is-

sue is whether the participants had the same 

cultural comprehension of the survey items. For 

example, if a person has never completed a 

survey, they might experience difficulties com-

prehending the meaning of sematic differentials 

(e.g., adequate/inadequate on my 1-7 rating 

scales). Accordingly, the issues of comprehen-

sion problems had the potential to contribute to 

systematic response biases in the coefficients 

and intercepts. My solution was to administer a 

survey at the learning centre and to let a teacher 

who was native speaker – Somali and Arabic – 

verbally translate the survey for the participants 

and facilitate interpretation of all survey items 

on site. I believe that having said the native 

speaking teacher might have helped strengthen 

the trust between the participants and the re-

searcher. Consequently, several of the partici-

pants would probably never have completed a 

survey administered to their household.  

Variables. I begin with describing the 

outcome variables and then continue with the 

predictor variables – sex, age on arrival to 

Sweden, length of stay in Sweden, and years of 

education. Table 1 reports the means, standard 

deviations, and minimum and maximum.  

Outcome variable. The outcome varia-

ble compromises three questions concerning 

engagement.  

To develop a measure of student en-

gagement, I conducted a factor analysis to vali-

date the measure of my concept. The principal 

factor consisted of three variables (items) ask-

ing the participants to what extent they were 

engaged in their studies: (a) “I think I partici-

pate actively during the lessons (raising my 

hand, asking questions)”; (b) “I think I work 

diligently with my homework and tasks con-

nected to school work”; and (c) “I think I really 

make an effort to become much better.” 

All three questions focus on the behav-

ioural qualities in the classroom: participation, 

effort, and diligence. The participants were able 

to respond on a semantic differential scale 

ranging from 1 to 7. The differentials were al-

ways and never.  

Immigrants reported very high engage-

ment. As shown in Table 1, immigrants aver-

aged around 6 out of 7 on all three engagement 

questions. 
Predictor variables. I measured academ-

ic self-efficacy for SFI with the following 
statements: “I can solve the task,” “I consider 
the tasks easy,” and “I can solve the tasks with 
the help of the teacher.” The participants had to 
respond in each case by saying how important 
they considered the statements on a 1–7 scale. I 
validated the measure with principal axis fac-
toring (PAF). To measure education, I used the 
participants’ reported years of schooling, which 
have been used as a standard indicator of im-
migrant HC whereby each additional year 
should count as an incremental investment.  

Based on the participants’ reported occu-
pation in their home country, I classified the 
participants by the European Socioeconomic 
Classification (ESESC) schema, which is a cat-
egorical social class schema based on the con-
cept of employment relations. The schema 
takes into account both (a) the specific skills 
needed for the job and (b) the degree of auton-
omy of the employee. Because my sample was 
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small, I used a three-class schema. The first 
class is “salariat status.” Examples of the salar-
iat in the sample include lawyers, teachers, so-
cial workers, and civil and professional engi-
neers. Common to these occupations are high 
autonomy, high skills, and non-routine jobs. 
The second class is “intermediate status.” Ex-
amples of intermediate people in the sample 
include clerks, self-employed hairdressers, bar-
bers, bakers, and farmers. Common to these 
occupations is high autonomy. The third class 
is “working-class status.” Examples of the 
working class in the sample include miners, 
truck drivers, janitors, and construction work-
ers. Common to these occupations are low au-
tonomy, low skills, and routine jobs (Rose & 
Harrison, 2007). 

The coding of the ESESC is not perfect, 
as it lacks detailed information about the num-
ber of employees and managerial duties. Never-
theless, imputing the ESESC on occupations is 
common in empirical research. The ESESC 
mimics Rose and Harrison’s (2007) class 

schema and aims at capturing aspects such as 
the skill requirements, employment contracts, 
and difficulty in monitoring.  

SC was measured using several rating 

scale questions. All concerned the chance to 

speak Swedish with friends, neighbours, chil-

dren’s parents, and children’s teachers, as well 

as at associations. Again, I validated the meas-

ure with PAF.  

Length of stay indicates the number of 

years in the host country. The variable 

measures the exposure to the host country and 

has often been cited as a determinant of assimi-

lation.  

To adjust for family status and parental 

status, I added one dummy variable (1 = yes, 

0 = no) for each. Family characteristics have 

often been cited as a key determinant of adult 

learning outcomes. Sex of the respondent was 

measured with a dummy variable for male 

(1 = yes, 0 = no). 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics. Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, and Maximum 

Variables Mean SD Min Max 

Outcomes 

Participation 6.13 1.30 2.00 7.00 

Effort 6.00 1.23 1.00 7.00 

Diligence 6.11 1.22 1.00 7.00 

Predictors 

I consider the tasks easy 5.71 1.63 1.00 7.00 

I can solve the task 5.43 1.68 1.00 7.00 

I can solve the tasks with the help of the 

teacher 

6.38 1.16 2.00 7.00 

Practice Swedish in associations 3.80 2.28 1.00 7.00 

Practice Swedish with neighbours 3.77 2.42 1.00 7.00 

Practice Swedish with friends 3.54 2.55 1.00 7.00 

Age 35.01 9.37 20.00 65.00 

Gender 0.53 0.00 1.00 

Family 0.72 0.00 1.00 

Children 0.69 0.00 1.00 

Salariat 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Intermediate 0.12 0.00 1.00 

Working class 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Unemployed 0.25 0.00 1.00 

School home (years) 8.44 5.63 0.00 22.00 

Length of stay 2.01 1.66 0.30 8.00 



Научный результат. Педагогика и психология образования. Т. 7, № 3. С. 40-52 
Research Result. Pedagogy and Psychology of Education. Vol. 7, № 3. P. 40-52 

46 

НАУЧНЫЙ РЕЗУЛЬТАТ. ПЕДАГОГИКА И ПСИХОЛОГИЯ ОБРАЗОВАНИЯ 

RESEARCH RESULT. PEDAGOGIC AND PSYCHOLOGY OF EDUCATION 

Measurement and data analysis. In the 

first step, I conducted an exploratory factor 

analysis with PAF. Table 2 displays the factor 

loadings. PAF has several advantages, includ-

ing (a) better performance with data of small 

samples compared to that of maximum likeli-

hood and principal component methods and (b) 

a stronger theoretical basis (i.e., treating the 

principal factor as a latent variable) compared 

with that of principal component methods. Fi-

nally, I allowed the factors to correlate. I con-

ducted the analysis with the psych package 

(Revelle, 2018) in R (R Core Team, 2018). 

Table 2 

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Three Factors 

Variables 
Engagement 

factor 

Self-efficacy fac-

tor 

Social capital 

factor 

Participation (y1) 0.45 

Effort (y2) 0.84 

Diligence (y3) 0.54 

I consider the tasks easy (x1) 0.41 

I can solve the task (x2) 0.72 

I can solve the tasks with the help of 

the teacher (x3) 
0.48 

Practice Swedish in associations (x4) 0.67 

Practice Swedish with neighbours 

(x5) 
0.81 

Practice Swedish with friends (x6) 0.80 

Eigenvalue 2.5 2.2 1.1 

Note. Loadings higher than absolute 0.3 are shown. Oblimin rotation. 

After the estimation, I computed a factor 

score that I used for the analysis separately for 

each factor. To make the factor score easy to 

interpret, I normalized the engagement score to 

range between 0 and 100. 

In the second step, I selected linear re-

gression for simplicity of interpretation. How-

ever, the outcome was skewed, which gives 

reason for suspicion. When plotting the residu-

al, I found evidence of non-normality and une-

qual variance. This means that the standard er-

rors would be unreliable. 

To address the issue, I bootstrapped the 

standard errors. Bootstrapping means sampling 

with a replacement, which signifies that the 

bootstrapped sample functions as a non-

parametric distribution. The bootstrapped sam-

ple is non-parametric in the sense that it relaxes 

distributional assumptions. 

Table 3 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis With Robust Maximum Likelihood Estimation 

Engagement 

factor 

Self-efficacy 

factor 

Social capital 

factor 

Participation(y1) 0.63 

Effort (y2) 0.59 

Diligence (y3) 0.57 

I consider the tasks easy (x1) 0.56 

I can solve the task (x2) 0.50 

I can solve the tasks with the help of 

the teacher (x3) 
0.59 

Practice Swedish in associations (x4) 0.71 
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Engagement 

factor 

Self-efficacy 

factor 

Social capital 

factor 

Practice Swedish with neighbours 

(x5) 
0.83 

Practice Swedish with friends (x6) 0.79 

Fit measures Value Interpretation 
Recommended 

cut-off 

CFI 0.968 Acceptable CFI  0.95 

RMSEA 0.050 Acceptable RMSEA < 0.08 

SRMR 0.049 Acceptable SRMR < 0.08 

Chi2/df 33.528/24.000 Acceptable 

P value 0.093 Acceptable p value > 0.05 

Note. RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; CFI = confirmatory fit index; SRMR = 

standardised root mean residual. 

In the third step, I re-estimated the model 

with a confirmatory factor analysis to validate 

the findings (Table 3). The confirmatory factor 

analysis fitted well with the data. To account 

for non-normality, I used robust maximum like-

lihood estimation (West et al., 2012).  

In the final step, I fitted a structural equa-

tion model (SEM). A common strategy entails 

adding correlations between the residuals for 

the item variables based on the so-called modi-

fication indices (change in chi-square statis-

tics). However, the remedy did not work. In-

stead, the SEM fitted well once I removed in-

significant predictors (based on the regression 

analysis). I conducted the analysis with the 

Laavan package (Rosseel, 2012) and Semplot 

package (Epskamp, 2015) in R. 

Results. Here I will present the support 

for the four hypotheses in the study. Table 4 

reports the linear regression models with en-

gagement as outcome. The confidence intervals 

were bootstrapped. Statistically significant es-

timates of coefficients are indicated.  

In Model 1, years of education seems 

marginally from zero. However, the direction 

of the coefficient is negative, suggesting that 

one additional year of education lowers the en-

gagement by roughly 1 point, on average, after 

adjustments. This means that immigrants with 

lower education have higher levels of engage-

ment, and vice versa. This is in sharp contrast 

to the story typically reported of low-skilled 

immigrants (cf. McQuaid et al., 2012). Consid-

ering the scale in years, 1 point is a moderate 

predicted difference, but far from huge.  

Table 4 

Linear Regression with Bootstrapped Standard Errors, Engagement Factor Scores 

as Outcome Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

Est. Coefs. 2.5% 97.5% 
Est. 

Coefs. 
2.5% 97.5% 

(Intercept) 91.42 76.52 105.85 83.37 69.00 97.60 

Age 0.16 -0.14 0.48 0.34 0.00 0.65 

Male -5.48 -11.76 0.46 -4.27 -10.98 0.96 

Family 3.06 -4.23 9.99 0.63 -6.70 7.33 

Children -2.43 -10.97 5.20 -2.40 -10.21 5.84 

ESCECintermediate 3.91 -7.06 13.98 1.86 -8.21 12.24 

ESCECunemployed -8.44 -17.88 0.47 -5.45 -15.10 4.12 

ESCECworkingclass -0.77 -9.37 6.94 -1.89 -9.63 6.21 

Education -1.31 -1.87 -0.77 -0.99 -1.54 -0.43 
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Model 1 Model 2 

Est. Coefs. 2.5% 97.5% 
Est. 

Coefs. 
2.5% 97.5% 

Length of stay 0.37 -1.45 2.07 0.51 -1.35 2.21 

Social capital 2.27 -0.63 5.03 3.18 0.63 5.84 

Academic self-efficacy 7.67 3.94 12.29 

R
2

0.22 0.31 

Note. Statistically significant coefficients have been bolded; n = 144. 

There was no statistically significant dif-

ference in engagement according to socioeco-

nomic position. However, one must recall that I 

did not measure the host socioeconomic posi-

tion, suggesting that the results lack support for 

H1. 

Family, parental, or gender status does 

not matter in terms of statistical significance. 

The estimates for length of stay and age are not 

statistically significant. Lack of statistical sig-

nificance simply indicates lack of evidence 

against the null hypothesis (assuming it is true). 

In total, Model 1 accounts for 22% of the vari-

ance in engagement (R
2
 = 0.22). One can inter-

pret this as a small but noteworthy amount. 

In Model 2, I added the score for academ-

ic self-efficacy. As expected, academic self-

efficacy positively predicted engagement. The 

association was statistically significant. Stu-

dents with one factor scored above the mean on 

academic self-efficacy and scored roughly 8 

points higher on engagement, on average, after 

adjustments. One point in the factor score of 

self-efficacy can be interpreted similarly to a z 

score (ranging empirically from -2.4 to 0.8). 

Thus, the result supports H4. 

However, after I adjusted for self-

efficacy, the association between SC and en-

gagement became statistically significant. This 

could be due to spurious correlation or data 

with high variability. One additional point in 

academic self-efficacy varied with roughly 

3 points in engagement, on average, after ad-

justments, where one point in SC can be inter-

preted similarly to a z score (ranging empirical-

ly from -1.2 to 1.5). This means that the result 

supports H3. In total, Model 2 accounted for 

31% of the variance in engagement (R
2
 = 0.31),

i.e., moderate. Finally, note that education re-

mained fairly unchanged. Thus, the result sup-

ports the importance of H2, but not the sign. 

The result goes in the opposite direction. 

In the final step I fitted a structural equa-

tion model (SEM). A SEM model goes beyond 

exploratory analysis towards confirmatory 

analysis. This means that the analysis rests on 

theory rather than data reduction (pattern find-

ing). The model fitted poorly when I included 

all predictors. However, after I used the signifi-

cant predictors from the regression model, the 

model fit improved towards acceptable fits. I 

report the fitness measures in Figure 1, along 

with the path diagram. The edges indicate a 

standardized regression or loading coefficient. 

The squares (boxes) indicate observable varia-

bles; abbreviated with “x” and observable out-

come items with “y”. Years of schooling is in-

dicated with “Sch”. Eclipses (circles) indicate 

indirectly observable variables (i.e., latent vari-

ables). Latent variables are labelled “Eng” for 

engagement, “SE” for academic self-efficacy, 

and “SC” for social capital.  

As can be seen in the model in Figure 1, 

all paths to engagement are statistically signifi-

cant. One standard deviation above the mean in 

schooling corresponds to 0.40 standard devia-

tions below the mean in engagement, on aver-

age, adjusting for other predictors. The magni-

tude of the association seems intermediate. 

Again, HC proves to be important. However, 

the surprising direction of the association 

leaves much to wonder about, which I return to 

in the discussion. The result may well be a case 

of regression towards the mean. Again, the re-

sult supports the importance of H2, but not the 

sign. Thus, the result goes in the opposite direc-

tion. 
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Fig. Structural Equation Model. Standardized Paths 

Note. n = 157; RMSEA = 0.052; SRMR = 0.065; CFI = 0.949; chi
2
/df = 45.477(32); p = 0.058; Partic-

ipation (y1), Effort (y2), Diligence (y3), I consider the tasks easy (x1), I can solve the task (x2), I can 

solve the tasks with the help of the teacher (x3), Practice Swedish in associations (x4), Practice Swe-

dish with neighbours (x5), Practice Swedish with friends (x6). RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation; CFI = confirmatory fit index; SRMR = standardised root mean residual; Eng = en-

gagement; SC = social capital; SE = academic self-efficacy; Sch = years of schooling. 

One standard deviation above the mean in 

SC varies with 0.24 standard deviations above 

the mean in engagement, on average, after ad-

justing for other predictors, i.e., low-to- moder-

ate. Consequently, practicing Swedish with 

friends, neighbours, or members of associations 

promotes one’s engagement in school. The re-

sult therefore stresses the importance of SC. 

The result supports H3. 

Finally, one standard deviation above the 

mean in academic self-efficacy corresponds to 

0.73 standard deviations above the mean in en-

gagement, on average, after adjustments. The 

magnitude of academic self-efficacy should be 

interpreted as huge. Thus, a word of caution 

seems appropriate. Large coefficients may be 

due to overfitting. Overfitting happens often in 

SEM due to the practice of adapting the model 

to the data. Although the fitness statistics look 

acceptable, one risks fitting the model too close 

to the data (e.g., peculiarities). Consequently, 

the model loses generality. Nevertheless, one 

should be confident in the association but care-

ful in interpretation. Consistent with theory, 

self-efficacy proves to boost engagement in 

educational activities. The result supports H4. 

Discussion. The overall aim of this study 

was to identify predictors of adult immigrants’ 

engagement in host language training pro-

grammes. The research questions guiding the 

study were: To what extent do socioeconomic 

and sociodemographic factors (sex, socioeco-

nomic status) predict engagement in the Swe-

dish language training programme (SFI)? To 

what extent does access to human capital (HC; 

age, years of education) and social capital (SC; 

friends, neighbours, associations) predict en-

gagement in SFI? To what extent does academ-
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ic self-efficacy for SFI predict engagement in 

SFI? 

My major conclusions are as follows: 

1. Socioeconomic position made no sta-

tistically significant difference in student en-

gagement. Likewise, family and children made 

no statistically significant difference. The result 

indicates no support for H1. 

2. Forms of capital made a difference in

student engagement. Students with more years 

of education had lower engagement, opposite to 

H2 and HC theory. On the other hand, students 

with greater SC had greater engagement. The 

result clearly supports H3 and SC theory. 

3. Academic self-efficacy made the larg-

est positive difference in student engagement, 

consistent with H4 and socio-cognitive theory. 

Although the study lacks in generality, 

because I included a non-random sample, the 

patterns point to interesting implications for 

adult education and immigration research. Con-

trary to political populist commentators, the 

participants reported a high level of engage-

ment in language training (Nilsson & Nyström, 

2016; Öbrink Hobzová, 2021). 

In contrast to previous research on immi-

gration and adult education, I found no rela-

tionship between socioeconomic position and 

engagement. Again, the results might reflect 

that the differences may be too small to detect 

in data with high variability. However, newly 

arrived immigrants might not resemble the 

population typically studied in adult education. 

Instead, the results support the other central 

concern of adult education, namely the partici-

pants’ social psychology (Adamuti-Trache & 

Sweet, 2010; Boeren et al., 2010). 

In agreement with most of the research 

on immigrants, SC makes a huge difference, 

confirming the common belief that everybody 

needs a little help (Adamuti-Trache, 2013; 

Adamuti-Trache et al., 2018; Boeren et al., 

2010). Immigrants with limited education 

might still commit to engagement in the pres-

ence of support (Adamuti-Trache et al., 2018; 

Isphording, 2015). 

Opposite to the claims in immigration 

and adult education research, I found the oppo-

site relationship between HC and student en-

gagement (Adamuti-Trache & Sweet, 2010). 

Again, the result might be due to high variabil-

ity in the data. Alternatively, the result could 

indicate that highly educated immigrants feel 

alienated in the classroom (Fredericks et al., 

2004). Being forced to re-educate oneself late 

in life could feel demeaning. The highly edu-

cated might be distressed when they realize 

how long it will take before they acquire lan-

guage skills needed in the host language to (a) 

obtain occupations they are qualified for or (b) 

study at a university. Some highly educated 

individuals probably find SFI to be a waste of 

time. Thus, highly educated people do not en-

gage that much in the SFI lessons or do their 

homework (Adamuti-Trache, 2013).  

Low-educated individuals might see SFI 

as an opportunity to make themselves more 

employable. Compared with the highly educat-

ed, they are highly optimistic about education. 

Swedish language skills can offer low-educated 

individuals a better chance at the job market 

and thus enable them to advance in the host so-

ciety (Adamuti-Trache & Sweet, 2010; Ada-

muti-Trache et al., 2018; Isphording, 2015; 

Manninen & Meriläinen, 2011). I speculate that 

low-educated individuals consider education a 

privilege because they have not had the possi-

bility to study in the home country. When low-

educated individuals are offered the opportuni-

ty to study without costs and even receive 

payment when studying, they want to make the 

most of it (cf. McQuaid et al., 2012). Thus, 

low-educated individuals strive to engage in 

SFI and participate actively during the lessons 

by raising their hands, asking questions, work-

ing diligently on their homework, and making 

an effort to improve significantly.  

As predicted by socio-cognitive theory, 

greater self-efficacy enables people to over-

come educational constraints (Bandura, 1986). 

I welcome the finding as providing clear ra-

tionale for educators. Unlike socioeconomic 

position and forms of capital, self-efficacy con-

sists of forces within the control of educators. 

Educators can promote self-efficacy in conver-

sations by providing role models and through 

persuasion (Bandura, 1986). Nevertheless, I 

suggest that one should not overestimate the 
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importance of self-efficacy. Clearly, the im-

portance of forms of capital suggests that forces 

exist beyond the educators’ control (Adamuti-

Trache & Sweet, 2010). This means that the 

results have bearings on conventional wisdom 

in adult education and immigration research.  

My study is, of course, not without limi-

tations. First, the small sample size compro-

mised the capacity to detect small differences. 

Small samples may at best identify large differ-

ences (assuming they exist). Second, I did not 

adjust for all relevant variables. One example 

would be institutional variables that have been 

prominent in adult education research (e.g., ed-

ucational tracks such as ability grouping). An-

other important type of unmeasured variable 

would be the humanistic needs of the partici-

pants. Third, all cross-sectional studies assume 

stability over time. Engagement might not be 

constant over time. Finally, I only measured 

one dimension of engagement. Knowledge 

about emotional and cognitive engagement is 

still lacking.  

In future studies, it would be of interest to 

investigate newly arrived immigrants’ emo-

tional and cognitive engagement. Another topic 

for future research would be to investigate if 

engaged low-educated individuals perform bet-

ter on tests than non-engaged highly educated 

individuals. Furthermore, in a longitudinal 

study, researchers could investigate fixed ef-

fects of teachers encouraging students to be-

lieve in their ability to develop academic self-

efficacy. 
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