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Abstract

The study aims to investigate foreign language learning effort levels of students in English for Specific Purposes.
In the study, quantitative research and survey method were applied. 385 students studying at a faculty of tourism
and taking vocational English course at a state university in Turkey participated in the study voluntarily. Foreign
Language Learning Effort Scale (FLLES) was used to collect data. At the end of the study, the students’ level of
non-compliance was at “never” level, their procedural, focal and overall effort levels were at “often” level and
their substantive effort level was at “sometimes” level. While there was no significant difference in non-
compliance and overall effort levels of the students, there was a significant difference in their procedural,
substantive and focal effort levels in terms of their gender and age. There was no significant difference in non-
compliance, procedural, substantive and overall effort levels of the students but there was a significant difference
in their focal effort levels in terms of their education type. There was not a significant difference in non-
compliance, procedural and substantive effort levels of the students; however, there was a significant difference
in their focal and overall language learning effort levels in terms of their department. There was a significant
difference in non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels of the
students in terms of their achievement.

© 2020 JLLS and the Authors - Published by JLLS.

Keywords: foreign language learning effort; English for Specific Purposes; vocational English course; tourism

1. Introduction

Learning effort of students has always been considered as an essential component in education for
educators, students, educational scholars/researchers and even for parents in that it is an internal
structure and controllable among all the factors believed to promote educational outcomes. Learning
effort can simply imply the mental exertion or willingness to insist on accomplishing a task. Attending
classes, participating in the classes, doing classroom tasks and homework assignments have been
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regarded as indicators of learning effort. However, it is initially important to examine learning effort
defined in the literature.

Zimmerman and Risenberg (1997) defined learning effort as “the overall amount of energy spent in
the process of studying”, while Carbonaro (2005) defined “the amount of time and energy that students
expend in meeting formal academic requirements established by their teacher and/or school”. In
educational studies, the degree of effort is also taken into consideration Agbuga and Xiang (2008)
described the degree of effort as “overall amount of energy or work expended over the course of
learning”. In addition, the quality of the time spent is much more important than the quantity when
learning effort is taken into consideration (Didia & Hasnhat, 1998).

Learning effort is divided into three categories by Carbonaro (2005) as rule-oriented, procedural, and
intellectual. Rule oriented effort involves attending the classes and behaving appropriately and it
indicates compliance to the norms and rules of the classroom and school. Procedural effort involves
meeting specific class requirements and it indicates participating actively in classes, completing
assignments and submitting them on time. Intellectual effort involves thinking about and understanding
the curriculum or course content critically and it indicates spending time and energy for studying and
reviewing (Carbonaro, 2005).

On the other hand, Bozick and Dempsey (2010) divided learning effort into three as procedural,
substantive, and non-compliance. Procedural effort involves completing tasks, acting upon school and
classroom rules, and spending the minimal amount of effort necessary for functioning and advancing in
school and it indicates homework completion, in-class attentiveness and punctuality. Substantive effort
involves active involvement in learning and it indicates spending extra time to prepare or study for
exams as well as working hard at school. Non-compliance involves behaviors preventing learning effort
and it indicates misbehaviors such as not completing homework, coming late to class and daydreaming
in class (Bozick & Dempsey, 2010).

Foreign language learning effort can be defined as the investment of individual resources by students
to learn a foreign language including in-class and out-of-class exertions and engaging students to fulfill
the process of learning a foreign language (Karabiyik & Mirici, 2018). Learning effort is a multifaceted
construct within the context of foreign language learning. Therefore, in the study, four dimensions of
learning effort were taken into consideration as non-compliance, procedural effort, substantive effort,
and focal effort. Non-compliance involves behaviors that hinder exerting effort in a foreign language
classroom. Procedural effort involves endeavors for fulfilling the requirements specific to a foreign
language classroom. Substantive effort refers to active involvement in learning a foreign language. Focal
effort implies attentiveness in a foreign language classroom (Karabiyik & Mirici, 2018).

When the literature was reviewed, it was observed that foreign language learning effort was generally
examined as an output regarding generally motivation (Al Shaye et al., 2014; Dornyei, 2005) or attitude
(Hemmings & Kay, 2010). However, the literature lacks the studies scrutinizing foreign language
learning effort itself. In addition, effort was usually examined as the number of hours spent outside the
classroom (Ozer, 2019a; Aratibel & Bueno-Alastuey, 2015; Inagaki, 2014; Opare & Dramanu, 2002).
As Yeung and Mclnerney (2005) pointed out, effort put forth in learning a foreign language was one of
the most crucial contributors of achievement. Consequently, the aim of the study is to investigate foreign
language learning effort levels of students in the context of English for Specific Purposes. In line with
this aim, the study asks the following questions:

1. What are the levels of foreign language learning effort of students in terms of non-compliance,
procedural, substantive, focal and overall effort?

2. Do students’” non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort
levels differ in terms of
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their gender?

their age?

their education type?

their departments?

their achievement in vocational English course?

2. Method

Survey methodology and quantitative research design were applied in the study. Survey
methodology is generally defined as “a research model aiming to examine a situation as it exists in the
nature” (Karasar, 2003). The study aimed at analyzing the levels of foreign language learning effort of
students studying at a faculty of tourism in their own context.

2. 1. Participants

The current study was held in a faculty of tourism at a state university in Turkey. The study included
all students studying at the faculty and taking vocational English course in 2018-2019 spring semester.
Junior and senior students take vocational English course at the faculty, thus junior and senior students
participated in the study. A total of 385 participated in the study voluntarily and gave consent to collect
data. Table 1 displayed demographic features of the students.

Tablel. Demographic features of the students

Demographic features f %
Gender Female 163 42.3
Male 222 57.7
Age 20-23 years old 217 56.4
24 and older 168 43.6
. Daytime 303 78.7
Education type Evening 82 213
Tourism Management 231 60.0
Department Tourism Guidance 52 135
Gastronomy and Culinary Arts 102 26.5
1 low (DC-DD-DF-FF) 42 10.9
Achievement 2 mid (BB-CB-CC) 267 69.4
3 high (AA-BA) 76 19.7

Total 385 100

2. 2. Instrument

Foreign Language Learning Effort Scale (FLLES): Foreign Language Learning Effort Scale was
developed by Karabiyik and Mirici (2018) to measure the effort levels of tertiary level foreign language
learners. The scale comprised of 17 items. It was a five-point Likert scale and graded as “never”,
“rarely”, sometimes”, often” and “always”. Exploratory factor analysis showed that the scale had four
factors named as non-compliance (3 items), procedural (3 items), substantial (9 items) and focal (3
items). The students were asked to respond to the items by taking vocational English course into
consideration. Confirmatory factor analysis reflected that the fit indices for the 4-factor model were
x2=314.40, df=.110, RMSEA=.05, SRMR=.04, GFI=.95, AGFI=.92, CFI=.95, NFI=.93, NNFI=.94,
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p=0.00. The model fit for 4-factor model was found to be sufficient for the pilot sample. After
confirmatory factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha values of the subscales were estimated as .85, .85, .81,
and .75 for non-compliance, procedural effort, substantive effort, and focal effort, respectively.
Cronbach’s alpha value for overall scale was .86 for the pilot sample. In addition, the scale was
replicated over an independent sample. Confirmatory factor analysis reflected that the fit indices for the
4-factor model were ¥2=275.48, df=.102, RMSEA=.05, GFI=.96, CFI=.96, NNFI=.95, p=0.00. The
model fit for 4-factor model was found to display a good fit with the replication sample. After
confirmatory factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha values of the subscales were estimated as .80, .83, .82,
and .77 for non-compliance, procedural effort, substantive effort, and focal effort, respectively.
Cronbach’s alpha value for overall scale was .85 for the replication sample. (Karabiyik & Mirici, 2018).
Cronbach’s alpha values of the subscales were estimated as .75, .73, .85, and .81 for non-compliance,
procedural effort, substantive effort, and focal effort, respectively and Cronbach’s alpha value for overall
scale was .87 in the present study.

2. 3. Data analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0. was used to analyze the data in the current
study. Prior to analyses of the data, it was checked whether the data were normally distributed. It was
found out that the data showed normal distribution. Maximum, minimum, mean and standard deviation
scores of four sub-scales and overall scale were determined. Class width formula (class range/number
of classes) recommended by Tekin (2002) and used in many studies (Ozer, 2019a; Ozer, 2019b; Evin
Gencel & Satmaz, 2017; Cavusoglu Deveci et al, 2016) was used in the assessment of mean scores. In
other words, class width was calculated by the dividing the difference between the highest (5) and lowest
score (1) by the number of classes (5). Class width levels used in the evaluation of the research findings
are as follows:

1-1.80: “Never”,
1.81-2.60: “Rarely”,
2.61-3.40: “Sometimes”,
3.41-4.20: “Often” and
4.21-5.00: “Always”.

Independent-Samples t-test was used to compare two groups, one-way ANOV A was used to compare
groups more than two. Tukey test was applied to determine the source of the difference between groups.
In addition, the concept of “effect size” has become widely discussed throughout educational literature
in recent years, and even it has been used more prevalently in recent studies. As Kotrlik and Williams
(2003) recommended, a researcher should provide both the statistical significance test results and an
appropriate effect size measure. For Cohen (1988), Cohen’s d should be measured to determine the
effect size in t-tests, Cohen’s f should be measured in oneway ANOVA (Ozsoy & Ozsoy, 2013; Kotrlik
& Williams, 2003; Cohen, 1988). As independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA analyses were
applied in the present study to examine mean differences, Cohen’s d and Cohen’s f were measured to
determine the effect size, respectively. The effect size is considered to be small if d is .20, medium if d
is .50, and large if d is .80. The effect size is considered to be small if f is .10, medium if f is .25, and
large if fis .40 (Isik, 2014; Kotrlik & Williams, 2003; Cohen, 1988).
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3. Results

Mean, standard deviation, maximum and minimum scores of four sub-scales (non-compliance,
procedural, substantive, focal) and the overall scale were measured and given in Table 2, Table 3, Table
4, Table 5 and Table 6, respectively.

Table 2. Non-compliance levels of the students

Items N Min. Max. X S.D. Level
2. | engage in disruptive behaviors in classes. 385 100 5.00 1.61 1.09 Never
8. | cheat on exams. 385 100 5.00 134 .81 Never
14. | plagiarize my homework assignments. 385 100 5.00 136 .82 Never
Non-compliance 385 1.00 4.67 143 .74 Never

When Table 2 was examined, it was observed that the students” mean score for non-compliance was
1.43 and it was at “never” level. The students declared that they never engage in disruptive behaviors in
classes (X=1.61), plagiarize their homework assignments (X=1.36) and cheat on exams (X=1.34).

Table 3. Procedural effort levels of the students

Items N Min. Max. X S.D. Level
4. 1 do my homework on time. 385 1.00 5.00 3.17 1.23 Sometimes
10. I submit my homework on time. 385 1.00 5.00 376 1.28 Often
16. | carry out the assigned in-class tasks. 385 1.00 5.00 344 1.22 Often
Procedural effort 385 100 5.00 345 100 Often

As seen in Table 3, the students’ mean score for procedural effort was 3.45 and it was at “often”
level. They reported that they often submit their homework on time (X=3.76) and carry out the assigned
in-class tasks (X=3.44). The students also expressed that they sometimes do their homework on time
(X=3.17).

Table 4. Substantive effort levels of the students

Items N Min. Max. X S.D. Level

1. | prepare well for my foreign language exams. 385 1.00 5.00 352 1.13 Often

3. | review the topics covered in my foreign language class. 385 1.00 5.00 2.77 1.09 Sometimes
5. | review the topics to be covered in my class. 385 100 500 238 111 Rarely

7. Even if I am not given a homework assignment | practice 385 1.00 5.00 2.61 1.27 Sometimes
from various sources.

9. | engage in foreign language mediums in out-of-class 385 1.00 5.00 3.30 1.43 Sometimes
activities (e.g. read books, watch movies, speak to

foreigners, etc.)

11. I revise my assignments if | receive any corrections. 385 1.00 5.00 358 1.20 Often

13. I consult my foreign language instructor or other experts 385 1.00 5.00 3.46 1.12 Often

for advice on how to improve my English.

15. If possible, I volunteer for extra homework assignments. 385 1.00 5.00 251 1.31 Rarely
Substantive effort 385 113 488 3.01 .84 Sometimes

Table 4 displayed that the students’ mean score for substantive effort was 3.01 and it was at
“sometimes” level. The students stated that they often revise their assignments if they receive any
corrections (X=3.58), prepare well for their foreign language exams (X=3.52) and consult their foreign
language instructor or other experts for advice on how to improve their English (X=3.46). They reported
that they sometimes engage in foreign language mediums in out-of-class activities (X=3.30), review the
topics covered in their foreign language class (X=2.77), practice from various sources even if they are
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not given a homework assignment (X=2.61). They also expressed that they rarely volunteer for extra
homework assignments if possible (X=2.51) and review the topics to be covered in their class (X=2.38).

Table 5. Focal effort levels of the students

Items N Min.  Max. X S.D. Level
6. | attentively listen to my instructor. 385 1.00 500 3.87 1.01 Often
12. | attentively listen to the contributions made by my peers. 385 1.00 500 3.63 1.21 Often
17. 1 concentrate solely on the lesson in my classes. 385 1.00 500 388 1.08 Often
Focal effort 385 153 500 378 .94 Often

Table 5 indicated that the students’ mean score for focal effort was 3.78 and it was at “often” level.
The students stated that they often concentrate solely on the lesson in their classes (X=3.88), attentively
listen to their instructor (X=3.87) and attentively listen to the contributions made by their peers
(X=3.63).

Table 6. Overall foreign language learning effort levels of the students
N Min. Max. X S.D. Level
Overall foreign language learning effort 385 153 500 369 1.07 Often

Table 6 showed that the students’ mean score for overall foreign language learning effort was 3.69
and it was at “often” level.

Table 7 reflected the result of independent samples t-test to determine whether students’ non-
compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels differed in terms
of their gender.

Table 7. Independent samples t-test results for non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall
language learning effort levels in terms of gender

Gender N X Sd t p (Iéf;f}e;;izg)
Non-compliance Ej:;:le ;Sg i:g 2? 1.44 14 15
Procedural effort E;:;:Ie ;Sg 222 1.§082 2.23 .02* 22
Substantive effort E::;:Ie ;gg ggg 33 513 .00% 52
Focal effort E:;?:Ie ;gg gg; 1;)72 2.30 .02* .23
Overall effort E;:;:Ie ;gg 221 18; 1.84 .06 19

*p<.05

As indicated in Table 7, there was no significant difference in the students’ non-compliance (p=.14;
p>.05) and overall effort (p=.06; p>.05) of students in terms of gender but female students had had a
higher mean score than male students. Cohen’s d was .15 for non-compliance and .19 for overall
language learning effort, which implied a small effect size. There was a significant difference in
procedural effort (p=.02; p<.05), in substantive effort (p=.00; p<.05), and in focal effort (p=.02; p<.05).
For procedural effort, female students (X=3.58) had a higher mean score than male students (X=3.35),
and thus, female students made more procedural effort than male students. Nonetheless, Cohen’s d was
.22 and had a small effect size. For substantive effort, female students (X=3.26) had a higher mean
score than male students (X=2.83), and thus, female students made more substantive effort than male
students. In addition, Cohen’s d was .52 and had a medium effect size. For focal effort, female students
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(X=3.91) had a higher mean score than male students (X=3.69), and thus, female students made more
focal effort than male students. However, Cohen’s d was .23 and had a small effect size.

Table 8 showed the result of independent samples t-test to determine whether students’ non-
compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels differed in terms
of their age.

Table 8. Independent samples t-test results for non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall
language learning effort levels in terms of age

Effect size
Age N X Sd t (Cohen’s d)
20-23 yearsold 217
Non-compliance LA .76 68 49 o
24andolder 168 149 72 ' '
20-23 yearsold 217
Procedural effort 527 H -4.07 00* °
24 and older 168 3.68 .96 ' '
20-23 yearsold 217
Substantive effort 286 85 -4.16 00* 43
24andolder 168 35 79 ' '
20-23 yearsold 217
Focal effort 599 o .21 00" *
24 and older 168 4.01 .90 ' '
20-23 yearsold 217
Overall effort 302 -~ -1.46 147 .17
24andolder 168 379 103 ' '

*p<.05

Table 8 represented that there was no significant difference in non-compliance (p=.49; p>.05) and
overall effort (p=.14; p>.05) of students in terms of age. Cohen’s d was .07 for non-compliance and .17
for overall language learning effort and the effect size was really small. On the other hand, there was a
significant difference in procedural, substantive and focal effort (p=.00; p<.05). For procedural effort,
students at the age of 24 and older (X=3.68) had a higher mean score than students between the ages of
20 and 23 (X=3.27), and thus, students at the age of 24 and older made more procedural effort than
female students. Moreover, Cohen’s d was .48 and had a medium effect size. For substantive effort,
students at the age of 24 and older (X=3.21) had a higher mean score than students between the ages of
20 and 23 (X=2.86), and thus, students at the age of 24 and older made more substantive effort than
students between the ages of 20 and 23. In addition, Cohen’s d was .43 and had a medium effect size.
For focal effort, students at the age of 24 and older (X=4.01) had a higher mean score than students
between the ages of 20 and 23 (X=3.60), and thus, students at the age of 24 and older made more focal
effort than students between the ages of 20 and 23. Furthermore, Cohen’s d was .45 and had a medium
effect size.

Table 9 displayed the result of independent samples t-test to determine whether students’ non-
compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels differed in terms
of their education type.

Table 9. Independent samples t-test results for non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall
language learning effort levels in terms of education type

Educationtype N X Sd t p (EZFEZ;?;ZS)
Daytime 303

Non-compliance . 145 17 1.04 29 14
Evening 82 1135 62 ' '

Procedural effort  Daytime 303 340 99  -1.75 .08 22
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Evening

82

3.62 1.03

Daytime 303

Substantive effort . 2.98 8 -1.43 15 18
Evening 82 313 84 ' '
Daytime 303

Focal effort . 3.68 95 -4.09 00* 53
Evening 82 415 83 ' '
Daytime 303

Overall effort . 367 1.06 -.89 37 11
Evening 82 379 113 ' '

*p<.05

1359

As seen in Table 9, there was no significant difference in non-compliance (p=.29; p>.05), in
procedural effort (p=.08; p>.05), substantive effort (p=.15; p>.05), and overall effort (p=.37; p>.05) of
students in terms of education type. Cohen’s d values were .14, .22, .18 and .11 for non-compliance,
procedural, substantive and overall effort, respectively and all the effect size values were small.
However, there was a significant difference in focal effort (p=.00; p<.05). For focal effort, students
studying in the evening (X=4.15) had a higher mean score than students studying in daytime (X=3.68),
and thus, students studying in the evening made more focal effort than students studying in daytime. In
addition, Cohen’s d was .53 and had a medium effect size.

The results of one-way ANOVA to determine whether students’ non-compliance, procedural,
substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels differed in terms of their department were
shown in Table 10.

Table 10. One-way ANOVA results for non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language

learning effort levels in terms of department

Sum of Mean Sl_gnlflcant Effect size
PEPATTEN squares square P difference  ohens
(Tukey)

Between

Non- groups 1.880 2 940

compliance Within groups 213836 382 560 1.68 18 09
Total 215.716 384
Between

Procedural groups 4.580 2 229

effort Within groups 383955 382 1005 227 10 A1
Total 388.535 384
Between

Substantive groups 4.520 2 2.260

effort Within groups 770634 382 708 3190 .05 13
Total 275.154 384
Between

Focal effort oo 192l 2 6608 _ TG>GCA 2
Within groups 330208 382 864 7.644 .00 T.G>T.M.
Total 343424 384
Between

Overall effort grc.)uF_)S 19589 ? %794 . T.G.>G.C.A. 21
Withingroups 426470 382 1116 o' 00" GcaAsTMm.
Total 446.059 384

*p<.05
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Table 10 indicated that there was not a significant difference in non-compliance (p=.18; p>.05), in
procedural effort (p=.10; p>.05) and in substantive effort (p=.05; p>.05) levels of the students in terms
of their department. Cohen’s f values were .09, .11 and .13 for non-compliance, procedural, and
substantive effort, respectively and all the effect size values were quite small. On the other hand, there
was a significant difference in focal effort (p=.00; p<.05) and overall language learning effort (p=.00;
p<.05). As a result of Tukey analysis for focal effort, the difference was between Tourism Guidance
(X=3.93, Sd=.92) and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts (X=3.59; Sd=.91) and Tourism Management
(X=3.50; Sd=.99). Moreover, Cohen’s f was .20, which implied that the effect size was a nearly medium.
That is to say, students of Tourism Guidance made significantly more focal effort than students of
Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and Tourism Management. For overall language learning effort, the
difference was between Tourism Guidance (X=3.89; Sd=1.04) and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts
(X=3.81, Sd=1.04); and between and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts (X=3.81, Sd=1.04) and Tourism
Management (X=3.32; Sd=1.09). In addition, Cohen’s f was .21 and the effect size was almost medium.
In other words, in general, students of Tourism Guidance made significantly more effort than students
of Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and Tourism Management.

The result of one-way ANOVA to determine whether students’ non-compliance, procedural,
substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels differed in terms of their achievement was
displayed in Table 11.

Table 11. One-way ANOVA results for non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language
learning effort levels in terms of achievement

Significant

povevment SO0 G F o p e (00
(Tukey)
Between
Non- groups 9.144 2 4572 -
compliance  Within groups  90g.572 382 541 8.455 .00* 1>3 21
Total 215716 384
Between
Procedural groups 35.686 2 17.843 2>1
effort Withingroups 350849 382 924 19317 .00 zz; 32
Total 388.535 384
Between
Substantive  groups 26.995 2 13497 251
effort Within groups 248159 382 650 20.777 .00* 357 33
Total 275.154 384
Between
groups 14.737 2 7.368 -
Focaleffort  withingroups 328687 382 860 o4 00" 3> 21
Total 343424 384
Between
groups 49.356 2 24678 -
Overall effort - within groups 396703 382 1033 23763 00" 3> 3
Total 446.059 384

*p<.05

As indicated in Table 11, there was a significant difference in non-compliance (p=.00; p<.05),
procedural (p=.00; p<.05), substantive (p=.00; p<.05), focal (p=.00; p<.05) and overall language
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learning effort (p=.00; p<.05) levels of the students in terms of their achievement. As a result of Tukey
analysis for non-compliance, the difference was between students with low achievement (X=1.82;
Sd=.94) and those with mid achievement (X=1.42; Sd=.74) and those with high achievement (X=1.24;
Sd=.55). Cohen’s f was .21 and the effect size was nearly medium. For procedural effort, the difference
was between students with low achievement (X=2.97; Sd=.75) and those with mid achievement
(X=3.36; Sd=1.03) and those with high achievement (X=4.01; Sd=.78). In addition, there was a
difference between students with mid achievement (X=3.36; Sd=1.03) and those with high achievement
(X=4.01; Sd=.78). Cohen’s f was .32, which implied a medium effect size. For substantive effort, the
difference was between students with high achievement (X=3.53; Sd=.70) and those with mid
achievement (X=2.92; Sd=.86) and those with low achievement (X=2.69; Sd=.53). Cohen’s f was .33,
which implied a medium effect size. For focal effort, the difference was between students with high
achievement (X=4.17; Sd=.69) and those with mid achievement (X=3.70; Sd=.97) and those with low
achievement (X=3.59; Sd=.98). Cohen’s f was .21 and the effect size was almost medium. Similarly, for
overall language learning effort, the difference was between students with high achievement (X=4.71;
Sd=.62) and those with mid achievement (X=3.59; Sd=1.06) and those with low achievement (X=3.52;
Sd=1.03). Cohen’s f was .35, which implied a nearly large effect size. It can be inferred from the findings
that students with high achievement made more procedural, substantive, focal and overall language
learning effort and showed less non-compliance than those with lower achievement.

4. Discussion

The study aimed at investigating foreign language learning effort levels of students in English for
Specific Purposes. The participants of the study included 385 students studying at a faculty of tourism
and taking vocational English course at a state university in Turkey. Foreign language learning effort
levels of students were examined in terms of four sub-dimensions (non-compliance, procedural,
substantive, focal) and overall effort.

The findings of the study revealed that the students’ mean score for non-compliance was 1.43 and it
was at “never” level. The students declared that they never engage in disruptive behaviors in classes,
cheat on exams and plagiarize their homework assignments. Their mean score for procedural effort was
3.45 and it was at “often” level. The students expressed that they sometimes do their homework on time.
They also reported that they often submit their homework on time and carry out the assigned in-class
tasks. Their mean score for substantive effort was 3.01 and it was at “sometimes” level. The students
stated that they often prepare well for their foreign language exams, revise their assignments if they
receive any corrections and consult their foreign language instructor or other experts for advice on how
to improve their English. They reported that they sometimes review the topics covered in their foreign
language class, practice from various sources even if they are not given a homework assignment, engage
in foreign language mediums in out-of-class activities (e.g. read books, watch movies, speak to
foreigners, etc.). They also expressed that they rarely review the topics to be covered in their class and
volunteer for extra homework assignments if possible. Their mean score for focal effort was 3.78 and it
was at “often” level. The students stated that they often attentively listen to their instructor, attentively
listen to the contributions made by their peers and concentrate solely on the lesson in their classes.
Finally, their mean score for overall effort was 3.69 and it was at “often” level.

As for gender differences, there was no significant difference in the students’ non-compliance and
overall effort levels but female students had had a higher mean score than male students. However, in a
study in Taiwan revealed that male students exhibit more effort than female students in business English
(Hsu, 2005). The findings revealed that there was a significant difference in procedural, substantive and



1362 Selda Ozerl Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 16(3) (2020) 1352-1367

focal effort in terms of gender. Female students made more procedural, substantive and focal effort than
male students. For procedural effort, female students rather than male students do their homework on
time, submit their homework on time and carry out the assigned in-class tasks. Similarly, studies carried
out in Canada found out that girls spent more time to study and do homework than boys for science
(Adamuti-Trache & Sweet, 2013) and all subject areas (McMullen, 2004). For substantive effort, female
students more than male students prepare well for their foreign language exams, revise their assignments
if they receive any corrections and consult their foreign language instructor or other experts for advice
on how to improve their English, review the topics covered in their foreign language class, practice from
various sources even if they are not given a homework assignment, engage in foreign language mediums
in out-of-class activities (e.g. read books, watch movies, speak to foreigners, etc.), review the topics to
be covered in their class and volunteer for extra homework assignments if possible. In the same vein,
girls approve the value of academic effort and attach academic success with effort more than boys
(Adamuti-Trache & Sweet, 2013; Yeung, 2011) and female students had higher trait and state effort
than their male counterparts (Awang-Hashim, O’Neil & Hocevar, 2002). For focal effort, female
students rather male students attentively listen to their instructor, attentively listen to the contributions
made by their peers and concentrate solely on the lesson in their classes. According to Connelly (2008)
and Kelly (2008), girls often get higher grades than boys in classes. They also argue that teachers
generally take student classroom behavior into consideration in grading and boys usually exhibit
disruptive behaviors and they are less compliant than girls in the classroom. Thus, the finding of the
study is consistent with previous studies.

Another finding of the study was that there was no significant difference in non-compliance and
overall effort of students in terms of age. On the other hand, there was a significant difference in
procedural, substantive and focal effort. For procedural, substantive and focal effort, students at the age
of 24 and older had a higher mean score than students between the ages of 20 and 23, and thus, students
at the age of 24 and older made more procedural, substantive and focal effort than students between the
ages of 20 and 23. Thus, these findings can be regarded that when students get older their learning effort
increase. Similarly, in Carbonaro (2005)’s study with 8th and 10th grade students, he found out that the
higher the students’ tracks are, the more effort they exert. In addition, Al Shaye et al. (2014) revealed in
their study with Saudi female students learning English that 12th graders put forth more effort than 9th
graders. On the other hand, Geng (2016) carried out a study with students studying English at preparatory
classes at tertiary education in Turkey and found out no relationship between age and effort in
attributions to success and failure.

When education type was taken into consideration, it was revealed in the study that there was no
significant difference in non-compliance, procedural, substantive and overall effort of students.
However, there was a significant difference in focal effort in terms of education type. For focal effort,
students studying in the evening had a higher mean score than students studying in daytime, and thus,
students studying in the evening listen to the instructor and the contributions made by their peers more
attentively and they concentrate solely on the lesson in the classes more than students studying in
daytime. The finding of the study may have resulted from the fact that students studying in the evening
were usually working. The students may have wanted to benefit from the advantages provided by the
course to be able to use what they have learned.

As for students’ departments, there was not a significant difference in non-compliance, procedural
and substantive effort levels of the students. On the other hand, there was a significant difference in
focal effort and overall language learning effort. The difference in focal effort was between Tourism
Guidance and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and Tourism Management. In other words, students of
Tourism Guidance listen to the instructor and the contributions made by their peers more attentively and
they concentrate solely on the lesson in the classes more than students of Gastronomy and Culinary Arts
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and Tourism Management. For overall language learning effort, the difference was between Tourism
Guidance and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and between Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and Tourism
Management. The finding can be considered that students of Tourism Guidance made significantly more
effort than students of Gastronomy and Culinary Arts and Tourism Management. Students of Tourism
Guidance will always be with tourists and have to talk in English when they start working as a guide.
Hence, they want to do their best in their profession. The finding may be the result of this fact. In
addition, Li (2012) and Hemmings and Kay (2010) reached a conclusion that attitude predicted effort.
Ozer (2019a) found out that attitudes of students in vocational English course differed and the difference
was between Tourism Management and Tourism Guidance and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts in favor
of Tourism Guidance and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts. Another study revealed that students of
Tourism Guidance had the highest levels of attitude towards vocational English among other tourism
departments (Ozer & Yilmaz, 2016). Therefore, the finding of the study favored previous studies in the
literature.

Another focus of the study was to compare and contrast whether there was a significant difference
in non-compliance, procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels of the
students in terms of their achievement. The difference in non-compliance was between students with
low achievement and those with mid achievement and those with high achievement. It can be inferred
from this finding that students with non-compliant behaviors (engaging in disruptive behaviors in
classes, cheating on exams and/or plagiarizing homework assignments) are more likely to get low scores
and achieve less. For procedural effort, the difference was between students with low achievement and
those with mid achievement and those with high achievement. In addition, there was a difference
between students with mid achievement and those with high achievement. In other words, carrying out
the assigned in-class tasks, doing and submitting homework on time enable students to get higher scores
in exams. For substantive effort, the difference was between students with high achievement and those
with mid achievement and those with low achievement. Preparing well for exams, reviewing the topics
covered and to be covered, practicing from various sources, reading books, watching movies, speaking
to foreigners as out-of-class activities, revising assignments if received any corrections, consulting for
advice on how to improve English and volunteering for extra homework assignments assist students to
engage in English (the foreign language) continuously which results in high achievement in exams. For
focal effort, the difference was between students with high achievement and those with mid achievement
and those with low achievement. Listening to the instructor or peers attentively and concentrating solely
on the lesson in classes, that’s to say, keeping themselves from distractors lead students to achieve more.

For overall language learning effort, the difference was between students with high achievement and
those with mid achievement and those with low achievement. The findings suggested that students with
high achievement made more procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort and
exerted less non-compliant behaviors than those with lower achievement. The finding of the study is in
parallel with previous studies in the literature (Phan, 2008; Opare & Dramanu, 2002). In their studies
with high school students, Twum Ampofo and Osei-Owusu (2015a, 2015b) in Ghana and Aratibel and
Bueno-Alastuey (2015) in Spain revealed positive correlations between learning effort and English
achievement. Inagaki (2014) with undergraduate students studying English in Japan asserted that when
students expended more effort, they got higher academic outcomes. Moreover, in many studies it was
found out that effort predicted learning and academic performance (Cole, Bergin & Whittaker, 2008;
Carbonaro, 2005; Pintrich, 2004; Awang-Hashim, O’Neil & Hocevar, 2002).



1364 Selda Ozerl Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 16(3) (2020) 1352-1367

5. Conclusions

The current study concluded that students’ level of non-compliance was at “never” level, their
procedural, focal and overall effort levels were at “often” level and their substantive effort level was at
“sometimes” level. There was no significant difference in non-compliance and overall effort levels of
the students; however, there was a significant difference in their procedural, substantive and focal effort
levels in terms of their gender and age in favor of female and older students. There was no significant
difference in non-compliance, procedural, substantive and overall effort levels of the students but there
was a significant difference in their focal effort levels in terms of their education type in favor of students
studying in the evening. There was no significant difference in non-compliance, procedural and
substantive effort levels of the students; nevertheless, there was a significant difference in their focal
and overall language learning effort levels in terms of their department and students of Tourism
Guidance had the highest level of effort. There was a significant difference in non-compliance,
procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort levels of the students in terms of their
achievement. Students with high achievement exerted more procedural, substantive, focal and overall
language learning effort and less non-compliant behaviors than those with lower achievement.

The results of the current research have noteworthy implications for researchers and students. Male
and younger students exert less procedural, substantive and focal effort so the reason why they put forth
less effort may be examined in a qualitative study. Students of Tourism Management and Gastronomy
and Culinary Arts exhibit less effort. As Hsu (2005) concluded that students’ motivation and attitude
significantly correlated with effort, attitude and motivation levels of students of Tourism Management
and Gastronomy and Culinary Arts should be increased. Students with less achievement exert less
procedural, substantive, focal and overall language learning effort and more non-compliance therefore
students with low achievement may be informed/reminded by instructors of English that the more effort
they exert the higher grades they will get. The findings of the study may shed lights on the literature.

The research has some limitations. First, it is limited to the instrument used in the study. Second, it
is limited to students at a faculty of tourism and taking vocational English course. For further studies,
effort levels of students taking vocational English course at different faculties or studying in preparatory
classes at school of foreign languages at tertiary education may be investigated and compared with the
findings of the present study. Last but not least, the relationship between other variables affecting
teaching English such as attitude, motivation, anxiety, self-efficacy and goal orientations and foreign
language learning effort may be analysed at tertiary education.

6. Ethics Committee Approval

The author(s) confirm(s) that the study does not need ethics committee approval according to the
research integrity rules in their country (Date of Confirmation: April 30, 2020).
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Ozel amagl Ingilizcede yabanci dil 6grenme ¢abasi

Oz

Bu galisma, dgrencilerin Ozel Amagli ingilizceye ydnelik yabanci dil 6grenme caba diizeylerini incelemeyi
amaglamaktadir. Arastirmada nicel arastirma yontemi ve tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Arastirmaya bir devlet
{iniversitesinin turizm fakiiltesinde dgrenim gdéren ve mesleki Ingilizce dersini alan 385 6grenci goniillii olarak
katilmistir. Arastirmada veri toplamak amaciyla Yabanci Dil Ogrenme Cabasi Olgegi (YDOCO) kullanilmustir.
Aragtirma bulgulari, 6grencilerin yabanci dil 6grenme ¢abasinin uyumama boyutu ortalamalarinin “asla”
diizeyinde; yontemsel/bigimsel ve odaksal ¢aba boyutlar1 ile genel ¢aba ortalamalarinin “sik sik” diizeyinde ve
devamli ¢aba boyutu ortalamalarinin “bazen” diizeyinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Cinsiyet ve yas degiskenine gore,
Ogrencilerin uymama boyutu ve genel ¢aba diizeylerinin anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi, ancak
yontemsel/bigimsel, odaksal ve devamli ¢aba diizeylerinin anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir.
Ogrenim tiirii degiskenine gore, dgrencilerin uymama, ydntemsel/bicimsel, devamli ve genel ¢aba diizeylerinde
anlamli bir fark bulunmamakla birlikte, odaksal ¢aba diizeylerinde anlamli bir fark bulunmustur. Bolim
degiskenine gore, Ogrencilerin uymama, yontemsel/bigimsel ve devamli ¢aba diizeylerinin anlaml bir farklilik
gostermedigi, fakat odaksal ve genel ¢aba diizeylerinin anlamli bir farklilik goésterdigi goriilmiistiir. Basari
degiskenine gore, 6grencilerin uymama, yontemsel/bigimsel, devamli, odaksal ve genel ¢aba diizeyleri arasinda
anlamli bir fark oldugu anlasilmistir.

Anahtar sozciikler: yabanci dil dgrenme ¢abasi; Ozel Amagli Ingilizce; mesleki Ingilizce dersi; turizm
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