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This study examines psychological factors influencing job negotiation efficacy 

among Vietnamese economics students and conceptualizes negotiation as an 

applied critical thinking skill required for professional success. Drawing on 

Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, the study develops and empirically tests a 

model assessing the effects of mastery experience, verbal persuasion, 

physiological and affective states, and emotional intelligence on job 

negotiation efficacy. Survey data were collected from 222 undergraduate 

economics students in Vietnam and analyzed using Partial Least Squares 

Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The results show that emotional 

intelligence has the strongest positive effect on job negotiation efficacy, 

followed by verbal persuasion and physiological and affective states. In 

contrast, mastery experience from classroom-based negotiation activities 

does not show a significant effect. This finding suggests that experiential 

learning may not automatically strengthen students’ negotiation efficacy 

when classroom activities are mainly group-oriented and do not provide 

sufficient individual responsibility, personalized feedback, and realistic 

decision-making pressure. The study contributes to self-efficacy theory by 

showing that emotional and psychological resources are central to 

negotiation-related critical thinking in higher education. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Vietnam's rapid integration into the global economy, marked by major trade agreements and an 

expanding business sector, has shifted the skill set needed for professional success. In this context, 

effective negotiation of job terms has become a key problem-solving skill rather than just a 

procedural step [1]. Negotiation success depends on the ability to analyze complex situations, assess 
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options, and make strategic decisions under pressure, illustrating the role of critical thinking in career 

development. 

Despite advancements in teaching methods within Vietnamese higher education, many programs 

continue to emphasize technical knowledge at the expense of developing critical-thinking skills 

essential for addressing real-world professional challenges. In economics and business curricula, 

instruction often focuses on professional expertise, labor-market awareness, and general 

communication, while comparatively less emphasis is placed on the psychological capacities that 

enable effective application of this knowledge under pressure. As a result, the psychological 

foundations necessary for students to perform in high-stakes contexts, such as job negotiations, are 

frequently overlooked. This gap presents a significant research problem: students may comprehend 

the theoretical requirements of negotiation but still lack the self-efficacy, emotional regulation, and 

adaptive judgment required to negotiate employment terms with confidence and strategic intent. 

This issue is consequential, as negotiation outcomes shape career trajectories, workforce 

productivity, and the development of national human capital. Accordingly, investigating the 

psychological determinants of job negotiation efficacy is essential for understanding how higher 

education can more effectively prepare students for complex professional environments, beyond the 

provision of technical skills alone. 

This research aims to investigate how specific psychological factors influence job negotiation 

efficacy among Vietnamese economics students. The study examines whether mastery experience, 

verbal persuasion, physiological and affective states, and emotional intelligence (EI) contribute to 

students’ perceived capacity to negotiate employment-related terms. Drawing on Bandura's self-

efficacy theory [2], the research addresses three central questions: 

 

i. Which psychological factors significantly affect job negotiation efficacy among 

Vietnamese economics students? 

ii. Which factor has the strongest influence? 

iii. What are the implications of these findings for designing higher education curricula that 

foster negotiation as an applied critical thinking skill? 

 

By framing negotiation as applied critical thinking and identifying its psychological foundations, 

this study contributes to the discussion on how higher education can better develop the thinking 

skills and psychological capabilities needed for success in today’s global workplace. This approach 

aligns the research with current educational debates and highlights its relevance. 

The structure of the article is as follows. Section 2 reviews the literature on job negotiation, self-

efficacy, EI, and related psychological constructs. Section 3 outlines the research model, hypotheses, 

data collection procedures, measurement strategies, and analytical methods. Section 4 presents and 

discusses the results of the measurement and structural models. Section 5 concludes by summarizing 

the principal findings, contributions, implications, limitations, and recommendations for future 

research. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

Kurtzberg & Naquin [3] identified job negotiation as one of the most challenging tasks individuals 

faced, with widespread interest in improving negotiation skills. Lipovsky [4] argued that making a 

strong impression on employers during job negotiations could be decisive, particularly when 

candidates had similar qualifications and experience, or when the job required strong interpersonal 

skills. Pence & Kirk-Jenkins [5] emphasized that job interviews and negotiations were essential 
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components of the recruitment process, enabling companies to form initial impressions of applicants 

and assess their potential fit with the team. 

In an increasingly competitive job market, university graduates encountered challenges in 

securing positions that aligned with their qualifications and education. They competed not only with 

peers but also with experienced professionals seeking new opportunities. As options became more 

limited, many graduates accepted fewer desirable roles and lower compensation. For new graduates, 

concessions made in job negotiations, such as on salary or benefits, could have a lasting impact on 

their career earnings [6]. Research indicated that individuals who negotiated more assertively tended 

to achieve higher wages over time, while even small improvements in initial contracts could 

significantly affect long-term income and benefits [7,8]. 

Salary negotiations could have long-term emotional effects. Faria et al. [9] reported that low 

starting salaries often led employees to feel undervalued, thereby reducing the workplace's 

attractiveness. Curhan et al. [10] found that negative job negotiation experiences decreased new 

employees' satisfaction with salary and work, and could increase turnover intentions after the first 

year. These studies suggested that job negotiation should be treated not only as a recruitment 

procedure but also as an early career capability with long-term economic and psychological 

consequences. Therefore, it was important for recent graduates and job seekers to develop 

negotiation skills. These skills were needed not only for salary negotiation but also for discussing 

incentives and other employment conditions, such as position, schedule, and benefits. 

Job bargaining was a central aspect of negotiation, occurring across all professions and business 

sectors. Despite its prevalence, researchers devoted limited scientific attention to job application 

negotiation [6]. Most available sources offered practical advice rather than empirical studies. Buelens 

et al. [11] reported that 88% of 76 published studies on job application and compensation negotiation 

relied on real-world negotiation samples. However, academic research did not clearly define job 

negotiation efficacy, often focusing on negotiation processes and outcomes. Ferguson et al. [12] 

defined negotiation efficacy by the outcome of successful contract signing. Achieving a target salary 

further indicated effectiveness in job negotiation. These findings implied that applicants with 

stronger bargaining power were more likely to secure contracts with favorable compensation. 

However, this stream of research still focused mainly on negotiation outcomes rather than the 

psychological readiness that enabled individuals to negotiate effectively. This limitation was 

particularly relevant for students, who could have limited real negotiation experience before entering 

the labor market. 

Self-efficacy reflected an individual's confidence in their ability to accomplish specific tasks, 

including negotiation. It involved trust in one's capacity to meet requirements by leveraging 

motivation, available resources, and targeted behaviors [13]. Bandura's theory of self-efficacy [2] 

stated that individuals with high confidence in their abilities expected positive outcomes, maintained 

focus on success, and persisted through challenges, demonstrating persistent, goal-oriented 

thinking. In contrast, those with low self-confidence often anticipated failure, focused on perceived 

risks, and could either reduce effort or give up entirely [14,15]. High self-efficacy enabled negotiators 

to better manage setbacks, including reduced motivation, loss of process confidence, and limited 

information sharing. It also facilitated anxiety management, helping individuals avoid making low 

offers or exiting negotiations prematurely [16,17]. Numerous studies identified self-efficacy as a 

strong predictor of behavior and performance across tasks, including negotiation, with higher levels 

linked to greater effectiveness [18]. This indicated that negotiation efficacy could be understood as 

a specific form of self-efficacy that supported persistence, judgment, and strategic action in 

employment-related negotiations. 
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Gaspar & Schweitzer [18] found that self-confidence in bargaining skills significantly shaped 

dealmaker behavior, with different negotiation strategies producing varied outcomes. They 

described negotiation confidence as a dynamic quality, influenced by the results of prior 

negotiations. Experience in negotiation could alter perceptions of strategy effectiveness over time. 

Studies focusing on job negotiations reported that candidates who experienced anxiety during the 

process tended to receive lower interview evaluations and were less likely to be hired [19]. Stress 

and negative beliefs during negotiation decreased efficacy, demonstrating how affective states could 

impair cognitive functioning and performance. Companies could also reject candidates who displayed 

nervousness, regardless of their qualifications. Both applicants and employers, therefore, had a stake 

in understanding and managing anxiety during job negotiations [20]. 

EI, according to Meisler [21], was also a determinant influencing the success of recruiting 

negotiations that attracted the attention of scientists in recent decades. Mayer et al. [22] suggested 

that emotion was a systematic mental reaction to an experience that combined physiological, 

experiential, and cognitive elements. Emotions were acknowledged as belonging to three or four 

essential groups of mental functions: ambition, emotion, cognition, and (less commonly) 

consciousness. Emotions identified and reacted to changes in the individual-environment interaction. 

Scientists also considered that all emotions could enhance rather than interrupt cognition. It was 

suggested that to be emotionally knowledgeable, people had to understand what they were 

experiencing and the origins of their emotions. EI was thus expected to originate from the 

combination of emotion and cognition [14,23], making it a critical skill set for navigating complex 

social and professional problem-solving scenarios. According to Meisler’s [21] discussion of Salovey 

and Mayer’s ability-based perspective, EI connected emotion and cognition and thereby influenced 

emotional understanding, cognition, and behavior. This perspective was consistent with viewing 

negotiation as applied critical thinking, because effective negotiation required both cognitive 

evaluation and emotional regulation. 

Research highlighted the importance of EI in professional settings, linking high EI to positive 

outcomes in leadership, negotiation success, and job performance [21,24]. Perry et al. [14] noted 

that strong candidates could positively influence employers through sympathy, self-presentation, 

and nonverbal communication. Effective emotion management was another valuable skill. 

Candidates who applied EI during job negotiations more confidently communicated their abilities and 

responded creatively to challenges, leaving a favorable impression on recruiters [25,26]. Conversely, 

interviewers could be influenced by their own emotions or the applicant’s mood, leading to biased 

judgments [14]. 

Experience and intergenerational guidance also shaped the job application process. Research 

showed that accumulated experience and advice could enhance candidates’ negotiation 

effectiveness [27]. Lu [7] found that individuals who received advice handled negotiations more 

efficiently than those without guidance, a result echoed in studies involving participants exposed to 

bargaining case studies. Developing a consistent negotiation strategy further improved efficacy. 

Marino et al. [28] reported that negotiators who cultivated and maintained a consistent style 

achieved better outcomes. In addition, exchanging information with negotiation partners helped 

individuals affirm and strengthen their negotiation abilities. 

Overall, the literature indicated that job negotiation had important implications for graduates’ 

career outcomes and that self-efficacy, emotional states, EI, experience, and advice could influence 

negotiation-related performance. However, job negotiation efficacy remained less clearly defined 

and was often examined through outcomes rather than as a psychological capability. Moreover, 

these factors were usually discussed separately rather than assessed together in the context of 

students preparing for employment negotiations. This study addressed this gap by examining how 
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mastery experience, verbal persuasion, physiological and affective states, and EI jointly shaped job 

negotiation efficacy among Vietnamese economics students. 

 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1 Model and Hypotheses 

 

This study adopts Bandura's self-efficacy theory [2], which emphasizes that belief in one's ability 

is central to performance. Applying this theory to job negotiations, negotiation is conceptualized as 

a complex cognitive and social problem-solving task that relies on effective use of psychological 

resources, rather than as a simple economic exchange. Ostrem [29] identifies four main sources of 

self-efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and 

affective states. 

Mastery experiences refer to direct, hands-on engagement with relevant tasks [2]. In education, 

these experiences often occur through simulations and practice activities. The study hypothesizes 

that active participation in classroom negotiation simulations will build students’ confidence and 

increase their negotiation efficacy: 

• H1 − Mastery experiences gained through classroom negotiation activities positively influence job 

negotiation self-efficacy. 

 

Verbal persuasion refers to encouragement and feedback that strengthen an individual's belief 

in their abilities. In academic settings, formal feedback and recognition reinforce self-confidence. It 

is proposed that positive academic feedback, such as high grades in the university program, 

effectively builds students’ self-belief and readiness for real-world negotiations: 

• H2 − Verbal persuasion, manifested through positive academic feedback, positively influences job 

negotiation self-efficacy. 

 

Bandura et al. [2] define emotional state as the individual's feelings during task performance. 

Negative emotions, such as anxiety or sadness, reduce confidence and may hinder performance, 

while positive emotions enhance self-confidence and effectiveness. The ability to manage 

psychological states, including anxiety and stress, is a key conscious control skill in high-pressure 

situations like negotiations. Students who regulate their emotional state gain an advantage in 

bargaining scenarios. 

• H3 − The ability to manage one's physiological and affective states positively influences job 

negotiation self-efficacy. 

 

EI is a distinct factor that drives negotiation success. While internal states such as psychological, 

affective, and emotional factors are often grouped [2], EI, defined as the ability to perceive, use, 

understand, and manage emotions [22], is the essential skill set that translates a stable internal state 

into effective action. EI is conceptualized not merely as a static trait but as an active cognitive and 

affective skill set that enables individuals to navigate social interactions dynamically. While managing 

one's internal state (as in H3) provides a stable foundation, EI is the applied skill that allows a 

candidate to leverage that composure to read a recruiter's cues, build rapport, and creatively 

navigate the bargaining process. Therefore, EI is positioned as a direct and powerful enhancer of 

negotiation efficacy: 

• H4 − EI positively influences job negotiation self-efficacy. 
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Vicarious experience involves learning through observing others. In this context, students may 

observe real interviews and negotiations outside the classroom, such as through group interviews 

with employers. Since students have multiple opportunities to observe these situations beyond the 

classroom, this element is excluded from the research model. 

This study develops an integrated framework (Figure 1) that combines Bandura’s self-efficacy 

theory, Ostrem’s classification of self-efficacy sources, and Mayer et al. [22 ]'s EI perspective. The 

originality of the model lies in bringing these theoretical elements together to explain job negotiation 

efficacy as an applied critical-thinking skill among Vietnamese students. In this framework, mastery 

experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective states represent key sources of 

negotiation-related self-efficacy, while EI is incorporated as an additional psychological capability 

that enables students to interpret emotions, regulate responses, and adapt their negotiation 

behavior in complex employment situations.  

 

 
Fig. 1. Research model 

 

In Figure 1, job negotiation efficacy (JNE) refers to students’ self-confidence in application 

negotiations, demonstrating their perceived negotiating ability, while mastery experience (ME) refers 

to students’ participation in negotiation sessions and classroom negotiation simulations. Classroom 

negotiation involvement levels include never participating, participating in a role-play, participating 

in a group writing exercise, and preparing in a group for negotiation planning. Verbal persuasion (VP) 

refers to persuasive academic feedback, as evidenced by the program’s final results. Physiological 

and affective states (PAS) represent students’ psychological and emotional states during negotiation-

related tasks. EI represents students’ ability to understand and manage emotions in negotiation-

related contexts. 

 

3.2 Methodology 

 

The study employed a quantitative survey design and used Partial Least Squares Structural 

Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to test the proposed research model. Data processing and model 

estimation were conducted in RStudio using R [30] and the cSEM package [31]. The main analytical 

procedures included descriptive data screening, dummy coding for categorical formative indicators, 

reliability assessment, convergent validity assessment, discriminant validity assessment, collinearity 

diagnostics, bootstrapping for significance testing, and blindfolding for predictive relevance. PLS-SEM 

was selected because the model includes both reflective and formative constructs, the sample size is 
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moderate, and the study aims to explain variance in job negotiation efficacy rather than confirm a 

covariance-based model. 

Before estimating the structural model, the reliability of measurement items was assessed using 

Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (ρc). To confirm validity, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

was calculated for convergent validity and Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratios were used for 

discriminant validity. For formative constructs, indicator weights and Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) 

were examined to assess indicator relevance and potential multicollinearity [32]. Path significance 

was assessed using 5,000 bootstrap subsamples to improve the stability of the significance estimates 

and to align with current PLS-SEM reporting expectations. 

The model’s predictive capability was evaluated using the blindfolding procedure to estimate 

Stone–Geisser’s Q², which measures out-of-sample predictive relevance. Overall model fit was 

assessed with the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and model explanatory power 

was reflected in the coefficient of determination (R² and adjusted R² values). 

 

3.3 Data collection and preparation 

 

This research examined the negotiation capacity of Vietnamese economics students applying for 

jobs and identified key factors influencing this skill. A structured survey was conducted from October 

to December 2022 among undergraduate economics students in Vietnam. The questionnaire 

collected information on students’ negotiation-related learning experience, academic feedback, 

emotional and physiological states, EI, and perceived job negotiation efficacy. After data cleaning, 

222 valid responses were retained for analysis. 

Snowball sampling was used to collect survey data, a method effective when direct access to 

participants is limited [33]. Initial respondents were contacted through universities in Northern 

Vietnam and were invited to share the survey with other economics students. This procedure helped 

expand access to relevant respondents and was appropriate for reaching economics students across 

university networks. As with many non-probability sampling approaches, the sample may partly 

reflect the institutional and peer networks through which the survey was distributed. Therefore, the 

findings should be interpreted primarily as explanatory evidence on the relationships among 

psychological factors and job negotiation efficacy within the surveyed student group. 

The sample size was considered appropriate for PLS-SEM. The 10-times rule [32] requires a 

minimum sample equal to ten times the largest number of predictors pointing to an endogenous 

construct, which would be 40 observations in this model. In addition, the final sample exceeds the 

commonly recommended minimum of 200 observations for stable multivariate analysis [34, 35]. 

These considerations support the adequacy of the sample for the intended explanatory analysis. 

All responses for analysis were numerically coded using RStudio. Reflective constructs PAS, EI, 

and JNE were measured on a five-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from "totally disagree" 

to "totally agree," converted to a scale of one to five for consistency. ME and VP were measured as 

formative constructs using ordinal, categorical scales. ME was assessed on a four-level participation 

scale, and VP on the grade (failure-excellent). The study used dummy coding to convert these 

categories into binary variables relative to a reference group for PLS-SEM analysis. 

During data preparation, the distributions of several categorical variables were found to be 

unbalanced, with relatively few responses in the lowest categories. Therefore, the lower-level 

categories were combined to improve group stability and maintain sufficient statistical power for 

model estimation. To avoid perfect multicollinearity, which may arise when all dummy variables for 

a categorical variable are included simultaneously, the lowest ordinal category was used as the 

reference group and was omitted from the estimation model. This coding strategy enabled 
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independent interpretation of the remaining categories and ensured the appropriateness of the 

structural equation modeling procedure (Table 1). 

 

Table 1 

Dummy variable explanation 

New dummy 

variable 
Condition for value 1 Equivalent original level(s) 

ME_low 
The respondent did not participate or participated 

via situation role-play 

No Participation (Level 1) and Role-

Play (Level 2) 

ME_middle 
The respondent participated via group written 

assignment 
Group Assignment (Level 3) 

ME_high 
The respondent participated via planning 

negotiation for the group 

Planning Negotiation (Level 4, 

Reference Group) 

VP_low The respondent has a final grade of Good or lower Good, Average, Failure 

VP_middle The respondent has a final grade of Very good Very good 

VP_high The respondent has a final grade of Excellent Excellent 

 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1 Measurement Model Analysis 

 

Before testing structural relationships, the study evaluated the measurement model’s reliability 

and validity. This assessment ensures that all constructs and indicators accurately represent the 

theoretical dimensions of job negotiation efficacy among Vietnamese students. 

 

4.1.1 Reliability and convergent validity 

 

For reflective constructs, indicator reliability was assessed through indicator loadings, which 

measure the correlation between each item and its latent construct (Table 2).  

 

Table 2 

Loadings 

Construct Loadings t-value p-value 

Physiological and affective states 

PAS1 0.827 8.91 0.000 

PAS2 0.812 9.33 0.000 

PAS3 0.942 13.34 0.000 

Emotional intelligence 

EI1 0.835 15.42 0.000 

EI2 0.678 10.53 0.000 

EI3 0.722 9.34 0.000 

EI4 0.726 11.92 0.000 

Job negotiation efficacy 

JNE1 0.737 12.55 0.000 

JNE2 0.641 9.39 0.000 

JNE3 0.658 10.08 0.000 

JNE4 0.600 8.42 0.000 
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Loadings above 0.7 indicate that a question explains more variance in the construct than in 

measurement error and should be retained [36]. 

The internal consistency and convergent validity of reflective constructs (Table 3) were examined 

using Cronbach’s alpha, Dijkstra–Henseler’s (ρA), and composite reliability (ρc), all of which should 

exceed 0.70 for acceptable consistency [32]. Convergent validity was assessed using AVE. Values 

above 0.50 indicate that a construct explains more than half of the variance in its indicators [37]. 

 

Table 3 

Reliability and convergent validity of reflective 

constructs 

Construct AVE Cronbach’s α ρA ρc 

PAS 0.743 0.896 0.902 0.896 

EI 0.552 0.833 0.836 0.831 

JNE 0.437 0.756 0.760 0.755 

 

The model demonstrates strong reliability and validity for almost all constructs. PAS had loadings 

above 0.80, an AVE of 0.743, and internal consistency indices (α, ρA, ρc) above 0.89. EI showed highly 

significant loadings, strong reliability indices (all above 0.83), and an AVE of 0.552, with only one 

indicator (EI2) slightly below the 0.70 threshold. 

The AVE of JNE was 0.437, which is slightly below the recommended threshold of 0.50. This 

indicates that the convergent validity of JNE is weaker than that of PAS and EI and should therefore 

be interpreted with appropriate caution. However, several empirical and theoretical considerations 

support retaining the construct in the model. First, all four JNE indicators were statistically significant, 

with t-values well above the recommended threshold and p-values below 0.001, indicating that each 

item contributed meaningfully to the construct. Second, although some outer loadings were below 

the ideal 0.70 level, they remained within an acceptable range for exploratory social science research, 

ranging from 0.600 to 0.737 [32]. Third, the internal consistency of JNE was acceptable, as Cronbach’s 

alpha (0.756), ρA (0.760), and composite reliability (0.755) all exceeded the 0.70 threshold.  

Following Fornell & Larcker [37], JNE remains empirically and theoretically valid for this model. 

Therefore, deleting JNE indicators solely to increase AVE could weaken the construct's theoretical 

coverage and reduce content validity. Nevertheless, the AVE result suggests that future studies 

should further refine the JNE scale, consider adding stronger indicators, and validate the construct in 

larger and more diverse student samples. 

 

4.1.2 Discriminant validity 

 

Discriminant validity was also assessed to ensure that the reflective constructs were empirically 

distinct and that the same concept was not being measured repeatedly. For this purpose, the 

Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio was used (Table 4).  

 

Table 4 

Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio 

Construct PAS EI JNE 

PAS 1.000 – – 
EI 0.280 1.000 – 

JNE 0.328 0.626 1.000 
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According to established guidelines, HTMT values should remain below 0.85 to indicate adequate 

discriminant validity among related but distinct constructs [38]. The results show that all HTMT ratios 

were below the recommended threshold of 0.85. This finding supports the discriminant validity of 

the measurement model and indicates that the three reflective constructs are empirically distinct. 

 

4.1.3 Multicollinearity and indicator weight 

 

For the formative constructs, ME and VP, indicator weights and multicollinearity were assessed 

(Table 5). Significant indicator weights, indicated by t-values greater than 1.96, suggest that the 

indicators make relevant contributions to their respective constructs. VIF values below 3.3 indicate 

that multicollinearity is not a concern [32]. 

 

Table 5 

Indicator weights and collinearity of formative constructs 

Construct Indicators 

ME  β SE t p VIF 
 ME_middle 0.521 0.270 1.94 0.053 1.26 
 ME_high 1.120 0.083 13.93 < 0.001 1.26 

VP       

 VP_middle 1.083 0.111 9.77 < 0.001 1.56 
 VP_high 1.149 0.099 11.58 < 0.001 1.56 

 

The ME_middle indicator showed a marginally significant contribution (t = 1.94). It was retained 

because of its practical relevance, as it represents a moderate level of classroom negotiation 

participation that may still contribute to the gradual development of students’ self-efficacy. Its 

retention is considered conceptually appropriate for capturing different levels of mastery experience 

among Vietnamese students, although the marginal result suggests that this indicator should be 

interpreted with caution. 

The ME_high indicator had a strong, significant influence on ME, confirming that high-

performance achievements are impactful for self-efficacy. Both VP_middle and VP_high significantly 

contributed to VP, validating the motivational role of positive course results and engagement. Low 

VIF values confirmed each indicator’s independent contribution. 

 

4.2 Structural Model Analysis 

 

The structural model was assessed to examine the hypothesized relationships among the 

constructs and to evaluate the model’s explanatory and predictive performance. The assessment 

focused on the SRMR, R², and Q² as key indicators of model quality. 

 

4.2.1 Model fit, explanatory power, and predictive relevance 

 

The SRMR evaluates overall model fit, and values below 0.08 are typically considered indicative 

of good fit [39]. The R² value indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained 

by the independent variables, with benchmarks set at 0.26 (substantial), 0.13 (moderate), and 0.02 

(weak) [40]. Finally, the Q² value, calculated using the blindfolding procedure, signifies the model's 

out-of-sample predictive relevance. Values above 0.15 suggest medium predictive power, and those 

above 0.35 suggest strong power [32]. The model produced robust results (Table 6). The SRMR was 
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0.053, indicating an excellent fit. The model explained 51.0% of the variance in job negotiation 

efficacy (R² = 0.510), with adjusted R² (0.501) confirming stability. The Q² value of 0.171 indicates 

medium predictive relevance beyond the sample. 

 

Table 6 

Model fit and predictive relevance 

Index Value Recommended threshold Interpretation 

SRMR 0.053 < 0.08 Excellent model fit 

R² (JNE) 0.510 > 0.26 Strong explanatory power 

Adjusted R² 0.501  Stable model 

Q² (JNE) 0.171 > 0.15 Medium predictive relevance 

 

4.2.2 Multicollinearity among predictors 

 

To ensure stable estimation, collinearity among the predictor variables was examined (Table 7). 

All predictor variables showed low VIF values, including ME = 1.08, VP = 1.10, PAS = 1.10, and EI = 

1.21. These values indicate that multicollinearity was not a concern and that the estimated path 

coefficients were unlikely to be distorted by excessive overlap among predictors. The results 

therefore support the distinct contribution of each predictor to the explanation of job negotiation 

efficacy. 

 

Table 7 

Model-level VIF values among predictors 

Predictor VIF Threshold Interpretation 

ME 1.08 

< 3.3 No multicollinearity 
VP 1.10 

PAS 1.10 

EI 1.21 

 

4.2.3 Path coefficients and hypothesis testing 

 

Path coefficients (β) represent the strength of hypothesized relationships (Table 8). Significance 

is determined when t > 1.96 (p < .05). 

 

Table 8 

Structural path estimates 

Hypothesized path β SE t p Significance 

ME → JNE 0.059 0.069 0.864 0.388 Not significant 

VP → JNE 0.300 0.067 4.456 < .001 Significant 

PAS → JNE 0.156 0.072 2.150 0.031 Significant 

EI → JNE 0.500 0.081 6.175 < .001 Significant 

 

To provide a clearer visual summary of the empirical results, Figure 2 presents the standardized 

path coefficients and explained variance of the structural model. Path analysis shows clear influences 

on JNE. EI was the strongest predictor (β = 0.500, p < 0.001), followed by VP (β = 0.300, p < 0.001) 

and PAS (β = 0.156, p = 0.031). 
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Fig. 2. Structural model (***, **, * when p-value is less than 0.001, 0.01, 0.05, respectively) 

 

EI’s strong effect highlights the importance of recognizing, understanding, and managing 

emotions in negotiation efficacy. This supports Mayer et al. [22] and shows that emotion regulation 

is vital for interpreting cues, adapting strategies, and building rapport, all of which are key to creative 

social problem-solving. From a decision-making perspective, the pattern of effects suggests that 

curriculum improvement should prioritize factors with greater explanatory power rather than 

treating all training components equally. This logic is consistent with recent Vietnamese research on 

innovation assessment, where multiple indicators and weighting procedures were used to evaluate 

complex development capacities [41]. Similarly, the present findings help identify which 

psychological resources should receive greater attention in the design of negotiation-related learning 

interventions. 

The significant impact of VP, measured by academic results, highlights education’s role in building 

self-belief and readiness. In this context, a positive program result serves as formal validation, directly 

building the psychological resources students need to confidently apply their knowledge and thinking 

skills in high-stakes, real-world scenarios. This finding suggests that educational reinforcement is a 

crucial lever for fostering the cognitive confidence needed to translate learning into effective action 

[18,19]. Similarly, the significance of PAS confirms that a candidate's ability to manage anxiety and 

maintain psychological composure is a foundational self-regulatory skill. The capacity to control one's 

emotional state prevents the negative outcomes associated with anxiety, such as lower initial offers 

and premature exit from talks, as noted by Brooks & Schweitzer [16] and Moturu & Lent [17]. This 

self-regulation prevents the impairment of analytical thinking and judgment under pressure, thereby 

creating the stable psychological platform from which higher-order skills like EI can be effectively 

deployed. 

The non-significant effect of ME (β = 0.059, p = 0.388) is theoretically important because it 

appears to contradict Bandura’s proposition [2] that mastery experience is one of the strongest 

sources of self-efficacy. However, this result does not necessarily reject self-efficacy theory. Rather, 

it suggests that the type and quality of mastery experience matter. In the present context, mastery 

experience was mainly represented by classroom-based negotiation activities, many of which were 

group-oriented. Such activities may expose students to negotiation procedures, but they may not 

provide the personal responsibility, emotional pressure, feedback specificity, or outcome ownership 

that characterize real job negotiations. As a result, students may participate in simulations without 

developing a strong belief that they can independently manage a high-stakes employment 

negotiation. This finding refines the application of self-efficacy theory in higher education. It suggests 

that experiential learning should not be treated as automatically effective. For negotiation efficacy 
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to develop, simulations need to be individualized, repeated, feedback-rich, and sufficiently realistic. 

Students should be required to formulate their own negotiation strategy, respond to unexpected 

counteroffers, justify their decisions, and reflect on their performance. Without these conditions, 

mastery experience may remain procedural rather than psychological, thereby explaining its weak 

effect in the model. This implication is also consistent with recent research on educational decision-

making, which showed that classroom support decisions can benefit from structured multi-criteria 

evaluation rather than relying solely on intuitive choices [42]. 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

This study examined the psychological determinants of job negotiation efficacy among 

Vietnamese economics students by conceptualizing negotiation as an applied critical thinking skill. 

Drawing on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, the study tested the effects of ME, VP, PAS, and EI on JNE. 

The findings show that EI is the strongest predictor of JNE, followed by VP and PAS. In contrast, ME 

has no significant effect on JNE. This result suggests that classroom-based negotiation activities may 

not automatically strengthen students’ negotiation efficacy unless they provide sufficient individual 

responsibility, realistic decision-making pressure, and constructive feedback. 

Regarding the theoretical implications, the study contributes to self-efficacy theory by showing 

that different sources of self-efficacy do not operate with equal strength in the context of job 

negotiation education. While Bandura’s theory emphasizes mastery experience as an important 

source of self-efficacy, the non-significant effect of ME in this study suggests that the quality and 

structure of learning experience are crucial. Group-based or procedural simulations may expose 

students to negotiation tasks, but they may not be sufficient to develop individual confidence in 

managing real employment negotiations. The findings also support the view that negotiation efficacy 

is shaped not only by prior experience, but also by EI, psychological composure, and external 

validation through feedback or academic performance. 

Regarding the practical and educational implications, the findings have implications for 

curriculum design in economics and business education. Negotiation training should move beyond 

general classroom simulations and should include more individualized role-play, repeated practice, 

structured feedback, and reflective debriefing. Because EI has the strongest effect on JNE, 

employability courses should also integrate activities that help students recognize emotional cues, 

manage anxiety, build rapport, and adapt their responses during difficult conversations. The 

significant role of VP further suggests that constructive feedback and positive academic 

reinforcement can help students develop the confidence needed to apply their knowledge in high-

pressure professional contexts. These implications are socially relevant because job negotiation can 

influence graduates’ early career outcomes, salary expectations, workplace satisfaction, and 

transition into the labor market. Strengthening negotiation efficacy therefore supports not only 

individual employability but also the development of a more confident and adaptive graduate 

workforce. 

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study used snowball sampling, which was 

appropriate for reaching economics students through university networks but may have limited the 

sample's breadth. Future studies could use stratified or probability-based sampling to validate the 

findings across different regions, universities, and fields of study in Vietnam. Second, the study only 

focuses on a specific cultural context, though this also provides a valuable foundation. Future 

research should use a cross-country comparative design to examine how different educational 

systems and cultural contexts influence the development of negotiation efficacy as a form of creative 

problem-solving. Such comparative work could separate universal psychological mechanisms from 
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culturally specific factors, offering more nuanced guidance for curriculum development across 

diverse learning environments. Third, the AVE of JNE was below the recommended threshold, 

although the construct was retained based on acceptable reliability, significant indicators, 

discriminant validity, and theoretical relevance. Future studies should refine the JNE scale by adding 

stronger indicators and validating it in larger samples.  

In conclusion, this research contributes to the broader discourse on teaching thinking skills by 

showing that the quality and nature of learning experiences matter more than their existence. By 

shifting pedagogical focus toward developing EI and providing individualized validation, educators 

can more effectively cultivate the adaptive, creative, and critical thinkers needed to thrive in an 

increasingly complex world. 

 

Conflicts of Interest  

The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 

 

Acknowledgement 

This study was supported by the Flagship Research Groups Program of the Hungarian University of 

Agriculture and Life Sciences, in collaboration with its Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics of 

Hungarian University of Agriculture and Life Sciences. 

 

References 
[1] Vietnamese General Statistics Office. (2022). Report on the impact of the Covid-19 epidemic on the labor and 

employment situation, 1st quarter of 2022. https://www.gso.gov.vn/du-lieu-va-so-lieu-thong-ke/2022/04/bao-

cao-tac-dong-cua-dich-covid-19-den-tinh-hinh-lao-dong-viec-lam-quy-i-nam-2022/. 

[2] Bandura, A., Freeman, W. H., & Lightsey, R. (1999). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Journal of Cognitive 

Psychotherapy, 13(2), 158–166. https://doi.org/10.1891/0889-8391.13.2.158. 

[3] Kurtzberg, T. R., & Naquin, C. E. (2011). The essentials of job negotiations: Proven strategies for getting what you 

want. Praeger. 

[4] Lipovsky, C. (2006). Candidates’ negotiation of their expertise in job interviews. Journal of Pragmatics, 38(8), 1147–

1174. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2005.05.007. 

[5] Pence, C. L., & Kirk-Jenkins, A. (2021). Academic job negotiation experiences, reflections, and biases in counselor 

education: A descriptive study. Journal of Counselor Preparation and Supervision, 14(3), 10. 

[6] Masduki, I. (2015). Assessing job negotiation competencies of college students using evidence-centered design 

and branching simulations. Doctoral Dissertation, Florida State University. 

[7] Lu, G. J. (2022). Asians don’t ask? Relational concerns, negotiation propensity, and starting salaries. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 108(2), 273–290. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001017. 

[8] Knežević, S., Vukolić, D., Dávid, L. D., & Gajić, T. (2025). Exploring gender differences in achieving work-life balance: 

A study of hospitality employees in the Republic of Serbia. Journal of Agronomy, Technology and Engineering 

Management, 8(1), 1370–1384. https://doi.org/10.55817/RJWY2478. 

[9] Faria, J. R., Caudill, S. B., Gropper, D. M., & Mixon, F. G., Jr. (2022). Negotiation and bargaining power in the 

determination of administrative wages in academe. Managerial and Decision Economics, 43(7), 2935–2940. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3573. 

[10] Curhan, J. R., Elfenbein, H. A., & Kilduff, G. J. (2009). Getting off on the right foot: Subjective value versus economic 

value in predicting longitudinal job outcomes from job offer negotiations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 

524–534. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013746. 

[11] Buelens, M., van de Woestyne, M., Mestdagh, S., & Bouckenooghe, D. (2008). Methodological issues in negotiation 

research: A state-of-the-art-review. Group Decision and Negotiation, 17(4), 321–345. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-007-9097-3. 

[12] Ferguson, M., Moye, N., & Friedman, R. (2008). The lingering effects of the recruitment experience on the long-

term employment relationship. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 1(3), 246–262. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2008.00015.x. 

[13] Wood, R., & Bandura, A. (1989). Impact of conceptions of ability on self-regulatory mechanisms and complex 

decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(3), 407–415. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.56.3.407. 



Decision Making Advances 

Volume 4, Issue 1 (2026) 212-227 

226 

 

 

[14] Perry, S. J., Hunter, E. M., Corrington, A. R., & Hebl, M. R. (2024). Facing an unexpected negotiation partner: The 

impact of hiring manager gender role violation on job candidates. Journal of Business and Psychology, 39, 109–

135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09863-7. 

[15] Szalai, S. M., Zsarnoczky, M. B., Poyda-Nosyk, N., Vékony, B., Dávid, L. D., & Csendes, I. (2025). Sustainability of 

Remote Work After the Pandemic: The Relationship Between Managerial Support, Flexibility and Employee 

Satisfaction. Journal of Cultural Analysis and Social Change, 10(4), 2425–2434. 

https://doi.org/10.64753/jcasc.v10i4.3265. 

[16] Brooks, A. W., & Schweitzer, M. E. (2011). Can Nervous Nelly negotiate? How anxiety causes negotiators to make 

low first offers, exit early, and earn less profit. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115(1), 

43–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.01.008. 

[17] Moturu, B. P., & Lent, R. W. (2023). Self-assertive efficacy and workplace advocacy behavior: A social cognitive 

analysis. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 70(1), 41–51. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000645. 

[18] Gaspar, J. P., & Schweitzer, M. E. (2019). Confident and cunning: Negotiator self‑efficacy promotes deception in 

negotiations. Journal of Business Ethics, 167, 213–230. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04349-8. 

[19] Rachmawati, R., Zakia, L., Safitri, S., & Lupita, A. (2022). The impact of self-efficacy and job crafting on job 

satisfaction of gig workers: An empirical study from Indonesia. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 

9(3), 159–169. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2022.vol9.no3.0159. 

[20] Amanda, R. F., & Deborah, M. P. (2016). Behavioral expression of job interview anxiety. Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 31(1), 155–171. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9403-z. 

[21] Meisler, G. (2014). Exploring emotional intelligence, political skill, and job satisfaction. Employee Relations, 36(3), 

280–293. https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-02-2013-0021. 

[22] Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., Caruso, D. R., & Sitarenios, G. (2001). Emotional intelligence as a standard intelligence. 

Emotion, 1(3), 232–242. https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.1.3.232. 

[23] Schlegel, K., Mehu, M., van Peer, J. M., & Scherer, K. R. (2018). Sense and sensibility: The role of cognitive and 

emotional intelligence in negotiation. Journal of Research in Personality, 74, 6–15. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.12.003. 

[24] Kireyeva, A., Kenzhegulova, G., Kozhirova, S., Vasa, L., & Sabdenaliyev, B. (2024). Assessing Emotional Intelligence 

in Higher Education: Policy Recommendations for Kazakhstan’s Education System. Public Policy and 

Administration, 23(4). https://doi.org/10.13165/VPA-24-23-4-05. 

[25] Bedi, M., & Thakur, A. (2024). Does emotional intelligence influence occupational role stress, job satisfaction and 

life satisfaction? A study in Indian banking sector. International Journal of Business and Globalisation, 37(1), 63–

84. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBG.2024.138524. 

[26] Mohammad, S., Alsyoof, S., Vasa, L., & Sneider, T. (2025). Humane‑oriented CSR on social media: The roles of 

other‑praising emotions and social justice values. Journal of International Studies, 18(3). 

https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-8330.2025/18-3/3. 

[27] Steinel, W., Abele, A. E., & de Dreu, C. K. W. (2007). Effects of experience and advice on process and performance 

in negotiations. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10(4), 533–550. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207081541. 

[28] Marino, J., Dabos, G. E., Rivero, A. G., & Pujol-Cols, L. (2021). Individual antecedents of i-deals: The role of self-

efficacy, networking abilities and perceived employability. Academia Revista Latinoamericana de Administración, 

35(1), 80–99. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARLA-03-2021-0063. 

[29] Ostrem, A. (2021). The impacts of mastery experiences, vicarious learning, and role models on engineering self-

efficacy in middle school students. Master's Thesis, St. Catherine University. 

[30] R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical 

Computing. https://www.R-project.org/. 

[31] Rademaker, M. E., Schuberth, F., Schamberger, T., Klesel, M., Nguyen, H. P., Dijkstra, T. K., & Henseler, J. (2025). 

cSEM: Composite-based structural equation modeling (Version 0.6.1). 

https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.package.cSEM. 

[32] Hair, J. F., Jr., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., Danks, N. P., & Ray, S. (2021). Partial least squares structural 

equation modeling (PLS-SEM) using R. Springer Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-80519-7. 

[33] Sedgwick, P. (2013). Snowball sampling. The BMJ, 347, f7511. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.f7511. 

[34] Comrey, A. L., & Lee, H. B. (1992). A first course in factor analysis (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

[35] MacCallum, R. C., Widaman, K. F., Zhang, S., & Hong, S. (1999). Sample size in factor analysis. Psychological 

Methods, 4(1), 84–99. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.1.84. 

[36] Barroso, C., Carrion, G. C., & Roldan, J. L. (2010). Applying maximum likelihood and PLS on different sample sizes: 

Studies on SERVQUAL model and employee behavior model. In V. E. Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J. Henseler, & H. Wang 



Decision Making Advances 

Volume 4, Issue 1 (2026) 212-227 

227 

 

 

(Eds.), Handbook of partial least squares: Concepts, methods and applications (pp. 427–447). Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8. 

[37] Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and 

measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312. 

[38] Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-

based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43, 115–135. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8. 

[39] Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional 

criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118. 

[40] Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587. 

[41] Trung, D. D., Dudic, B., Huong, D. M., Tham, N. T., & Ašonja, A. (2026). Evaluating innovation levels based on 

standard deviation of parameters and MCDM methods. Spectrum of Engineering and Management Sciences, 4(1), 

77–97. https://doi.org/10.31181/sems41202666. 

[42] Uyen, V. T. N., & Thu, P. X. (2023). The multi-criteria decision-making method: Selection of support equipment for 

classroom instructors. Applied Engineering Letters, 8(4), 148–157. https://doi.org/10.18485/aeletters.2023.8.4.2. 


