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ABSTRACT

This paper highlights the concept of constructivism that underpins the theory and practice of foreign
language teaching. The dominance of this pedagogical movement in the second half of the 20th century and
the beginning of the 21st century has been particularly important for the study and understanding of
digitally supported forms of learning. Constructivism can provide a response to the analysis and practice of
new forms of learning: it is based on the premise that knowledge transfer and the role of the teacher are
undergoing intense change. Its implications in the classroom define and influence the pedagogical models
and traditions of our time. The paper traces the emergence and dimensions of constructivism in today’s
digitally infused education, providing a theoretical and literature overview.
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INTRODUCTION: WHAT IS CONSTRUCTIVISM?

By the end of the 20th century, communicative language pedagogy had accumulated a plethora
of methodological trends in language pedagogy. It is often described by practitioners as the most
idealistic and constructivist method (Brooks, 2002; Brooks & Brooks, 1999; Suhendi & Pur-
warno, 2018; Wheatley, 1991). The constructivist approach is primarily rooted in mathematics
and science classroom settings and curricula (Duffy & Jonassen, 1992; Steffe & Gale, 1995).
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The main reason for this is that the constructivist theory argues that education should support
problem-based learning processes as opposed to the conservative tradition of frontal teaching
(Kaufman, 2004). The nature and character of science subjects can provide an intensive training
ground for testing and spreading the constructivist approach: mathematical and computational
thinking and lessons not only enabled but also required student involvement and engagement in
the classroom (Driver, 1983; Forman & Kuschner, 1977; Gabel, 1994).

The most important characteristic of a constructivist approach to pedagogy is that it can be
adapted to the ever-changing teaching and learning habits of the 21st century. According to
constructivist theorists, knowledge is a network that learners actively construct and interpret
based on their experiences. This leads to the view that the learner is not a ’blank sheet’ to be
filled with knowledge, but an individual who acquires and constructs knowledge (Can, 2009).
Perkins takes this further, emphasising in his analysis that in the process of learning, the learner
encounters conflicting facts, information and experiences that help him to reconstruct his
knowledge (Perkins, 1991). According to theorists of constructivist pedagogy, the most effective
learning process can only take place in an appropriate context (Duffy & Jonassen, 1992) and as a
result of action and involvement (Nahalka, 1998; Pálvölgyi, 2015). The constructivist approach is
also reflected in language pedagogy innovation.

This article aims to highlight the most relevant and important issues in the relationship
between constructivism and foreign language learning: the approach is rather theoretical and
provides a generally systematic overview of the most influential papers in this field. Both in-
ternational and Hungarian sources are listed and cited accounting for the regional aspect of the
literature review. The article provides a general understanding of the definition of construc-
tivism, then the term is dissected in the classroom, from the teachers’ perspectives, from a
language teaching methodology point of view and finally offering a plausible interpretation of its
digital implications.

CONSTRUCTIVISM AND COGNITION: HOW DO WE UNDERSTAND IT IN
EDUCATIONAL THEORY?

In his theoretical summary, Driscoll (2000) explains that the roots of constructivism can be
found in psychology and philosophy, in Piaget’s (1954) developmental psychological theory, and
in the writings of Vygotsky (1962), Bruner (1961) as well as Gardner (1979). When comparing
the major studies and writings of constructivist theorists, Perkins’ arguments (1991) become
evident: the learner actively constructs meaning by unpacking and experiencing a number of
schemas and mental structures before arriving at a version that suits him. For Vygotsky,
meaning-making is nothing more than social interpretation (Vygotsky, 1978). Several re-
searchers have worked on constructivist pedagogy and on defining Vygotsky’s intellectual legacy
in educational, pedagogical, and psychological perspectives (Feketéné, 2002; Maturana, 1994;
Monoriné, 2009; Szabó, 2021). They all point to the cognitive roots of constructivist pedagogy as
its most defining feature. The new approach to learning focuses on the individual. Neuro-
physiological research suggests that human beings are structurally determined beings: they have
cognitive and emotional structures (Monoriné, 2009). According to Feketéné, “These structures
(or this structure) are formed by previous life experiences, learning experiences, and determine
our further thinking, actions and reactions” (Feketéné, 2002: 37). Consequently, we can talk
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about so-called subjectivisation, which researchers believe can be applied to both training and
curricula.

In Monoriné’s reading, one of the major outcomes of the constructivist learning theory is
“reframing”: “It means abandoning familiar interpretations and ways of behaving and devel-
oping new knowledge, while new ways of seeing, new frames of reference are to be acquired,
which one then sees as a reference point, a framework of evaluation for oneself. It is also called a
conceptual shift, the need for which increases with age.” (Monoriné, 2009: 53). In this respect,
theorists agree that there are interactions between individuals, even from a group dynamic
perspective, that can affect each other’s cognitive and emotional structures. Feketéné emphasises
that people remember not only actual encounters and relationships, but also other ‘meta-level
experiences’ (Feketéné, 2002).

According to Kaufman, the phenomenon of constructivism in education and educational
theory is rooted primarily in the theories of cognitive and social constructivism (Kaufman,
2004). Piaget’s work is inescapable when it comes to the study of the concept of meaning making
(Piaget, 1954). Piaget, with his background in cognitive psychology, interpreted development as
a holistic process: children construct meaning along schemas based on his theory of cognition.
His theory of knowledge originated from his stage theory of development, however, while his
approach and outlook supports the notion of constructivism, recent research has turned away
from Piaget’s relatively rigid stage theory and, while acknowledging that learning is a process,
believes it to be a much more flexible system than Piaget envisaged. Taking Piaget’s theory a step
further, Nahalka argues that children are able to draw logical conclusions, understand meta-
phors and work with abstract concepts before they reach school age, but always on condition
that they formulate tasks in a context that is familiar to them (Nahalka, 1998).

MAPPING CONSTRUCTIVISM IN THE CLASSROOM

Brooks and Brooks (1999, pp. 114–140) summarise the characteristics of the constructivist
classroom environment by comparing the two paradigms (Table 1):

Table 1. Traditional classroom environment vs constructivist classroom

Traditional classroom environment Constructivist classroom environment

� following the core curriculum is recom-
mended (or even mandatory)

� teaching/learning relies heavily on textbooks
� students are "blank sheets" on which the
teacher writes

� a didactic teaching model, where the teacher
conveys information

� summative assessment is separate from
teaching and most often takes the form of
tests and exams

� characterised by frontal teaching
� students work on their own in class

� supports students in asking questions and
posing problems

� uses databases, creative and curriculum-
related materials that encourage students to
become independent thinkers

� the teacher takes an interactive role, medi-
ating between the students and the
curriculum

� uses alternative assessment methods inte-
grated into the teaching process: student
self-assessment, peer assessment and stu-
dent portfolios

� cooperative or group work

Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417 407

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC



Having looked at the two types of classroom environments, it is clear that a classroom with a
constructivist approach helps to meet learners’ needs and develop learner autonomy, often in a
cooperative way. Furthermore, it supports independent thinking rather than ready-made an-
swers, shifts the focus away from the teacher, promotes and develops learning strategies.
Kaufman points to the growing body of literature and case studies of constructivist approaches
from the 1990s to the present. The constructivist approach is typically a meeting point of
interdisciplinary fields: sociological, methodological, theoretical, linguistic, psychological, and
cognitive theories. One of the main aims of this paper is to review the most prominent rep-
resentatives of constructivism and its literature in language pedagogy (Kaufman, 2004).

Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec (1984) analyse cooperative work in the classroom in their
work Circles of Learning. The authors’ interdisciplinary approach can be explained by the fact
that they come from the fields of psychology and education. Their book attempts to provide
answers and a change of perspective on the educational and social problems of the time: the
presence of disadvantaged people in education, the prevalence of juvenile delinquency in
educational institutions, poor performance in national science assessments, the breakdown of
traditional family structures and its effects on students. The authors recognise the need for not
only alternative teaching methods but also a renewal of the student-student and teacher-student
relationship. They take a constructive approach and stress that peer relationships must be based
on ’care, commitment, support and encouragement’. The co-operative school and classroom
environment was seen as necessary in the face of worrying social phenomena: students who are
highly disadvantaged due to family tragedies, substance abuse and lack of motivation to study
need support and role models from their low-risk peers. It is important to note that Johnson
et al. (1984) proposed a constructivist approach to classroom change primarily because of social
difficulties.

They theorise that the following principles are the key objectives of a constructivist, coop-
erative classroom environment:

� positive reciprocity between classmates, where learning objectives should involve all members
of the community

� clear individual feedback and assessment within the group, as this is the only way to make it
clear to the rest of the group what kind of intervention and help they need

� inclusive, heterogeneous class/group community
� shared responsibility
� the most important goal is to ensure that everyone gets the most out of the learning process,

while remaining in constant contact with the rest of the group
� students consciously acquire social skills in a cooperative classroom environment
� the teacher’s role has changed from one of observation and intervention, constant attention

and support, to one of mediator and facilitator

Felix (2002) underlines the theoretical background of constructivist pedagogy: in the 1990s it
became a fertile ground for pedagogical models that branched out from it as follows:
1) constructivist pedagogy as an approach 2) problem-solving teaching 3) cooperative learning.
Felix points out that these approaches and methods share common characteristics: a move away
from traditional, frontal teaching and the classroom environment, and an emphasis on learner
autonomy and group work. Other names and terms are also common in methodologies linked
to constructivism: content-based learning, context-based learning, problem-based learning
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(PBL), content and language integrated learning. A common feature of all these terms is that the
word ’teaching’ disappears from methodological terminology and is replaced by ’learning’
entirely. This not only refers specifically to the methodological aspect, but also reflects the
emphasis of constructivist pedagogy: learning takes over the central role from teaching.

CONSTRUCTIVISM AND DIDACTICS: CHALLENGE FOR TEACHERS

From a didactical point of view, the view that in today’s world, an optimal learning-teaching
process must be created, which is responsive and appropriate to the needs of today’s society, is of
paramount importance (Nahalka, 1998). The challenge for education science in the 21st century
is to equip educators with paradigms that transcend the classical pedagogy of transmission and
demonstration: Nahalka points out that, moving away from but not denying frontal teaching,
pedagogy of action and constructivist pedagogy are methodological trends that can promote
learner autonomy by introducing novel models of learning organisation. According to Nahalka’s
theory, the significance of these two paradigms lies in the fact that they are based on a good
knowledge of children’s personalities, interests, needs and internal images and knowledge
structures (Nahalka, 1998). If one accepts the theory that the process of learning is constituted
by personal constructs and that achieving autonomy in learning is one of the most important
pedagogical goals, the notion of differentiation (see below) comes to the fore, as learners may be
at different levels of development, as well as alternative assessment techniques, as the feedback
given to learners will have individual meaning and significance.

The constructivist pedagogical approach and the pedagogy of action challenge teachers.
However, this professional challenge can also provide answers to a number of problems that
arise in classroom settings: students with different learning styles can be supported at the pace
that best suits them; these pedagogical approaches can provide answers to the situation of
disadvantaged students from different social backgrounds with learning difficulties in inclusive
education. They can also support gifted students and the teaching of faster progressing learners
if teachers can move away from the frontal traditional teaching model. Nevertheless, Nahalka
(1998) emphasises that the constructivist approach also recognises one-way teacher commu-
nication, as the “knowledge transfer”, frontal method allows children to shift concepts to acquire
a higher level of cognitive system. According to Nahalka (2002), the conceptual shift is one of
the major changes in learning theory. In this process, new knowledge contradicts existing ele-
ments and then, after processing and anchoring, it falls into place and becomes part of
knowledge. Nahalka (2002) distinguishes the following types of learning in his learning theory
approach:

� problem-free learning: there is no contradiction between new knowledge and the internal
interpretative system, so processing and interpretation take place

� processing: there is a contradiction between the new knowledge item and the internal
interpretative system, so only processing takes place but no anchoring

� falsification: there is a discrepancy between the new knowledge item and the internal inter-
pretative system, but both processing and anchoring take place which the learner falsifies.
This can occur if the learner expects something different and adapts (falsifies) the new
knowledge item
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� creative rescue: there is a discrepancy between the new knowledge item and the internal
interpretive system, but processing and anchoring take place and the information remains
unchanged. The learner keeps the new and old knowledge elements in two ways, side by side,
creatively maintaining this system

� conceptual (conceptual) shift: (see above) processing and anchoring take place, new knowl-
edge falls into place.

The most important elements of the constructivist approach are shared by Nahalka (1998)
and Johnson and Johnson (1999): the focus shifts from the concept of teaching to learning, the
organisation of learning, the various processing processes and learner autonomy through group
dynamics and project work.

FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING: CONSTRUCTIVISM IN METHODOLOGY

What is the relevance of a constructivist pedagogical approach to foreign language teaching?
Abdallah (2015) observes that in the language learning process, acquisition has become a less
prominent concept as opposed to participation. This shift in emphasis points to the ongoing
paradigm shift and intense academic debate, whereby a constructivist pedagogical approach and
a pedagogy of action not only reveal the conservative state of contemporary learning processes
but surpass it in trying to outline what is the most effective form of learning, and within that,
foreign language learning.

One of the key theoretical contentions of the 2000s was that theorists increasingly saw
genuine and effective learning as taking place within a conceptual network of learner engage-
ment, activity, and contextualised learning environments (Csizér & Kormos, 2012; Kumar-
avidelu, 2003; Shih & Yang, 2008; Yang, 2011). According to their theory, it is in natural and
meaningful learning environments exposed to real-life situations that foreign language can be
acquired spontaneously. From a constructivist approach, this is also important because learners
do not receive language as a finished product, but construct meaning from the information
flowing around them, from real life, according to their cognitive level (Aljohani, 2017). Related
to this is Lave and Wenger’s (1991) explanation that the learning process should not merely
convey information and knowledge that is abstract and decontextualised, but should create a
socio-social process where knowledge organisation is achieved in a cooperative way.

Among researchers working on content-based language teaching, Felix (2002), and Bax
(2003) stand out. Bax takes a critical approach to one of the successful models of foreign lan-
guage teaching, the communicative language teaching method. In his view, the most important
reason for this paradigm shift is the need for a context-based approach to language teaching that
goes beyond the communicative method. Bax also points out that the communicative method is
English, its original name being about teaching: Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). This
approach is fully in line with the constructivist approach to language pedagogy: from Nahalka to
Johnson and Johnson, many theorists emphasise that learning through engagement and
cooperation is the basis of a successful and effective teaching model. Bax’s discussion of context-
based foreign language teaching is particularly important because his study highlights the aspect
of communicative language teaching that focuses on teachers and explicitly suggests to language
teachers that the sole purpose of the communicative method is to facilitate communication
(Bax, 2003). It does not, however, answer the relevant professional questions of what
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communication is to be established, between whom, in what community, in what culture, in
what country, for what purpose, for what age group, and on what topic. In critically distancing
oneself from the communicative language teaching method, it is worth noting that Bax’s
approach is entirely constructivist, since he too sees the root of the unsolved problems of the
classroom environment in the existence of a method, communicative language teaching, under
which all other functions and circumstances are subordinated (Bax, 2003). Meanwhile, content
and context are forgotten by teachers. Bax introduces the notion of context-based language
teaching, in which the most important feature is the recognition of the equal validity of methods
and the unavoidable role of context, the classroom environment. Arnold (1999) also stresses the
role of contextual factors: he approaches the paradigm shift from the perspective of Humanistic
Language Teaching and highlights the concepts of emotion and affect, listing the main features
of constructivism. Arnold formulates that the most important aspect of the learning process is
what takes place inside the learner and between the learners (Arnold, 1999). If we look back at
the most prominent constructivist pedagogical theorists, they too emphasize precisely that
teaching is cooperative, and that education must take place between student and student.

Nahalka points out that differentiation is supported by a constructivist approach and a
pedagogy of action (Nahalka, 1998). If one accepts the view of cognitive theory (Piaget, 1954)
that the child, the learner, constructs meaning personally and autonomously, which is also a
fundamental feature of learner autonomy theory, then it follows directly that differentiation has
full justification in a healthy and effective classroom environment (Nahalka, 1998). After all,
individual learners may be at different levels, have different learning styles and need different
lengths of time for study. Related to this is Arnold’s (1999) description of classroom diversity, in
which he emphasises that if the teacher is aware of the learner’s difficulties, individuality and
individual learning problems and can accept these, a positive classroom environment can be
created in which learning can take place along emotionally safe and balanced lines. Arnold sees
cooperative classroom tasks to be the best way to achieve diversity and learner autonomy such as
project work, where students with different learning styles work together to complement each
other. This also supports social responsibility and social competence as described in the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR 5.1.3).

Nahalka (1998) and Arnold (1999) interpret and position their pedagogical approach from
the perspective of humanistic teaching. Bax, who comes specifically from the field of ELT
(English Language Teaching), approaches the characteristics of the constructivist classroom
environment from a methodological perspective. Like Bax, Widdowson (1990) as well as
Savignon (2006) point to the methodological shift in approach to subordinate teaching method
to content and context. In their interpretation, the method is a tool which the teacher must fill
with appropriate and relevant content.

THE IMPLICATIONS IN DIGITAL PEDAGOGY

In the classroom, the theoretical background of constructivist pedagogy is less likely to be
central, but its implications for teaching and learning are well known and recognised.
Constructivist pedagogy is strongly manifested in blended learning, also known as ’blended
teaching’, which is one of the pioneers of Information Communications Technology (ICT)-
enhanced teaching methods. According to some theories and trends in the literature, there are
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strong parallels between ICT-enhanced models and constructivist pedagogical theory
(Al-Huneidi & Schreurs, 2013). The developmental trajectory of foreign language teaching,
based on the concept of blended learning (BL), is currently moving along and beyond tablet-
based mobile applications for smartphones and is able to support productive learning man-
agement models based on students’ active participation. The practical implementations are
underpinned by an approach that supports constructivism, individual learning styles and the
goal of achieving 21st century skills (collaboration, problem solving, creativity, self-regulation,
knowledge building). The following overview, while not exhaustive, outlines the main meth-
odological implementations in language pedagogy.

Blended learning (BL) - combined learning

The blended learning (BL) approach was the first to move the traditional classroom toolbox
towards ICT-enhanced methodologies. The concept still has many variations and interpretations.
Neumeier (2005) defines blended learning as all forms of learning that are ICT-based, as well as
learning that blends digital approaches and tools with traditional classroom methodologies. The
definition of the term is broad, but its most important feature is a recurring element: the
collaboration between digital media and the classroom, which implies the presence of both
teacher and student. Neumeier’s article was written in 2005, at a time when this type of learning
management was significant in language pedagogy. Today, however, the concept of blended
learning seems almost obsolete and has been replaced in the most recent literature by ICCT
(Information, Collaboration and Communication Technologies), the Hungarian equivalent of
which is the currently widespread and popular ICT (Information and Communication Tech-
nology). However, to understand the direction in which the process of foreign language learning
is changing, let us first look at the first main concept, blended learning. In Neumeier’s reading, it
is the combination of face-to-face and ICT-supported learning. The main aim is to achieve an
ideal and personalised combination of these two learning organisation methods (Neumaier,
2005). Kerres (2001) stresses that the process of blended learning should not be about which
learning method is better or more innovative than the other, but rather about the unity of this
combined learning, where the individual characteristics of the learners and the learning envi-
ronment are brought together. When examining the conceptual background of blended
learning, the constructivist buzzwords of individual knowledge construction, personal learning
style, self-regulation keep recurring. Neumeier (2005) stresses that one of the bases of
e-learning is higher education institutions, and that this is where the phenomenon of blended
learning with distance learning objectives may have originated. This is a distinctly learning
organisation method. Its significance does not necessarily lie in the renewal of content, but in
the technological advances and structural concepts that require Information Technology (IT)
support and involvement. In the original form of blended learning, IT complemented the
learning process. In the literature, several types of blended learning are distinguished, although
these terms have not been retained in the terminology of the 2010s, but have evolved
conceptually into other definitions (Connections Learning):

a) Face-to-face driver: the teacher provides the instruction and ICT is used as an additional
teaching tool

b) Rotation: learners move between two alternating learning modes: online learning and face-
to-face learning
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c) Flex: This is the first type of facilitation. The course content remains the same, but the format
is largely electronic.

d) Labs: students receive the full course content online, but only for school/institutional use.
The teaching is traditionally done in the classroom.

e) Online driver: this is a complete shift towards e-learning. Online learning material is
combined with online assignments. Face-to-face consultations become an additional form of
learning.

Neumeier (2005) points out a specific feature of blended learning and at the same time of ICT-
supported learning: these learning environments are very specific in terms of learner autonomy
and self-regulation. Neumeier argues that learners need to know exactly when to take a role, when
to take responsibility for their own learning processes and when to delegate this responsibility
(Neumeier, 2005). On this basis, ICT-enhanced forms of learning reinterpret and represent the
notion of learner autonomy and self-regulation in a particular way: the student moves between real
and virtual/online spaces; elements of gamification (see “The phenomenon of gamification” below)
sometimes guide learning processes in a rewardingly way, i.e. there is a strong intervention in
learning processes. At the same time, the student enjoys considerable freedom to decide how and
at what pace to follow the curriculum and complete the tasks. The latter allows for an online form
of differentiation, as well as its implementation in the classroom using ICT tools.

Task-based learning (TBL), problem-based learning (PBL)

Blended learning has opened doors to new types of learning organisation. Electronic, online
spaces and ICT-enhanced opportunities have expanded. The importance and direction of
knowledge transfer is changing, as in constructivist pedagogy the learner builds knowledge, and
the pedagogical characteristics of constructivism are increasingly coming to the fore. Emphasis is
placed on learner ownership and involvement, typically associated with 21st century learning
skills. Several educational terms have been introduced to the literature: collaboration, group
work, project work. In the field of foreign language teaching, two concepts in particular have
become well known: task-based learning (TBL) and problem-based learning (PBL).

According to Shehadeh (2003), TBL is not a new approach. It has been present as a peda-
gogical method since the 1980s, especially in foreign language teaching. It refers to tasks carried
out in the classroom and is described as: a) goal-oriented, b) content-centred, c) real-world
outcomes, d) approaching a real-life problem with real-life language use (Prahbu, 1990;
Shehadeh, 2003). Research confirms that TBL supports the most important aspects of foreign
language learning: fluency, accuracy, and complexity (Ellis, 2003). In practice, researchers often
illustrate this by guiding language learners through meaning-based tasks to achieve fluency and
through form-based tasks to develop accuracy (Ellis, 2000; Shehadeh, 2003). One feature of TBL
is that it is closely aligned with constructivist theories. Research emphasises the role of inter-
action between learners, while pointing out that TBL and PBL are rooted in socio-cultural theory
(Ellis, 2000). However, one of the most important contributions of TBL is that it has brought
research and practice closer together (Samuda & Bygate, 2008) and that it has created an
interaction-based, collaborative knowledge sharing and knowledge construction among learners
through intensive peer interaction.

PBL or problem-based learning shares many similarities with the TBL phenomenon, but
focuses explicitly on presenting and solving real-life problems. Problem-based learning (PBL)

Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417 413

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC



was originally developed for medical students to diagnose new diseases more accurately (Bar-
rows & Tamblyn, 1980). However, the method can also be applied in foreign language teaching
(Czékman, Szabó, Somfalvi, & Maior, 2017). It supports the development of a wide range of
skills and contributes to the development of different learning strategies. Teachers can help
students to become creative and, at the same time, more self-regulated learners. Information and
communication technologies (ICT) can push the boundaries of problem-based learning, but
PBL can also provide useful learning approaches for new technologies. PBL is criticised by
Kirschner, Sweller, and Clark (2006), when they claim that research shows that there is no
difference in problem-solving ability between groups of learners taught in this way and a control
group. The authors agree that the key difference lies in the nature of the instructions: their
research focuses on different levels of the task delivery process. However, Kirschner et al.
consistently analyse the PBL phenomenon, while questioning the innovation of the method in
their critique.

CALL, TELL, MALL

Thanks to the theoretical background of constructivism and the rise of online learning, ab-
breviations such as CALL, TELL and MALL have become established in both international and
Hungarian literature. To understand the theory and practice of constructivist pedagogy, it is
worth examining the following phenomena. The acronym CALL stands for Computer Assisted
Language Learning. MALL is an acronym for Mobile Assisted Language Learning, while TELL
was a comprehensive and summarising initial term: Technology Enhanced Language Learning.
In Kétyi’s (2016) reading, the terminology is inextricably linked to the evolution of technology,
therefore the literature distinguishes between 3 types of CALL: restricted CALL, open CALL,
integrative CALL, depending on their focus. During the era of restricted CALL, the focus was
explicitly on drill learning, while in the case of open CALL, communication, and the integration
of ICT tools in education can be dated to the era of integrative CALL (Kétyi, 2016). However,
the full diffusion of ICT tools has not yet occurred. This is due not only to the lack of infor-
mation and experience among educators, but also to ideological debates and possibly an aver-
sion to technology (Bax, 2003). Kétyi points out that it is almost impossible to keep up with
technological developments from a research perspective. The first name, CALL, clearly stems
from the phenomenon of Computer Assisted Language Learning. Today, tablets and smart-
phones are prominent among the primary learning tools for foreign language teaching. Thus,
the term computer-mediated language learning alone has become obsolete, with ICT,
Information and Communication Technology, being the most commonly used term today
(Kétyi, 2016). Another general research characteristic of the use of ICT tools in foreign language
teaching is that empirical research is scarce and that both the literature and empiricism are
relatively limited. However, as technological advances make towards research, it is expected that
the number of studies will increase.

CONCLUSION

The theory of constructivism is an underlying phenomenon in many aspects of foreign language
teaching. We have seen how important it is to understand its dynamics as it impacts the
development of autonomous learnership, the process of differentiation or even the assessment of

414 Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC



the students. It affects classroom work and thus influences directly the teacher’s job too. The
paradigm-shift in teaching foreign languages in Hungary can be well supported by under-
standing the tenets of constructivism and by moving the focus from the teacher’s omnipotent
role to that of the student, while deconstructing frontal teaching, traditional classroom envi-
ronment and promoting the awareness and independence of the students.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Fruzsina Szabó is an Assistant Lecturer at the Department of English Language Pedagogy at
University of Debrecen. She teaches methodology courses and actively participates in the lan-
guage teacher training programme. She received her Ph.D in 2020 on the relationship between
language aptitude and low socio-economic background. She was a member of the Hungarian
Academy’s Research Group on Digital Course Material for Learning English (2016–2021). Her
co-edited book on Researching Language Learning Motivation with Bloomsbury Publishing
House came out in 2022.

Ildikó Csépes is Associate Professor at the Department of English Language Pedagogy at
University of Debrecen. Her main teaching and research area is foreign language assessment and
evaluation. She received her Ph.D in 2003, and completed her habilitation in 2021 in this topic
area. Between January 2004 and July 2014 she was a member, and for the last six years the chair,
of the Hungarian Accreditation Board for Foreign Language Exams, an expert committee
working for the Hungarian Educational Authority.

REFERENCES

Abdallah, M. S. (2015). Situated language learning: Concept, significance and forms. Worksheet presented at
the College of Education Young Researchers’ Conference. Egypt: Assiut University.

Al-Huneidi, A., & Schreurs, J. (2013). Constructivism based blended learning in higher education. In M. D.
Lytras, D. Ruan, R. D. Tennyson, P. Ordonez De Pablos, F. J. García Peñalvo, & L. Rusu (Eds.), In-
formation systems, E-learning, and knowledge management research, WSKS 2011, communications in
computer and information science (Vol. 278). Berlin: Springer.

Aljohani, M. (2017). Principles of ’constructivism’ in foreign language teaching. Journal of Literature and
Art Studies, 7(1), 97–107.

Arnold, J. (1999). Affect in language learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Barrows, H. S., & Tamblyn, R. M. (1980). Problem-based learning: An approach to medical education. New

York: Springer.
Bax, S. (2003). The end of CLT: A context approach to language teaching. ELT Journal, 57(3), 278–287.
Brooks, J. G. (2002). Schooling for life: Reclaiming the essence of learning. Alexandria, VA: Association for

Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD).
Brooks, J. G., & Brooks, M. G. (1999). In Search of understanding: The case for constructivist classroom.

Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD).
Bruner, J. S. (1961). The act of discovery. Harvard Educational Review, 31(1), 21–32.
Can, T. (2009). Learning and teaching languages online: A constructivist approach. Novitas-ROYAL, 3(1),

60–74.

Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417 415

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC



Csizér, K., & Kormos, J. (2012). A nyelvtanulási autonómia, az önszabályozó stratégiák és a motiváció
kapcsolatának vizsgálata. Magyar Pedagógia, 112(1), 3–17.

Czékman, B., Szabó, F., Somfalvi, Z., & Maior, E. (2017). ICT-supported problem-based learning: Possi-
bilities of Applying problem-based learning from primary school to higher education. PedActa, 6(2),
41–50.

Driscoll, M. (2000). Psychology of learning for instruction. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Driver, R. (1983). The pupil scientist. Philadelphia: Open University Press.
Duffy, T. M., & Jonassen, D. H. (1992). Constructivism and the technology of instruction: A conversation.

New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc.
Ellis, R. (2000). Task-based research and language pedagogy. Language Teaching Research, 4(3), 193–220.
Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teaching. New York: Oxford University Press.
Feketéné, Sz. É. (2002). Új paradigma a felnőttoktatás elméletében? (A new paradigm in adult education

theory?). Iskolakultúra, 12(9), 29–42.
Felix, U. (2002). The web as a vehicle for constructivist approaches in language teaching. ReCall, 14(1),

2–15.
Forman, G., & Kuschner, D. (1977). The child’s construction of knowledge. Belmont, CA: Wadworth.
Gabel, D. L. (Ed.), (1994). A handbook of research on science teaching and learning. New York: Macmillan.
Gardner, R. C. (1979). Social psychological aspects of second language acquisition. In H. Giles, &

St. R. Clair (Eds.), Language and social psychology (pp. 193–220). Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1999). Learning together and alone. Cooperative, competitive and

individualistic learning (5th ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.
Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Holubec, E.J. (1984). Circles of learning, cooperation in the classroom.

Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company.
Kaufman, D. (2004). Constructivist issues in language learning and teaching. Annual Review of Applied

Linguistics, 24, 303–319.
Kerres, M. (2001). Multimedia and telemedia learning environments. Vienna: Oldenbourg.
Kétyi, A. (2016). The effectiveness of ICT-supported methods in adult language teaching. PhD thesis. http://

doktori.bibl.uszeged.hu/2952/3/Phd%20disszertacio_Tezisfuzet_HU_SZEGEDRE.pdf.
Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during instruction does not

work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-
based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75–86.

Kumaravidelu, B. (2003). Beyond methods: Macrostrategies for language learning. London: Yale University.
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral particpiation. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Maturana, H. (1994). Was ist Erkennen? Zürich: Piper.
Monoriné, P. S. (2009). Konstruktivizmus – Pedagógia – Andragógia. (Constructivism – Pedagogy –

Andragogy). Új Pedagógiai Szemle, 18, 11–12.
Nahalka, I. (1998). A tanulás. Didaktika. Budapest: Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó.
Nahalka, I. (2002). Hogyan alakul ki a tudás a gyerekekben? Konstruktivizmus és pedagógia. Budapest:

Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó.
Neumeier, P. (2005). A closer look at blended learning – parameters for designing a blended learning

environment for language teaching and learning. ReCALL, 17(2), 163–178.
Pálvölgyi, F. (2015). Konstruktív ismeretelmélet és pedagógia. https://btk.ppke.hu/db/0A/57/m00000A57.

pdf.
Perkins, D. N. (1991). What constructivism demands of the learner. Educational Technology, 31(9), 19–21.

416 Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC

http://doktori.bibl.uszeged.hu/2952/3/Phd%20disszertacio_Tezisfuzet_HU_SZEGEDRE.pdf
http://doktori.bibl.uszeged.hu/2952/3/Phd%20disszertacio_Tezisfuzet_HU_SZEGEDRE.pdf
https://btk.ppke.hu/db/0A/57/m00000A57.pdf
https://btk.ppke.hu/db/0A/57/m00000A57.pdf


Piaget, J. (1954). The construction of reality in the child. New York: Basic Books.
Prahbu, N. S. (1990). There Is No Best Method – Why? TESOL Quarterly, 24(2), 161–176.
Samuda, V., & Bygate, M. (2008). Tasks in second language learning. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
Savignon, J. S. (2006). Beyond Communicative Language Learning: What’s Ahead? Journal of Pragmatics,

39, 207–220.
Shehadeh, A. (2003). Learner output, hypothesis testing, and internalizing linguistic knowledge. System,

31(2), 155–171.
Shih, Y. C., & Yang, M. T. (2008). A collaborative virtual environment for situated language learning using

VEC3D. Educational Technology & Society, 11(1), 56–68.
Steffe, L. P., & Gale, J. E. (1995). Constructivism in education. New York: Routledge.
Suhendi, A., & Purwarno, P. (2018). Constructivist learning theory: The contribution to foreign language

learning and teaching. AICLL: Annual International Conference On Language and Literature. UISU
Medan Indonesia.

Szabó, F. (2021). Idegennyelv–oktatás és hátrányos helyzet. Oradea: Partium Kiadó.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1962). Thought and language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. London: Harvard

University Press.
Wheatley, G. H. (1991). Constructivist perspectives on science and mathematics learning. Science Educa-

tion, 75(1), 9–21.
Widdowson, H. G. (1990). Aspects of language teaching. Oxford: OUP.
Yang, Y. F. (2011). Engaging students in an online situated language learning environment. Computer

Assisted Language Learning, 24(2), 181–198.

Open Access. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author and source are credited, a link to the CC License is provided, and changes – if any – are
indicated. (SID_1)

Hungarian Educational Research Journal 13 (2023) 3, 405–417 417

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/18/23 08:09 PM UTC

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Outline placeholder
	Constructivism in language pedagogy
	Introduction: what is constructivism?
	Constructivism and cognition: how do we understand it in educational theory?
	Mapping constructivism in the classroom
	Constructivism and didactics: challenge for teachers
	Foreign language teaching: constructivism in methodology
	The implications in digital pedagogy
	Blended learning (BL) - combined learning
	Task-based learning (TBL), problem-based learning (PBL)
	CALL, TELL, MALL

	Conclusion
	About the authors
	References


