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Abstract 

This qualitative study explores the potential for task-based language teaching (TBLT) in a 

particular English language teaching (ELT) context by investigating the beliefs of a group of 

learners about ELT and foreign language (FL) teaching generally. It also examines the nature 

of these same learners’ task-based interaction and seeks to understand their socioculturally 

determined motives in that regard. 

The participants in this study are students in a Bachelor’s programme at the Institute 

of English and American Studies, University of Szeged, Hungary. Fifty-seven students 

contributed their task-based speaking data. Of these, 44 responded to an open-ended 

questionnaire, and 18 took part in a one-on-one structured interview to provide their FL 

learning views and experience.  

Aside from the questionnaire and interview, both of which were developed by the 

author, the data collection instruments for this study consisted of two standard decision-

making speaking tasks. Collected in autumn 2009, the data was processed and analysed in 

stages for four parts of this study. I used content analysis for the questionnaire and 

interview data and a narrow transcription and conversation analysis for the speaking data. 

The findings consist of the following: despite a great deal of learner exposure to 

traditional FL classroom practices, a general openness to the TBLT paradigm; a range of 

socioculturally determined learner contributions to speaking task implementation; a strong 

learner tendency toward collaborative moves in spoken interaction over negotiation for 

meaning; and a range of both universal and culture-specific explanations for this tendency. 

Based on these findings, the dissertation suggests various implications as regards ELT 

(and other FL) learning and teaching for researchers, practitioners and teacher educators.      
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1. Introduction 

The research reported in this dissertation has set out to ascertain the socioculturally 

determined motives and interactional moves arguably successful English language learners 

bring to bear in a task-based classroom at a Hungarian university. Specifically, in a series of 

four related parts of an overall study, the dissertation seeks to answer the following six 

research questions (RQ):  

RQ1:  What is the view and experience of these learners as regards 

English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary? 

RQ2:  How does their view and experience inform their attitude      

to the task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) 

paradigm? 

RQ3:  In what ways do these learners contribute to the 

implementation of speaking tasks in the classroom? 

RQ4:  In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?  

RQ5:  To what extent and why does learner interaction actually 

break down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation? 

RQ6:  To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon        

in this context, what might explain this phenomenon? 

 

The data for the study was produced by upper-intermediate to advanced university 

students in a Bachelor’s programme in English and American Studies at the University of 

Szeged in southern Hungary. In a classroom-based project with the teacher as researcher, 

57 learner–participants engaged in standard task-based speaking tasks (drawn from Ur, 

1981) in dyads as a regular classroom activity. The speaking data was recorded on the 

students’ own mobiles and the audio files forwarded to the teacher–researcher. The data 

was analysed for: (1) various forms of (a) meaning negotiation (confirmation checks etc.) 
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(Long, 1981, 1996), in which the interaction breaks down, and (b) constructivist moves, in 

which speakers collaborate (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987) to produce meaning and form; and (2) 

learner idiosyncrasies (Slimani, 1992) in task performance. (The speaking data can be found 

in Appendix E.) It should be stressed that this data was not used to assess the participants’ 

proficiency since that was not among the aims of the project. 

Of these 57 participants, 44 completed a questionnaire and 18 engaged in semi-

structured interviews one-on-one with the teacher–researcher. The interview data was 

recorded on a tape cassette recorder issued to the teacher–researcher by his department. It 

was later transcribed and can be found in Appendix D. That data set was analysed to 

ascertain the learners’ beliefs about language learning and their disposition to the task-

based technique. The data from the questionnaire provided salient background for the 

interview phase, and the completed questionnaires can be found in Appendix C. 

The data was originally collected in the autumn term of 2009 for what was to be a 

small-scale study. Over time, this developed into the four distinct parts of the study 

reported in this dissertation.  

The task performance phase of the study was conducted as classroom-based research 

(cf. Foster, 1998; González-Lloret, 2007; Kumaravadivelu, 2007), a paradigm that seeks to 

investigate tasks in action in the classroom in contrast to controlled laboratory conditions. 

This choice of paradigm is a response to calls made for more such studies (e.g. at TBLT 2005: 

1st International Conference on Task-based Language Teaching). Indeed, given the sheer 

diversity of classroom settings throughout the world, the need for more research on task 

implementation in intact classrooms is enormous. 

The study rests on the theoretical foundations of Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 

1981, 1996), which posits that learners acquire new forms as they attend to them while 
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negotiating meaning to resolve a communication breakdown, and Swain’s Output 

Hypothesis (1985), according to which learners develop their proficiency as they produce 

accurate language. The paper also examines task-based interaction from the perspective of 

the sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), according to which language 

(and all other) learning is a social process determined by learners’ motives and promoted by 

peer assistance. Within this framework, learning is mediated through tools such as 

computers, symbols such as language, and/or interaction with others. 

The dissertation is structured as follows. Following the Introduction, Chapter 2 covers 

the theoretical background in three large sections. Section 2.1 covers task-based language 

learning and teaching (TBLT), proceeding from basic definitions and the emergence of the 

paradigm, describing the first TBLT programme in Bangalore (Bengaluru), India, and tracing 

the continued growth of the technique. The section also contrasts TBLT with the well-

established PPP (present, practise and produce) structure and closes with criticism of the 

former. Section 2.2 charts the evolution of Long’s (1981, 1991, 1996) thinking on input, 

interaction and focus on form, which provides part of the underpinnings for TBLT. This is 

followed by criticism from Sheen (2003) on focus on form, an alternative, psycholinguistic 

understanding of practice by DeKeyser (1998, 2010), and a call to focus on the interplay of 

implicit and explicit instruction by N. Ellis (2015). The section closes with a review of the 

research on interaction. Finally, Section 2.3 presents a sociocultural approach to interaction 

research and the theory behind the sociocultural theory of mind (SCT), including the zone of 

proximal development (ZPD), scaffolding and collaborative dialogue, private speech, and 

activity theory (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987).   
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Chapter 3 introduces the design for the study in nine sections. It discusses the 

framework for the research design, provides a detailed description of the context of the 

study, lists the research questions, and presents the learner–participants. It then explains 

the two phases of the research: (1) the questionnaire/interview phase and (2) the task 

performance phase. Next, it describes the data collection instruments and procedures 

employed in the study. Lastly, it elaborates on the classroom-based research perspective 

and the rationale for the choice of speaking tasks.  

Chapter 4 contains the four parts of the study within the two phases mentioned 

above. Section 4.1 reports on the learner expectations part of the study (which comprises 

the questionnaire/interview phase). It answers the first two research questions on (1) the 

learner–participants’ view and experience of English (and other foreign) language learning 

in Hungary and (2) the way in which their view and experience inform their attitude to the 

TBLT paradigm. Sections 4.2 to 4.4 report on an analysis of the speaking task performance 

data generated by the learner–participants (in the task performance phase). More 

specifically, Section 4.2 explores the various ways learners contribute to the implementation 

of speaking tasks in the classroom (thus answering RQ3 above) and discusses the 

implications for teachers and task designers. Section 4.3 delves into the ways learners 

collaborate in interaction (therefore addressing RQ4), and, finally, Section 4.4 analyses the 

extent to which learner interaction actually breaks down, as assumed, for meaning 

negotiation (RQ5) and provides – both universal and culture-specific – explanations as to 

why, in fact, this occurs so seldom in the speaking task performance data (RQ6). The 

Conclusion follows. (The interlocking structure of the study’s two phases, four parts and six 

research questions is illustrated in the figure below.) 
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Phase 1: Questionnaire/interview phase 

Part 1: Learner expectations (Section 4.1) 

RQ1:    What is the view and experience of these learners as 

regards English (and other foreign) language learning          

in Hungary? 

RQ2:    How does their view and experience inform their attitude    

to the task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) 

paradigm? 

Phase 2: Task performance phase 

Part 2: Learner unpredictability in speaking task performance (Section 4.2) 

RQ3:    In what ways do these learners contribute to the 

implementation of speaking tasks in the classroom? 

Part 3: A sociocultural exploration of speaking task performance (Section 4.3) 

RQ4:    In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?  

Part 4: A dearth of communication breakdowns (Section 4.4) 

RQ5:    To what extent and why does learner interaction       

actually break down, as generally assumed, for         

meaning negotiation? 

RQ6:    To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon      

in this context, what might explain this phenomenon? 

 

 

Figure 1: Phases and parts of the study; research questions 
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The findings from the four parts of the overall study have implications for language 

learning, language teaching, materials development and teacher training both in the 

Hungarian context and beyond. The task performance phase will contribute to the relatively 

underrepresented but much needed pool of studies on speaking task performance in actual 

classroom conditions. In Hungary in particular, this phase of the study appears to fill a gap in 

this research context in examining learners’ spoken interaction under normal classroom 

conditions. Indeed, according to Medgyes and Nikolov (2014, p. 529), based on their review 

of 200 recent publications on foreign language (FL) teaching in Hungary, ‘No study analysed 

speaking, except for oral presentations’. 

The results from both phases not only highlight culture-specific variables, but also 

lend themselves to more widely applicable conclusions as well. These results – and, indeed, 

any findings that shed light on effective teaching and learning dynamics – perhaps take on a 

certain urgency in light of the significant financial, informational and intercultural benefits 

of foreign language (FL) proficiency for countless millions in the world, this particular 

context, Hungary, being no exception. 

In fact, perhaps Hungary is marked by a particular urgency in that regard, certainly 

within Europe. Without a doubt, the figures for FL proficiency in this country are 

extraordinarily low. According to the most recent Eurobarometer survey of European Union 

member states (European Commission, 2012), the percentage of Hungarians who can hold a 

conversation in at least one additional language is 35%, a drop of 7 points from 2005 

(European Commission, 2012, p. 15). With an EU average of 54%, Hungary’s figure is the 

lowest in the Union (below Italy at 38% and Portugal and the United Kingdom at 39% each) 

(European Commission, 2012, p. 15). At variance with these figures for Hungary, according 

to Hungary’s Census of 2011, the percentage of Hungarians who claim they know at least 
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one FL – i.e. any FL even at a basic level – is 25.4 per cent, a rise of 6 points since the 2001 

Census (Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013, p. 17). However, Vágó (1999) has 

observed the shortcomings in respondent self-assessment for FL proficiency in such surveys 

and has demonstrated that a great deal hinges on the phrasing of the question put to 

respondents. For example, in a 1994 survey of FL proficiency in Hungary, when asked ‘Do 

you know a foreign language at some level?’, 32% said yes (Vágó, 1999, n.p.). However, 

when asked to specify on a five-point scale, the result for the same respondents who ticked 

the top three levels of ‘usable’ language skills was only 11.2 per cent (Vágó, 1999, n.p.). 

Thus, while results may vary, these low numbers clearly point to a serious challenge. 

What are the reasons? Over twenty-six years since Hungary’s regime change 

putatively paved the way for new options in FL teaching, the reasons commonly suggested 

among stakeholders as to why our language learning environment is as it is still include: 

• The relative difficulty for speakers of Hungarian in 
learning English, and, indeed, any Indo-European 
language, due to the linguistic distance of those 
languages from Hungarian (Chiswick & Miller, 2005);  

• A history of Russian language teaching perceived as 
ineffectual and the impact this has had on many adults 
today – teachers, learners and parents of young 
learners (Medgyes, 2011);  

• The preponderance of dubbing over sub-titles in 
television programmes and films with its implications 
for regular exposure to foreign languages (Talaván 
Zanón, 2006; Vanderplank, 1988);  

• The persistence of the Grammar–Translation Method 
with attendant concerns vis-à-vis learner motivation 
and communicative effectiveness (Nikolov, 2008; 
Nikolov & Nagy, 2003). 

 

In addition to issues of motivation and quality of teaching, time, cost and availability 

of learning resources are commonly noted as further obstacles to language learning in 
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Hungary, as they are elsewhere in the European Union (European Commission, 2012, p. 

144). This suggests that, the dismal numbers notwithstanding, a perception exists among 

stakeholders that there is indeed a problem. 

Certainly, Hungary’s language learning situation is not unique. Some neighbouring 

countries in Central Eastern Europe show comparable numbers and share many of the same 

teacher-fronted, grammar–translation-oriented, classical humanist educational tendencies. 

Similarly, a state-of-the-art article on English as a foreign language (EFL) among young 

learners in East Asia (Butler, 2015) found that, despite an official shift to communicative 

language teaching (CLT) in recent decades, stumbling blocks, such as conflicts with 

traditional ideas about teaching and learning and exams geared (at least partly) to 

grammar–translation creating a washback effect, have greatly slowed progress in 

implementation. Carroll (1975) and Stern (1983) have long commented on the systemic 

problems of language learning in the world generally, thus prompting Skehan (1996, p. 18) 

to conclude that ‘most language learning is associated with relative failure’. 

The solution for FL teaching in Hungary, and perhaps for many other similar EFL 

contexts, may well lie in the theory and practice of TBLT. Certainly, I will attempt to explain 

the benefits of this particular teaching paradigm later in the dissertation (in Section 2.1 and 

elsewhere), but one significant aspect of it I would note at this point is its powerful link to 

the twenty-first-century skills – which are thought to be fundamental to successful learning 

in all school subjects today (cf. Binkley, Erstad, Herman, Raizen, Ripley, Miller-Recci, & 

Rumble, 2012). These skills include collaboration, communication, critical thinking, decision-

making, problem-solving and others, which are generally taught and honed through TBLT. 

Certainly, the participants in this study – having attained sufficiently high scores on a 

language exam to be admitted into the English/American Studies programme at university 
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and indeed having shown strong communicative skills both in class and in the interviews – 

can reasonably be described as successful language learners, in spite of possible 

shortcomings in the classroom teaching they have experienced. Still, if the bleak numbers 

are to be taken seriously, these learners constitute the exception. How many language 

learners in this country (and elsewhere) fall by the wayside? And how many succeed in 

form-oriented language exams only to realise that their language skills – like some of their 

other skills – have little bearing on their real-world needs? 

These facts and figures underline the urgency of a far greater efficacy in FL teaching 

and learning – universally, to be sure, but particularly in the more immediate context of 

Hungary and countries like it. It is this sense of urgently needed improvement that has 

driven the research presented here. It is hoped that the findings reported here will be of 

some service in that regard.  
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2. Theoretical perspectives 

As noted in the Introduction, the four parts of the study presented in Chapter 4 are 

supported by three broad theoretical perspectives, which are described in this chapter. 

Section 2.1 covers task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT), including criticism of 

(aspects of) it. Section 2.2 reviews theorization and findings on interaction and focus on 

form, which lie at the heart of TBLT. Criticism is also provided here. Finally, Section 2.3 

describes a sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) and its applications to second language 

acquisition (SLA) and task-based learner interaction in particular. 

 

2.1. Task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) 

Task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) is a second/foreign language (L2/FL) 

teaching paradigm that is central to this study. In this section, I define the term and describe 

the first efforts toward forming the TBLT paradigm. I also introduce the first full-scale 

educational programme implemented in this vein in the mid-1980s. I then trace the growth 

of the larger TBLT project from there. I go on to contrast the TBLT paradigm to that of PPP 

(present, practise and produce) and end the section with criticisms of TBLT. 

 

2.1.1. TBLT: Definition and emergence 

What is TBLT? It is a foreign/second language teaching and learning paradigm in which, 

according to Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 58), ‘tasks are the central unit of instruction: they 

“drive” classroom activity, they define curriculum and syllabuses, and they determine 

modes of assessment’. But what, in this context, is a task? The answer is more elusive than 

one would think owing to the wide variety of definitions in the literature. It has been 

defined variously over the decades by Breen (1989), Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001), 
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Candlin ([1987] 2009), R. Ellis (2003), Lee (2000), Long (1985), Nunan (1989), Prabhu (1987) 

and Skehan (1998). Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 69) have taken a critical look at R. Ellis’s 

comprehensive criteria for a task and produced a working definition: ‘A task is a holistic 

activity which engages language use in order to achieve some non-linguistic outcome while 

meeting a linguistic challenge, with the overall aim of promoting language learning, through 

process or product or both’ (emphasis added). (Here the ubiquitous term holistic refers to 

the unity of the ‘task-as-workplan’ and ‘task-in-process’ (Breen, [1987b] 2009), i.e. not only 

the task on paper, but also the task as learners interpret and implement it. This will be 

discussed in Section 4.2.) 

With this definition of the task in mind, Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 196) go on to 

identify the central characteristics of TBLT as follows: 

• Tasks define and drive the syllabus; 
• Task performance is a catalyst for focusing attention on 

form, and not vice versa;  
• Assessment is in terms of task performance; 
• Task selection is shaped by real-world activities of 

relevance to learners and their target needs; 
• Tasks play an essential role in engaging key processes of 

language acquisition.  
 

I would suggest that the main point here is that, unlike many other classroom 

activities that call for learners to use one or more of the four language skills, the three 

criteria for a language learning task are as follows: (a) a task leads to an outcome; (b) this 

outcome is non-linguistic as such (e.g. a map or a list of names); and (c) meaning-focused 

language is used as a way to arrive at that outcome. As a building block for planning 

teaching and testing in TBLT, tasks are seen as a desirable alternative to such traditional 

units as topic, grammatical form, notion and function. 
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But what prompted the emergence of TBLT? Theorists such as Long and Crookes 

([1992] 2009) had long criticised traditional language teaching syllabi for not taking into 

consideration the gradual progress of learners’ interlanguage development. As I pointed out 

in the Introduction, Stern (1983), echoing conclusions others had drawn before him, 

characterised much language teaching and learning that had gone before as a failure. This 

period was marked by a groundswell of thinking among researchers and practitioners that 

CLT had not managed to fulfil its promise of shifting the pedagogic focus from learning 

grammar rules to expressing meaning. 

With a focus on meaningful, real-world communication, TBLT – like CLT – places great 

emphasis on speaking, though the four language skills are all typically addressed in task-

based syllabi. This stress on spoken interaction is clearly reflected in this study, with its 

focus on learners’ speaking task performance. 

As noted in the Introduction, TBLT also introduces and develops the twenty-first-

century skills generally thought to be key for success in the labour market today, skills such 

as collaboration, communication, decision-making and problem-solving (cf. Binkley et al., 

2012). Indeed, with the importance assigned to real-world situations in TBLT, the potential 

for tasks linked to other twenty-first-century skills, including civic literacy, cross-cultural 

skills, information and communication technology (ICT) literacy, media literacy and others, is 

truly limitless.  

 

2.1.2. The Communicational Teaching Project 

What would come to be known as the TBLT paradigm was first put in practice in early 1984 

in Bangalore, or Bengaluru, the capital of Karnataka state in southern India. The programme 

was an English as a foreign language (EFL) programme at a high school there and was known 
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as the Communicational Teaching Project. According to his oft-cited book on his experiences 

with the programme, Prabhu (1987) determined that of the various types of tasks that 

learners could perform, the choice of task type that is most effective might well depend on 

particular teaching contexts.  

Having created a taxonomy of meaning-focused task types, Prabhu (1987, p. 46) and 

his colleagues found that what he called the ‘reasoning-gap activity’ suited the learners in 

this particular situation best. He described this task type as ‘deriving some new information 

through processes of inference, deduction, practical reasoning, or a perception of 

relationships or patterns’ (Prabhu, 1987, p. 46). Examples of specific tasks used in the 

programme include figuring out a teacher’s class schedule based on a set of class timetables 

and deciding the best (e.g. cheapest or quickest) course of action for a particular aim and 

within certain constraints. Prabhu emphasized that with such tasks ‘the information to be 

conveyed is not identical with that initially comprehended. There is a piece of reasoning that 

connects the two’ (Prabhu, 1987, p. 46). Based on their experience, Prabhu and the teachers 

in the project deemed the principle of a ‘reasonable challenge’ posed by such tasks as 

appropriate to their context (Prabhu, 1987, p. 57). 

 

2.1.3. The growth of TBLT 

Since these beginnings, TBLT has attained a certain currency in the fields of applied 

linguistics, educational linguistics and SLA. It has been the subject of hundreds of individual 

articles and book chapters, journals have devoted whole issues to the subject (such as 

Language Teaching Research, Language Testing, and ITL International Journal of Applied 

Linguistics), and numerous authored and edited books have also investigated it (including R. 

Ellis (2003), Van den Branden, Van Gorp, & Verhelst (2007), and Samuda & Bygate (2008)) as 
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has a book series published by John Benjamins as of 2009. The Biennial International 

Conference on Task-Based Language Teaching has been held all over the world since 2005. 

Indeed, tasks have been used on a large scale in classroom foreign and second language 

instruction in Belgium (see Van den Branden (2006)) and Germany (see Müller-Hartmann 

and Schocker-von Ditfurth (2011)), while they have also come to be used in testing within 

migrant education in Australia and parts of North America. Indeed, interest in TBLT seems to 

show no signs of abating. 

 

2.1.4. TBLT in contrast to PPP 

As a language learning and teaching paradigm, TBLT contrasts sharply to PPP (present, 

practise and produce). PPP has been described as the teaching strategy tied to a syllabus 

composed of individual structural items which have been previously selected and graded; in 

such a strategy, ‘we present a structure, drill it, practise it in context…then move to the next 

structure’ (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979, p. 1). A PPP lesson has as its very aim the teaching of a 

specific language form whether this be a grammatical structure or a form that represents a 

function or notion (Willis, 1996, p. 133). Skehan (1998, p. 93) has described the three stages 

of PPP from the perspective of cognitive psychology: (1) present: the teacher introduces a 

discrete grammar point such that learners will understand and internalise the underlying 

rule and develop declarative knowledge; (2) practise: learners practise the grammar in order 

to automatize the rule and convert their declarative to procedural knowledge through the 

completion of exercises which do not encourage learners to express their own ideas but 

provide meanings pre-made by the materials developer; and (3) produce: with teacher 

control and support reduced, learners now use the language form that has been presented 

to express their own meaning in a relatively spontaneous manner.  
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A key distinction is in order at this juncture between exercises and tasks. Central to 

the PPP paradigm, exercises are ‘activities that call for primarily form-focused language use’, 

whereas tasks prompt the ‘meaning-focused’ sort (R. Ellis, 2003, p. 3). Willis has pointed out 

that such exercises or drills – and indeed the whole PPP cycle – are founded on ‘the 

behaviourist view of learning which rests on the principle that repetition helps to 

“automate” responses, and that practice makes perfect’ (Willis, 1996, p. 133). 

 Howatt (1984) described weak and strong versions of the communicative language 

teaching (CLT) approach of the 1980s. Broadly speaking, CLT drew on Halliday’s functional 

model of language (1986) and Hymes’s theory of communicative competence (1971). The 

weak version, associated with PPP, finds expression in notional–functional syllabuses (R. 

White’s so-called Type B approach), such as the Council of Europe’s Threshold (Van Ek, 

1975) and Waystage (Van Ek & Alexander, 1977), wherein notions, such as duration and 

possibility, and functions, such as inviting and apologising, represent the organising principle 

(R. White, 1988, p. 75). Thus, PPP has not only been used to teach grammatical structures in 

a narrow sense but other language forms as well. Conversely, the strong version of CLT is 

based on the notion that ‘language is acquired through communication’ (Howatt, 1984, p. 

279). This is what informs Krashen and Terrell’s (1983) Natural Approach and Candlin’s 

([1987] 2009) task-centred teaching, in both of which learners ‘discover the system itself in 

the process of learning how to communicate’ (R. Ellis, 2003, p. 28). It is this strong version of 

CLT from which TBLT has evolved. 

Rutherford (1987) has observed that PPP reflects a view of language learning as a 

series of ‘products’ to be acquired in sequence as ‘accumulated entities’. Indeed, Willis 

(1996, p. 135) has found fault in PPP for its emphasis on a single item of language at a time. 

She has noted that with this emphasis on discrete items and the attendant exercises that 
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‘encourage habit formation, [PPP] may actually discourage learners from thinking about 

language and working things out for themselves’ (Willis, 1996, p. 135). As R. Ellis (2003, p. 

29) has pointed out, PPP resists or ignores the findings of SLA research that learners do not 

operate this way. Instead, (1) they build up interlanguages which evolve as new features are 

taken in and (2) they go through multiple phases of acquiring any given target form, e.g. 

negatives. In other words, PPP is inappropriate because acquisition is characterised by 

processes – not products, as PPP suggests. 

Furthermore, in purely practical terms, problems with PPP abound. Both R. Ellis 

(2003, p. 29) and Willis (1996, p. 134) have remarked that learners may actually refrain from 

using the target form in the production stage. R. Ellis (2003, p. 29) has noted that learners 

may simply fall back on their strategic competence and thus avoid the form. He has 

suggested that if, however, they are told simply to use that target feature in the production 

stage, then meaning becomes secondary to form. Similarly, as Willis (1996, p. 134) has 

observed, learners may overuse the form and create stiff, unnatural conversation, e.g. 

What will you do tomorrow?  

Tomorrow I will go to my aunt’s house.  

I will go by bus.  

I will see my cousins.  

I will play football with them.   

 

From hearing such talk, as Willis has concluded, it becomes clear that (1) the learner is 

still at the practice stage and (2) he or she is not concerned with expressing meaning. Willis 

has also criticised PPP for providing learners with a false sense of mastery of the given form, 

one which fails to carry over to later lessons or to life outside the classroom. ‘The irony is 

that the goal of the final ‘P’ – free production – is often not achieved. How can production 
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be ‘free’ if students are required to produce forms which have been specified in advance?’ 

(Willis, 1996, p. 135).  

Willis has also raised these other practical concerns about PPP (Willis, 1996, p. 136): 

 as form is presented first, context needs to be invented ad 
hoc; 

 consciousness-raising is ultimately a matter of ‘repeat, 
manipulate and apply’; 

 examples of language such as sentences to illustrate a 
single language item provide little variety in terms of 
exposure to natural language;  

 the teacher pre-selects one discrete form, allowing little 
opportunity for learners to notice a variety of features 
and ask about them;  

 PPP provides a limited paradigm for grammar and form-
focused lessons. 

 

Finally, as noted previously, Carroll (1975) and Stern (1983) have both remarked that 

learners exposed to conventional FL learning tend to reach very low levels of proficiency 

and come away from school with little usable language. Though Carroll and Stern were 

writing decades ago, the paradigm and its effects persist.  

The question that confounds many, then, of how such a model could have such 

staying power and, indeed, remain a standard of sorts has also been explored by Skehan. As 

an explanation – and a criticism – he has stated that PPP has two key characteristics: (1) it 

provides teachers with a sense of power and professionalism and trainers with a convenient 

model; and (2) it offers easy accountability for evaluation purposes with its tidy goals and 

syllabuses (Skehan, 1998, p. 94). 

The criticism of PPP being an unsatisfactory technique to encourage natural fluency 

and communication has resulted in the emergence of TBLT, which made use of tasks in the 

classroom setting and viewed them as activities which are able to create optimal 

opportunities to develop a variety of spoken interaction skills in the controlled environment 
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of the language classroom. The technique was thus understood as the paradigm which 

assisted students in achieving communication and fluency in a seemingly more natural, less 

controlled manner. This technique evolved out of a thorough re-examination of CLT 

methods and approaches by such researchers as Brumfit and Allwright (see e.g. Brumfit & 

Johnson, 1979). 

In the areas of teaching methodology and learner contributions, TBLT stems from a 

redefinition of subject matter in language teaching and an exploration of methodological 

innovations. It is the result of efforts to implement the communicative approach in a new 

way. Whereas role plays and other communicative activities were once thought to be an 

important part of language teaching, participatory tasks are now seen as essential to 

language learning. Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 10) have identified learner 

interaction in these tasks as key to language learning. (The importance of interaction in 

language learning is discussed in detail in Section 2.2.) Breen (1987a, p. 159) has pointed to 

this view of learners’ contributing to interaction as stemming from two important principles: 

(1) learners can build on their linguistic competence given comprehensible input (R. Ellis, 

1985; Krashen, 1985) and (2) learners place their own plan of content on the teacher’s 

syllabus and their own learning strategies and preferred ways of working on classroom 

methodology (Breen, [1987b] 2009; Rubin & Wenden, 1987). Tied to this is the notion that 

different learners learn different things from the same lesson. 

Also important to an understanding of TBLT is the question of what a task is and how 

it differs from any other sort of classroom activity. R. Ellis (1994a, p. 595) has contended 

that the process of completing a task must correspond to ‘that found in discourse based on 

the exchange of information’. More to the heart of the matter, Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun 

(1993, p. 10) have viewed a task as an activity that is ‘structured so that learners will talk, 
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not for the sake of producing language as an end in itself, but as a means of sharing ideas 

and opinions, collaborating towards a single goal, or competing to achieve individual goals’. 

Thus, an activity such as a role play in which a learner–customer is expected to engage in a 

carefully guided service encounter with a learner–shop assistant fails to satisfy a key 

condition of a task: it has no goal. It is designed to get learners to talk, but nothing more. 

Many teachers are also unaware that the artificiality of such non-tasks may actually be 

demotivating to learners.  

Overall, the major shift TBLT represents in the way learners and teachers engage in 

second language acquisition has resulted from fundamental changes in our understanding 

of: (1) language; (2) teaching methodology; (3) learner contributions; and (4) the way in 

which teaching and learning are planned (Breen, 1987a, p. 157). Moving beyond an 

emphasis on language form and function and rooted in the contention that communication 

consists of more than the sum of grammar and vocabulary items, TBLT facilitates the 

development of a learner’s ‘communicative strategies’, defined by Corder (1983, p. 16) as ‘a 

systematic technique employed by a speaker to express his meaning when faced with 

difficulty’. (This is also known as pragmatic competence.)  

Unlike a synthetic syllabus, such as the structural syllabus, which rests on the notion 

that language can be broken down into discrete parts and that at a certain point the learner 

acquires a given repertoire of structures, TBLT assumes that the learner analyses language-

in-context in order to approximate his interlanguage to highly proficient models in a specific 

range of situations. Such an analytic syllabus is essentially a fusion of the formerly discrete 

areas of content and methodology. Indeed, seeing the dichotomy between these two as 

inappropriate, writers like Postman and Weingartner (1969, p. 30) have long pointed out: ‘It 

is not what you say to people that counts; it is what you have them do’. 
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Finally, R. White (2000) has commented on the distinction generally made between 

single, or convergent, goals, on the one hand, and individual, or divergent, goals, on the 

other. Just as a convergence of goals requires cooperation, a divergence of goals calls for 

competition. However, too much of the former may make for an unmotivating task that 

involves little language, while too much of the latter may inhibit cooperation – a necessary 

element of interaction. As learners collaborate in a task, therefore, there may be an optimal 

balance struck between convergence and divergence. As noted previously, collaboration, 

like other twenty-first-century skills, is central to the task-based FL classroom.  

 

2.1.5. Criticism of TBLT 

Criticisms have also been made of the TBLT paradigm. With regard to task types, Pica, 

Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 23) have concluded that of the five commonly used 

communicative task types only two are fully effective ‘as a means of providing learners with 

opportunities to work toward comprehension, feedback and interlanguage modification’. If 

these elements are considered at least facilitative of L2 acquisition (Long, 1996), then I 

would suggest that it is a weakness in TBLT that there should be three commonly employed 

task types that are less than optimal in this regard. 

Moreover, concerns have been raised about the theoretical basis for TBLT. Seedhouse 

(1999, p. 154), while conceding that tasks provide opportunities to modify interaction, has 

questioned the benefit this may have for L2 acquisition. He has also pointed out that tasks 

produce task-based interaction which has yet to be evaluated as a whole (Seedhouse, 

1999). Furthermore, he has viewed this form of interaction as ‘a particularly narrow and 

restricted variety of communication’ and only one of many required in day-to-day life 

(Seedhouse, 1999, p. 155).  
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Similarly, after a careful review of Long’s sources, R. Ellis (1994, p. 279) has also 

observed that it has not been proved that comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition, 

though it may be facilitative. With regard to modified interaction, he has concluded (p. 280) 

that some studies (Li, 1989; Tanaka, 1991) support the benefits of modified interaction for 

L2 acquisition, while others do not (Loschky, 1989; Yamazaki, 1991). Thus, it appears that 

some theoretical claims for the efficacy of TBLT may be unfounded.  

Another common criticism centres on the perceived emphasis of meaning over form 

in TBLT. Foster has expressed this concern with the insight that ‘language does not have to 

be well-formed to be meaningful’ (Foster, 1999, p. 69). She has remarked that learners may 

therefore use language that not only lacks accuracy, but also complexity (Foster, 1999). 

They may also buttress their language with gesture and intonation and thus miss 

opportunities to build up their interlanguage (Foster, 1999). Bachman and Palmer (1996) 

have noted a tendency among learners to rely on strategic competence at the expense of 

improving their linguistic competence. Anderson and Lynch (1988) have pointed to an 

analogous phenomenon found in listening comprehension: that of a reliance on inferencing 

skills to compensate for gaps in language knowledge. They have also observed the time 

pressures common to TBLT as encouraging learners to get meaning across using all available 

resources, especially prefabricated chunks of language, at the cost of form and 

interlanguage development (Skehan, 1996, p. 22).   
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2.2. Perspectives on interaction and focus on form 

Interaction and focus on form are central to TBLT and thus key to the part of the study on 

learner expectations reported in Section 4.1 in particular, while interaction and repairs-in-

context as instruments of learner development are central to all four parts of the study 

(covered in Chapter 4). In this section, I trace the evolution of Long’s thinking on interaction 

and focus on form within the context of L2 learning. I then offer counterpoints to his 

position provided by Sheen and DeKeyser. Finally, I offer a review of the research on 

interaction. 

 

2.2.1. From interaction to a focus on form: Long 

From the very outset, Michael H. Long has been one of the key proponents of TBLT and 

among the largest contributors to the body of literature supportive of it. His position on the 

central role of interaction has followed an interesting path. His article on TBLT (Long, 1985) 

represents perhaps the earliest of the various publications commonly cited in the literature 

for a definition of task. Before turning his attention to this basic unit of the task-based 

classroom, however, Long sought to discover what might facilitate second language 

acquisition by reviewing the literature on native speaker–non-native speaker (NS–NNS) 

conversation in different contexts (Long, 1981). The underlying rationale was that if children 

acquire their first language (L1) (at least partly) from parents and other adults through 

modified ‘caretaker talk’, then analysing similarly modified ‘foreigner talk’ used by native 

speakers (NS) with non-native speakers (NNS) in a variety of settings might provide some 

insights into L2 learning.  

In his article, Long pointed out that much of the research (over 30 studies) in his 

review conflates the related but distinct notions of input and interaction. He defined input 
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as ‘the linguistic forms used’ and interaction as ‘the functions served by those forms, such as 

expansion, repetition and clarification’ (Long, 1981, p. 259). He went on to suggest that 

bearing in mind the distinction between these two aspects of NS–NNS conversation would 

be useful in arriving at a better understanding of how L2 learning works. In his article, he 

explored (in the previous studies as well as in research of his own) whether (a) modified 

input, (b) modified interaction or (c) a combination of the two is required for or facilitative 

of L2 learning. He concluded that both together can be said, at most, to facilitate it (Long, 

1981, p. 274), yet he noted that in both the literature reviewed and his own study ‘it is 

modifications in interaction that are observed more consistently’ (Long, 1981, p. 275). He 

pointed to two additional phenomena that tend to support this: one, the findings of 

research on hearing children of deaf parents whose language appears to develop only by 

exposure to the modified talk of other, hearing adults (Bard & Sachs, 1977; Jones & Quigley, 

1979; Sachs & Johnson, 1976, as cited in Long, 1981, p. 274); and, two, the relative success 

of certain communicative L2 teaching methods that rely heavily on comprehensible input 

over ‘traditional methods’ (Asher, 1969; Krashen, 1980; Terrell, 1977, as cited in Long, 1981, 

p. 274).  

Finally, while Long conceded that ‘additional variables no doubt affect the course and 

rate of naturalistic and instructed SLA’ (Long, 1981, p. 275), he did not venture to list them 

nor did he make any mention whatsoever of form. Indeed, so strong was Long’s belief in the 

efficacy of naturalistic conversation for SLA (though presumably not the teacher-monitored 

NNS–NNS kind that tends to occur in many classrooms throughout the world) that he closed 

his article with a call for future research to test his hypothesis that ‘participation in 

conversation with NS, made possible through the modification of interaction, is the 

necessary and sufficient condition for SLA’ (Long, 1981, p. 275, italics added). Certainly, since 
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this paper was written, we have seen (1) a growing recognition in applied linguistics that 

most communication in English in the world involves NNS – not NS – and (2) a concomitant 

shift away from the NS as model in English language teaching (ELT) and toward the 

proficient NNS. Indeed, the subfield of English as a lingua franca (ELF) has thus burgeoned 

through work by Galloway and Rose (2015), Jenkins (2007), Seidlhofer (2011) and others. 

Concurrently, researchers have eschewed the distinction between NS and NNS, preferring 

instead to explore how proficient NNS ‘experts’ can aid less able NNS ‘novices’ (e.g. Ohta, 

2000). These changes should be borne in mind as we review Long’s decades-old, yet seminal 

research. 

In a paper written a full fifteen years later, Long has made significant refinements and 

changes in his position (Long, 1996). He spoke more broadly about the possibilities for L2 

learning among learners exposed not only to speaking but also writing (Long, 1996, p. 413); 

however, the focus of his literature review is limited again to caretaker and foreigner talk. 

Exploring the role of the linguistic environment, he also laid particular emphasis on the 

possible use of the positive and negative evidence provided by NS. He defined positive 

evidence as ‘models of what is grammatical and acceptable (not necessarily the same) in the 

L2, but also instances of ungrammatical language use at a time when learners do not know 

which is which’ (Long, 1996, p. 413). Hearkening back to his earlier stance, he noted that it is 

when speakers modify their talk that it becomes comprehensible to learners and therefore 

useful in L2 acquisition (Long, 1996, p. 413). Negative evidence, on the other hand, was 

defined as ‘direct or indirect information about what is ungrammatical’ (Long, 1996, p. 413).  

Long further broke this down to explicit and implicit negative evidence. Examples of 

the former include grammar explanations and overt correction; examples of the latter 

failing to understand and incidental correction, as in a confirmation check (Long, 1996, p. 
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413). Having established his terms, he makes a hypothesis for L2 acquisition: ‘neither the 

environment nor innate knowledge alone suffice’ (Long, 1996, p. 414). This represents a sea 

change from his 1981 challenge to researchers (above). By now, Long has clearly concluded 

that the possibilities for L2 learning do not lie solely in conversation, though it certainly 

continues to lie at the heart of his work.  

 Long has also refined his view of interaction (which in its earlier incarnation in 1981 

was not even given a proper name as it has been by the time of this writing). On this, he 

stated the following: 

In an updated version of the so-called Interaction Hypothesis 
(Long, 1981, 1983), it is proposed that environmental 
contributions to acquisition are mediated by selective 
attention and the learner’s developing L2 processing capacity, 
and that these resources are brought together most usefully, 
although not exclusively, during negotiation for meaning. 
Negative feedback obtained during negotiation work or 
elsewhere may be facilitative of L2 development, at least for 
vocabulary, morphology, and language-specific syntax, and 
essential for learning certain specifiable L1–L2 contrasts. 
(Long, 1996, p. 414) 

 

This notion of negotiation for meaning, so central to spoken interaction and thus to 

TBLT, is defined as 

the process in which, in an effort to communicate, learners 
and competent speakers provide and interpret signals of their 
own and their interlocutor’s perceived comprehension, thus 
provoking adjustments to linguistic form, conversational 
structure, message content, or all three, until an acceptable 
level of understanding is achieved. (Long, 1996, p. 418) 
 
  

A question one might pose at this point with regard to Long’s view of opportunities 

for negative feedback is this: where else, beyond negotiation work, does Long envisage 

negative feedback being obtained?  
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As in his earlier study, he reviewed the literature on foreigner talk. In this piece, 

however, his focus was on the discourse that develops out of it and the potential it may 

have for L2 acquisition. Interestingly, his earlier effort to distinguish input and interaction 

was not in evidence here perhaps because, as he himself conceded in the earlier piece, the 

two ‘often are related’ (Long, 1981, p. 268) and modified versions of the two ‘often co-

occur’ (Long, 1981, p. 272), thus perhaps making the distinction more an academic fine 

point than a practical matter.  

From his review of over 60 laboratory and classroom studies of NS–NNS conversation 

(again, I draw the reader’s attention to the central role of the NS in Long’s thinking at the 

time), Long made some interesting conclusions with regard to positive evidence. Drawing on 

sociolinguist Ferguson, he described three primary ‘simplifying’ processes in the production 

of foreigner talk: omission, expansion, and replacement or rearrangement (Ferguson, 1971, 

1975 and Ferguson & DeBose, 1976, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 415). He also pointed out that 

‘nonsimplifying’ tendencies such as elaboration, regularization and attitude expression 

occur (Long, 1996). And though the ‘simplifying’ processes in foreigner talk discourse may 

even produce deviant speech (i.e. talk which is not only ungrammatical but unacceptable), 

he found that ‘[m]ost speech adjustments to NNSs are quantitative, not categorical, and 

result in grammatical input’ (Long, 1996, p. 416). To the extent that this statement may 

have implications for classroom practice, it certainly comes as a relief for those ELT 

practitioners with a particular concern for encouraging accuracy in L2 production (assuming 

a link exists between grammatical input and grammatical output). He added that any innate 

faculty one may have in acquiring a language appears to weaken with age and thus ‘any 

potentially facilitative qualities of input modification  would be even more important for 

adults than for the language-learning child’ (Long, 1996, p. 415). This is presumably so 
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because with a putatively weakened language learning faculty, adult learners need input to 

be that much more comprehensible for them to succeed. 

Long pointed out that the focus of studies of NS–NNS conversation expanded in the 

late 1970s from linguistic input to NNSs to the structure of such conversation, or foreigner 

talk discourse (FTD) (Hatch et al., 1978; Long, 1980, 1981, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 418). It 

was found that one-way tasks which involved only the NS holding information and passing it 

on to the NNS (e.g. storytelling or giving instructions) failed to produce modifications of 

input or interaction – even when the NS was aware of the NNS’s limited proficiency (Long, 

1996). Two-way tasks, on the other hand, in which both interlocutors engaged in a mutual 

exchange of information, prompted significant differences in the structure of interaction 

(Long, 1996). Long suggested that ‘the informational structure of two-way tasks obliges NSs 

and NNSs to negotiate for meaning, and through the negotiation process, to make what 

they say comprehensible to their interlocutors’ (Long, 1996, p. 418). (This is discussed in 

further detail in terms of a typology of tasks in Section 3.) 

Based on studies on comprehensibility by Issidorides (1988) and Issidorides and 

Hulstijn (1992), a review of similar investigations by Yano, Long and Ross (1994), and other 

findings, Long (1996, pp. 422–423) concluded that input must be comprehensible for 

learners to acquire the language and suggested that there is ‘some evidence that global 

linguistic and conversational adjustments to NNSs improve comprehensibility’ (Long, 1996, 

p. 423). He immediately made the following point: ‘Although necessary for L1 or L2 

acquisition, however, there is abundant evidence that comprehensible input alone is 

insufficient, particularly with adults and if nativelike proficiency is the goal’ (Long, 1996, p. 

423). He provided a great deal of data to support this contention – useful indeed, although, 

as noted previously, a more recent shift in emphasis away from the NS as model in ELT 
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should certainly be borne in mind here. Long pointed out that many advanced learners 

never incorporate certain lexis or grammatical constructions or distinctions which are 

successfully learned quite early on by child NSs (Long, 1996, p. 424). He also noted that 

there exist numerous cases in which adults in an L2 environment learn how to communicate 

effectively yet ‘retain deviant forms in their speech’ (Long, 1996, p. 423). He also referred 

the reader to morphology studies among elementary school children in the Culver City 

(California) Spanish immersion programme, in which skills failed to develop beyond a given 

level (Plann, 1976, 1977, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 423) and research in Canadian French 

immersion programmes reviewed by Swain (1981, 1989), in which learners’ receptive skills 

attained native levels but their productive skills tested much lower (Hart & Lapkin, 1989). 

Later in his article, in the way of an explanation for this finding, Long (1996, p. 447) cited 

Swain’s (1985) observation that these students were not given an opportunity to practise 

conversation other than in response mode. Long then pointed to Swain’s Output Hypothesis 

(1985), according to which production enables learners to participate in syntactic processing 

and thus promotes acquisition. Clearly then, for acquisition to occur the NNS must be 

engaged in interaction. 

Beyond the evidence that comprehensible input is insufficient, Long also pointed to 

learnability arguments. He referred to L. White (1987, 1989) and others (in Long, 1996) and 

their conclusion that negative evidence saves learners from the trap of overgeneralizing 

about the L2 based on either their own hypotheses about it or the structure of their L1. In 

such cases, it is argued, positive evidence is insufficient for them to escape from this trap. 

Here Long offered the reader the stock example of adverbs of frequency being placed 

differently in French and English sentences and the resultant non-target syntax this could 

lead to. Thus, Long concluded that comprehensible input is necessary but insufficient and 
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that there may also be limitations within the learner with regard to attention, awareness 

and cognitive processing (Long, 1996). 

Beyond the point that both attention and awareness are necessary in L2 learning 

(Long, 1996), Long also introduced a central notion to TBLT, the necessity of a focus on form 

– whereby learners ‘attend to language as object during a generally meaning-oriented 

activity’ (Long, 1996, p. 429). This is juxtaposed with the traditional treatment of grammar 

as a collection of discrete items, which he refers to as a focus on forms. He offered the 

following distinction: 

Focus on form differs from focus on forms, which abounds in 
L2 classrooms and involves a predominant often exclusive 
orientation to a series of isolated linguistic forms presented 
one after the other, as in a structural syllabus, with meaning 
and communication relegated to the sidelines. Focus on form 
involves learners’ orientation being drawn to language as 
object, but in context. In other words, it is a claim that 
learners need to attend to a task if acquisition is to occur, but 
their orientation can best be to both form and meaning, not 
to either form or meaning alone. (Long, 1996, p. 429)  

 

This last point is not supported by VanPatten’s (1990) finding that learners have 

difficulty focusing on form and meaning simultaneously, although Lightbown (1998, p. 192) 

has suggested that when the form is an important carrier of the meaning learners do benefit 

from such a dual focus. 

In reviewing the literature on L1 and L2 acquisition, Long stated the following on the 

role of negative evidence. He noted that caretaker–child conversation research has left us 

with mixed findings and that, although negative evidence may facilitate some learning, 

more work is required in the areas of syntax and pragmatics before any conclusions may be 

drawn (Long, 1996, p. 437). That having been said, he did highlight a study by Baker and 

Nelson (1984), which concluded that a particular type of negative evidence, namely recasts, 
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have proved far more beneficial than models. Long (1996, p. 434) referred to Nelson (1991) 

as pointing out that it may be the ‘opportunity for cognitive comparison by the child of his 

or her own utterance with the semantically related adult version, and not just hearing new 

forms in the input, which is useful’. Recasts were defined by Long (1996, p. 434) as 

‘utterances that rephrase a child’s utterance by changing one or more sentence 

components (subject, verb or object) while still referring to its central meanings’. Long then 

supplied the following example. In response to ‘Jimmy eat all the bread’, a caretaker might 

say ‘That’s right, Jimmy ate all the bread’. Thus, he pointed to the findings of earlier L1 

acquisition studies (Baker & Nelson, 1984; Farrar, 1990; Nelson, 1991; and Nelson et al., 

1984, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 435) as suggesting that recasts have a lasting effect on future 

language development. 

Long concluded, then, that implicit correction and recasts in particular are facilitative 

of but not necessary for L1 development. As to negative evidence in L2 acquisition, he saw 

the results as being less clear. Referring to a literature review by Chaudron (1987, 1988), 

Long (1996, p. 437) viewed the research as being limited to the short-term, usually 

immediate results of overt oral error correction in class or written feedback on learners’ 

writing. According to Chaudron (1988), the majority of researchers reported learners both 

(a) noticing corrections and (b) gaining from them, at least in the short run. Thus, for Long, 

the question of the efficacy of feedback during spontaneous interaction remained an open 

question. He therefore turned to laboratory studies, which he considered more salient 

because, as he saw it, ‘spontaneous conversation with no metalinguistic focus before 

negative evidence is provided is the norm for most L2 learners and the only experience 

available to many’ (Long, 1996, p. 438).  
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I would offer several comments at this point. First, no reference is cited here for 

those who may not readily accept that this is indeed the norm for most L2 learners. Perhaps 

such a presumption is based on the conditions many immigrants experience in the L2 

environments of their adopted countries, e.g. newcomers to the US (though even then 

many such newcomers manage with little daily exposure to the L2 having resettled in their 

own L1 communities within that broader L2 context, e.g. speakers of Spanish as a L1 in 

Miami). Generally, I would suggest that some form of classroom instruction is more typical 

of L2 learning in other contexts. Still, supposing such conditions are the norm in certain 

contexts, what can we learn about successful L2 acquisition without having evaluated such 

L2 learners? And to the extent that SLA is concerned with accuracy, is this supposed norm 

the appropriate paradigm in the light of Long’s observation (noted earlier) that many adults 

in an L2 environment learn how to communicate effectively yet ‘retain deviant forms in 

their speech’ (Long, 1996, p. 423)? I have my reservations. 

Other L2 studies reviewed by Long indicate that negative feedback does serve L2 

acquisition. Based on a small sample of 15-minute free conversations in three adult NS–NNS 

dyads, Richardson (1993, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 439) concluded that negative feedback in 

L2 acquisition is ‘usable and is used’ – though he cautioned that the long-term effects are 

unclear. On the basis of classroom studies by Herron and Tomasello (1988) and Tomasello 

and Herron (1989), Long (1996, p. 441) pointed out that though there are benefits provided 

by negative feedback the necessity of it cannot be concluded. Finally, he referred to Mito’s 

classroom study (1993) as having shown that negative evidence is usable among adult L2 

learners in general and recasts in particular and that recasts are superior to models. This 

latter observation was also reinforced by Carroll and Swain (1993, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 

445). 
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In recapping the lessons to be learned from these and other L2 studies, Long (1996) 

pointed to the difficulty of ‘preempting a metalinguistic focus’ (p. 444). This concern about a 

metalinguistic treatment of form certainly appears to be consistent with his argument that 

there should be a focus on meaning and form in tandem, but it is not entirely clear if he was 

advocating less of a metalinguistic focus or absolutely no such focus. If it is the latter, he 

would then be in opposition to those who see the benefits of such a focus in raising 

awareness. For example, Odlin (1990) has argued that metalinguistic awareness may inhibit 

L1 transfer in the case of word order. R. Ellis (1994) too has pointed out that such awareness 

‘may enable learners to control their choice of linguistic form on the level of grammar’ (p. 

317).  

In summary, then, Long (1996) stated: ‘A facilitative role for negative feedback in L2 

acquisition seems probable, and, as L. White (1989, 1991) has claimed, its necessity for 

learning some L2 structures is arguable on logical learnability grounds’ (p. 445).  

Long then went on to address the role of conversation and his own Interaction 

Hypothesis vis-à-vis negotiation for meaning and acquisition. As to the role of conversation, 

he credited Hatch (1978) as having been the first to examine the issue in the L2 acquisition 

literature. Based on her review of L1 work by Atkinson (1979), Ervin-Tripp (1976), Keenan 

(1974), Macnamara (1972) and Scollon (1973), she urged L2 acquisition researchers to 

consider the proposition that it is not that grammatical knowledge develops for 

conversation at some point in the future but rather that ‘language learning evolves out of 

learning how to carry on conversations’ (Hatch, 1978, p. 404, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445). 

This is indeed a departure from most classroom practice. With this, however, Long (1996, p. 

445) was quick to add Hatch’s warning that some aspects of conversation could possibly 

hinder L2 learning; for example, ‘mistakes in the marking of verbs…would not be caught by 
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when? questions. Such question corrections would more likely elicit a time adverb rather 

than a verb correction for morphology’ (Hatch, 1983, p. 432, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445). 

Using this basic notion about L2 acquisition as a springboard, Sato (1986, 1988, 1990, as 

cited in Long, 1996, p. 445) carried out a longitudinal study on naturalistic L2 acquisition 

which was based on claims by Givón (1979, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445) regarding the shift 

from presyntactic to grammaticalized speech in language change. Sato observed that in 

spontaneous conversations between English NSs and two Vietnamese learners syntax 

emerged in a process parallel to that of L1 acquisition, e.g. collaborative complex 

propositions were formed across utterances and speakers with structures which were 

developmentally precursory to adverbial and relative clauses. 

Than:  vItnam dei (bli) kɔ : 
  ‘[In] Vietnam they (play) cards’ 

   NS:  They what? 
Than: plei k̯ɔ : 

  ‘play cards’ 
   NS:  They play cards? 
Than: yæ wɛn wɛn krismɛs 

  ‘Yeah, when [it’s] Christmas’ 
(Sato, 1988, p. 380, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445) 

 

   Tai: hi lɷk əm əm- 
  ‘He’s looking, um’ 

Than: æt mæn 
  ‘At [the] man’ 

   Tai:  æt mæn hi hi smoʷkiɧ 
  ‘At the man [who is] smoking.’ 

(Sato, 1988, p. 380, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 446) 
 

However, Hatch’s caution proved right in that the brothers failed to develop the 

inflectional morphology necessary to mark past time. Instead, they used other 

conversational devices which sometimes led to a communication breakdown. This has also 

been observed with adult learners of German (Meisel, 1987, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 446). 
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Long (1996, p. 446) paraphrased Sato’s (1986) conclusion as follows: ‘conversation is 

selectively facilitative of grammatical development, depending on the structures involved’. 

Nevertheless, Long (1996, p. 447) pointed out that some evidence exists that aspects of 

syntax are facilitated by conversation (Bygate, 1988; Sato, 1988). Finally, he noted that free 

conversation tends not to encourage interlanguage development because the lack of set 

topics or outcomes allows speakers to deal with topics in a quick and superficial manner and 

move on from any that may pose a linguistic problem (Long, 1983, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 

448). On the other hand, tasks in which speakers have the same goal create more 

negotiation work (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 448), as covered 

in greater detail in the description of the task typology in Chapter 3, noted previously. 

Thus, Long (1996) concluded that engaging in conversation facilitates L2 acquisition in 

five areas: (1) output and production; (2) input and comprehension; (3) the use of 

negotiation of meaning to improve comprehension; (4) interactional modifications (though 

he pointed out that there is a dearth of evidence for this); and (5) the need to communicate 

raising learner awareness of language (pp. 449–451). He referred to R. Ellis (1992) as 

suggesting that such awareness-raising leads to an ‘increase in attention to form and a 

heightened proclivity to notice mismatches between input and output’ (Long, 1996, p. 451).  

Finally, Long made the point that FTD may involve talk being made more complex – 

not just more simple. According to him, ‘The semantic transparency achieved by 

interactional modifications as speakers negotiate for meaning is important, therefore, not 

just because it makes input comprehensible, but because it makes complex input 

comprehensible. Both comprehensibility and complexity are necessary for acquisition’ 

(Long, 1996, p. 451). 
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 With regard to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis as it relates to negotiation for meaning 

and acquisition, he suggested that ‘negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation 

work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, 

facilitates acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly 

selective attention, and output in productive ways’ (Long, 1996, pp. 451–452). Long 

contended that negotiation for meaning entails more repetitions, reformulations, recasts 

etc. by competent speakers immediately following learners’ utterances while references to 

meaning can still be made. Furthermore, he asserted that the heightened comprehensibility 

brought about by negotiation ‘helps reveal the meaning of new forms and so makes the 

forms themselves acquirable’ (Long, 1996, p. 452). It is thus negotiation work that helps 

focus a learner on form much as input enhancement appears to do in the classroom or the 

laboratory (Long, 1996, p. 453). As to what artifice might be used to facilitate acquisition, he 

suggested that  

tasks that stimulate negotiation for meaning may turn out to 
be one among several useful language-learning activities in or 
out of classrooms, for they may be one of the easiest ways to 
facilitate a learner’s focus on form without losing sight of a 
lesson’s (or conversation’s) predominant focus on meaning. 
(Long, 1996, p. 454)  

 

Thus, he left the door open on what sorts of activities might be used to prompt negotiation 

for meaning. Finally, he rather hedged on the Interaction Hypothesis by assuring the reader 

that it ‘is certainly not intended, of course, as anything like a complete theory of language 

learning’ (Long, 1996, p. 453). 
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2.2.2. Alternatives: Sheen, DeKeyser and N. Ellis 

Long’s views on L2 acquisition have been disputed by such researchers as Ron Sheen and 

Robert DeKeyser. Sheen has disagreed with Long on teaching and learning with a focus on 

form, while DeKeyser has offered a cognitivist account of the role of practice in L2 learning. 

Another psycholinguist, Nick Ellis, sees language learning as a process involving both explicit 

and implicit learning. 

 

2.2.2.1. Focus on forms: Sheen  

In Sheen’s article, Focus on form – a myth in the making? (2003), the author’s answer to the 

question implied in the title is a resounding ‘yes’. He has pointed out that the notion that a 

focus on form is the only way to approach grammar is merely theoretically based and lacks 

empirical evidence. He has identified comprehensible input as being at the heart of the 

focus on form defined by Long (1988) and others and noted that as such it is tied to the non-

interventionist version of CLT of the 1980s with no systematic role for grammar instruction 

but an emphasis on exposing learners to comprehensible input. That version, according to 

Sheen (2003), provided ‘less-than-impressive results’ (p. 225). 

Sheen (2003) has labelled the focus on form vs. focus on forms debate the ‘Long 

dichotomy’ (p. 225) and proceeded to compare the two techniques as they manifest 

themselves in the classroom (pp. 225–226). He has considered focus on form as meaning 

that all classroom activity is based on communicative tasks and that any treatment of 

grammar comes when difficulties arise in bringing across intended meaning – but not in 

producing accurate forms. This treatment then takes the form of quick corrective feedback 

with minimal interruption of the activity. If extended instruction is deemed necessary, it 

involves grammar problem-solving tasks. There is no grammar-based syllabus because 
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grammar comes in only incidentally as needs arise. It is thus tasks that form the building 

blocks of the syllabus in this technique. 

Sheen has characterised focus on forms as sharing the assumption that 

communicative activity is the classroom priority. However, it sees learning grammar and 

vocabulary as very difficult and as such not learnable incidentally while engaging in a 

communicative or problem-solving activity. According to Sheen, this technique as an eclectic 

one that does not rule out elements of focus on form. He has described it as a skills-learning 

approach broken down into three stages: (1) providing an understanding of grammar in a 

variety of ways, including explanation, pointing out differences between L1 and L2, and 

listening comprehension activities to focus attention on the forms being used; (2) doing 

written and oral exercises entailing use of grammar in both non-communicative and 

communicative activities; and (3) providing sufficient opportunities for communicative use 

of grammar to promote automatic and accurate use. What Sheen has described here would 

appear to be what TBLT apologists refer to as the traditional PPP approach (described 

previously here and in greater detail in Willis, 1996, p. 134 and Skehan, 1998, p. 93). 

Sheen (2003) then reviewed some of the literature whose conclusions are supportive 

of the focus on form technique (p. 227ff). He pointed to Doughty and Varela (1998) and 

Lightbown (1998) as missing the fact that students in their studies actually appeared to 

benefit from an additional focus on forms in separate classes. He also criticised these 

studies for not comparing the effects of focus on form with those of focus on forms – and 

thus invalidated their argument in favour of focus on form. It should be mentioned that in 

their longitudinal study Doughty and Varela (1998) did make a comparison between a 

control and an experimental group; in the former, however, grammar was not treated at all. 

(Thus, Sheen was right that there was no focus on forms treatment, though some kind of 
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comparison was indeed made.) The latter focused exclusively on two forms – the simple 

past and the reported future – with far greater accuracy tested for the two forms on both 

written and oral post-tests and delayed post-tests (Doughty & Varela, 1998, p. 129). It 

would seem intuitive, though, that such an intensive treatment of grammar (whether focus 

on form or focus on forms) would reap far greater test results than none whatsoever. 

Sheen (2003) criticised TBLT advocates for their handling of the studies they 

reviewed. He called Norris and Ortega (2000) flawed in that the authors were arbitrarily 

selective of the studies they included in their overview (p. 227). Still, he pointed out, this 

article was cited by both Lightbown (2000) and Long (2000) as being conclusive of the 

efficacy of focus on form. Furthermore, in referring to this article, Sheen observed, both of 

these latter writers failed (a) to mention findings in favour of focus on forms and (b) to point 

out that Long’s own criteria for differentiating between focus on form and focus on forms 

had not been not used consistently. Sheen then made the point that momentum builds as 

researchers focus on how to implement focus on form instead of making real comparisons 

between it and focus on forms. In his view, there has been a clear tendency to ignore the 

claims of a focus on forms and to promote focus on form. He concluded that teachers need 

reliable comparative studies. He then went on to describe an ongoing study of his own in 

which he actually compared the two approaches. His findings were that the focus on forms 

approach is superior to focus on form for grammatical accuracy. 

  

2.2.2.2. The psychology of learning: DeKeyser 

According to DeKeyser (1998), the answer to the question of how and when to approach 

what kind of form in the classroom lies not only in the L2 literature but also in the cognitive 

psychology literature. For him, pronunciation work requires forms-focused treatment, for 
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example, but a great deal of vocabulary calls for very little. Thus, he has stated that, though 

focus on form may not be necessary for vocabulary or sufficient for pronunciation, the issue 

is complex for morphosyntax (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 43). In his view, there are three linguistic 

variables that have been discussed most frequently vis-à-vis focus on form: (1) the relevance 

of Universal Grammar (UG); (2) the need for negative evidence; and (3) the degree of 

complexity of the target language feature. It is thought that if a structure is part of UG and 

UG is accessible to the L2 learner, then sufficient input will trigger acquisition – unless L2 is a 

subset of L1, in which case negative evidence is required, e.g. adverb placement or 

interrogative structures for French NS learning English (L. White, 1991 and L. White, Spada, 

Lightbown, & Ranta, 1991). Importantly, DeKeyser has observed that if a given form is not 

part of UG or simply cannot be acquired without negative evidence, ‘a rather strong variant 

of focus on form, including rule teaching and error correction, will be required’. One is left 

wondering, then, where DeKeyser draws the line between focus on form and focus on 

forms. Another concern, as DeKeyser himself has pointed out, is how one can know what 

forms are part of UG, how accessible it is in L2 acquisition and therefore what forms are not 

learnable without negative evidence. He has noted a tendency among researchers to see 

ever more structures as falling within the boundaries of UG (DeKeyser, 1998). 

This has led DeKeyser to the third linguistic variable mentioned previously, namely 

the complexity of the form to be learned. Krashen (1982) made the distinction between 

rules that are (1) easy to acquire (naturalistically) but hard to learn (and thus know 

explicitly), on the one hand, and (2) easy to learn but hard to acquire, on the other. For 

DeKeyser, the latter type is appropriate for focus on form teaching, but he has posed the 

question: what makes a rule easy to learn but hard to acquire? He referred to Krashen 

(1982) as answering this question with a ‘combination of formal and functional simplicity’, 
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e.g. third-person -s. He also cited the views of both Krashen (1982) and R. Ellis (1990) as 

agreeing that ‘lack of formal complexity benefits learnability’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 44), 

though Krashen has said that third-person -s is easy to learn because it is formally simple 

while R. Ellis has concluded that it is eventually learnable but only when the learner is 

developmentally prepared to acquire this new feature because it is formally complex. (He 

has justified this view by pointing to Pienemann’s (1985) notion that third-person -s is 

distant from the grammatical subject that determines it.) 

In DeKeyser’s view, functional complexity is difficult to define. He has asked if third-

person -s is functionally simple and has pointed to Krashen and R. Ellis as agreeing that it is. 

Yet, DeKeyser has pointed out, this form not only stands for a great deal – the present 

tense, the singular and the third person – but is also subject to frequent exceptions, e.g. 

with modal verbs. Some researchers, such as Hulstijn and De Graaff (1994), have noted that 

if a rule is simple it can easily be learned independently without instruction, yet, as 

DeKeyser has posited, what may be simple for one student population may not prove to be 

so for another (e.g. university students compared to average learners) (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 

44). ‘Thus, although rule complexity is a likely criterion for focus on form, complexity is hard 

to define; consequently, researchers do not always agree whether some of the most 

frequently taught rules are simple or complex’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 44). 

Linguistic criteria for focus on form also include: (1) reliability, i.e. consistent 

applicability, of the rule; (2) scope of the rule; and (3) semantic redundancy (DeKeyser, 

1998, p. 45). DeKeyser (1998) has concluded that instruction is especially useful for rules 

with high reliability, wide scope and semantic redundancy vis-à-vis production but without 

such redundancy vis-à-vis comprehension.  
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But a different set of criteria emerges from the research in cognitive psychology 

(Mathews, Buss, Stanley, Blanchard-Fields, Cho, & Druhan, 1989; Reber, 1989, 1993; and 

others). Two main findings are salient. The first regards inductive learning, namely that 

learning works better through implicit induction, defined as ‘mere exposure to a very large 

set of instances or memorization of a set of exemplars’ than through explicit induction, 

‘where they are asked to figure out the rules’ (DeKeyser, 1998). This is said to be so because 

subjects were found to be better (in the first case) at making judgements about 

grammaticality later. The second finding is that despite the fact that the first group 

performs better it cannot state the rules (DeKeyser, 1998). (In this respect, they remind one 

of many English NSs – at least those who have not been affected by training and experience 

in ELT.) Based on these findings, these researchers have concluded that subjects can learn 

abstract rules implicitly and can even draw on them without being able actually to state 

them (DeKeyser, 1998). 

The question arises whether these subjects actually induce the rules or simply 

memorize exemplars and then compare new instances to these. Dulany, Carlson, and 

Dewey (1984, 1985) and others claim that it is the latter and that, although one can learn 

similarity patterns implicitly, one cannot learn abstract rules this way.  

In DeKeyser’s opinion, it is significant to consider what makes a structural pattern an 

abstract rule or a similarity and then to ascertain the extent to which these different kinds 

of structure can be learned ‘with different degrees of focus on form’ (1998, p. 46). He has 

identified two factors in determining whether a structure can be learned as a similarity 

pattern or must be induced as an abstract rule: (1) surface variation that tends to conceal 

the rule (e.g. a simple subject–verb agreement rule is obscured by the plural form of nouns 

and verbs being realised by different morphemes) and (2) the distance between two co-
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occurring elements (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 46). He has drawn on a previous study of his own 

(DeKeyser, 1995) on the use of an explicit focus on form in learning abstract rules versus 

probabilistic patterns. He had subjects learn parts of a miniature linguistic system either by 

explicit–deductive learning (traditional presentation of a rule followed by thousands of 

illustrative picture–sentence combinations) or by implicit–inductive learning (mere exposure 

to the same number of pictures and sentences). He found that subjects learned simple 

abstract morphosyntactic rules significantly better through the explicit–deductive technique 

but probabilistic patterns in noun and verb endings somewhat better under implicit–

inductive conditions. 

Similarly, N. Ellis (1993) found that explicit grammar presentation, examples and 

practice – i.e. the PPP technique – yielded better results than several alternatives for initial 

consonant mutation in Welsh (but see N. Ellis’s broader conclusions on implicit and explicit 

instruction further below in Section 2.2.2.3). Robinson (1996) found explicitly instructed 

learners outperformed all others (in implicit, incidental and rule-search conditions) on 

simple morphosyntactic rules – though not so for more complex rules. 

DeKeyser (1998) then asked the question what kind of focus on form is efficacious. 

Naturally, he pointed out, focus on form is not useful if it leads only to monitored 

knowledge. So does explicit knowledge from sequential models of focus on form instruction 

lead to full automatization? He proceeded to answer this question.  

DeKeyser (1998) made two distinctions between the explicit (conscious) versus the 

implicit (unconscious) and the controlled versus the automatic. However, Anderson’s 

Adaptive Control Theory (ACT) of cognitive skill acquisition (Anderson & Fincham, 1994) 

implies that automatization depends on knowledge being implicit and that the 

implicit/explicit and controlled/automatic aspects are not entirely independent. Therefore, 
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though the two sets of areas are distinct, they are, in Anderson’s view, dependent. As it is 

Anderson’s model that holds sway in the cognitive psychology of skill acquisition, this was 

therefore explored. 

First, DeKeyser (1998, p. 48) cited Anderson (1982, 1995) in outlining the three stages 

of skill acquisition: (1) declarative, or factual, knowledge; (2) proceduralization of 

knowledge, which encodes behaviour; and (3) automatizing or fine-tuning procedural 

knowledge, i.e. doing it without having to think about it. The question then became how 

one moves from stage 1 to stage 3. According to DeKeyser, 

The essential notion to bear in mind here is that 
proceduralization is achieved by engaging in the target 
behaviour – or procedure – while temporarily leaning on 
declarative crutches (Anderson, 1987, pp. 204–5; Anderson & 
Fincham, 1994, p. 1323), in other words,… conveying a 
message in the second language while thinking of the rules. 
(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 49) 

 

Thus, repeated behaviour restructures declarative knowledge so that it becomes easier to 

proceduralize so that after a time working memory load is reduced (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 49). 

Once this has been achieved, DeKeyser explained, practice enables procedural knowledge to 

become automatized, thus increasing speed and lowering error rate and burden on 

cognitive resources (Anderson, 1987, 1990, 1995; Logan, 1988; Schneider & Shiffrin, 1977, 

as cited in DeKeyser, 1998).  

With this, DeKeyser turned to the concept of practice in L2 learning. Saliently, he 

defined the concept, rather straightforwardly, as ‘engaging in an activity with the goal of 

becoming better at it’ (1998, p. 50). Interestingly, in a later study (DeKeyser, 2007, p. 8), 

having defended the benefits of practice in language learning for a decade or more, he 

refined his definition as follows: practice involves ‘specific activities in the second language 
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engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the goal of developing knowledge of and skills 

in the second language’. Reviewing the role of practice in various familiar teaching methods, 

he arrived at the conclusion that none of them conform to the basic concepts of the 

cognitive theory of skill acquisition. He then explained the implications of skill acquisition 

theory for L2 grammar learning. It contended that if fluency is the goal, i.e. automatic 

procedural skill, then learners must have the opportunity to practise using the language by 

communicating something in that language while maintaining the relevant declarative 

knowledge in working memory (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 52). According to him, the most common 

L2 classroom activity for this purpose is the communicative drill (DeKeyser, 1998), in which 

actual content is conveyed which is unknown to the interlocutor, according to Paulston’s 

definition (1971, as cited in DeKeyser, 1998, p. 50). Unlike mechanical drills, which are 

exclusively forms-focused and require no attention to meaning, communicative drills 

provide an opportunity for learners to draw on declarative knowledge while the skill is being 

proceduralized – and this is essential.  

It should be noted at this point that, in addition to Anderson’s model, another 

cognitive skill acquisition theory, the information processing model developed by 

McLaughlin (1978; 1980; 1987; 1990; McLaughlin, Rossman, & McLeod, 1983), has also been 

significant in providing a clearer understanding of how we learn languages. McLaughlin 

posited that learners have limited processing capacities and that, as we learn a skill, we can 

first access it through controlled processing. Eventually, our cognitive processing becomes 

automatic, and it is through routinization that we can lighten the load on our information 

processing capacity. We are thus able to bring about quantitative changes in our 

interlanguage, i.e. able to access an ever larger amount of information for automatic 

processing. We can make qualitative changes to our interlanguage through restructuring. 



 

53 
 

These sorts of changes are tied to both the way knowledge is represented in our minds and 

to the strategies we employ. Representational changes involve a shift from exemplar-based 

representations to rule-based ones, e.g. picking up formulaic chunks of natural language 

and then eventually breaking them down into usable rules. As with Anderson’s model, here 

too practice is required to bring about this shift, though it is not clear exactly what practice 

entails. 

DeKeyser also pointed out that some language behaviours have nothing to do with 

meaning (1998, p. 54). Some phonological and morphological rules pertain to mere forms–

forms relationships; mechanized rules might therefore be useful in such cases. Furthermore, 

forms-focused activities may be appropriate at the beginners stage in order to facilitate 

declarative knowledge (DeKeyser, p. 55). DeKeyser then asked the rhetorical question: how 

do some of these views jibe with the literature on implicit learning? He then attempted to 

explain. 

‘Recent empirical studies on classroom second language learning have tended to 

show that focusing students on form, mainly by teaching them rules and correcting errors, is 

superior to implicit learning (e.g. Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Spada & Lightbown, 1993; L. 

White et al., 1991)’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 56). Yet the issue appears to be unresolved. Why? 

He suggested that this is because applied linguistics literature invariably fails to address the 

possibilities of explicit teaching for various types of rules and because it is practically 

impossible to vary all the relevant factors in one experiment independently (DeKeyser, 

1998).  

Still, DeKeyser argued that automatization and implicit learning are not at odds 

provided one bears in mind that (1) the degree to which structures are most easily learned 

explicitly though automatization of declarative knowledge depends on the nature of the rule 



 

54 
 

and (2) automatization can mean different things: either fine-tuning (strengthening) or 

restructuring, proceduralization and fine-tuning (DeKeyser, 1998). As DeKeyser made clear, 

‘Only in one aspect of its senses, namely proceduralization of explicit declarative knowledge, 

is the concept of automatization incompatible with implicit learning’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 

57). Thus, he concluded, implicit second language learning and learning based on skill 

acquisition are not incompatible (DeKeyser, 1998). 

On another pillar of TBLT which would tend to oppose skill acquisition theory, 

DeKeyser (1998) has argued that the acquisition orders of Pienemann (1989) and many 

others are ‘vastly overgeneralized’. He pointed out that (1) many of the studies never 

provided subjects with instruction that might have made a difference in the order of 

acquired structures and (2) in the studies that did give subjects instruction it is safe to 

assume that none received ‘instruction along the lines of what skill theory seems to imply: 

explicit teaching of grammar, followed by focus on form activities to develop declarative 

knowledge, and then gradually less focussed communicative exercises to foster 

proceduralization and automatization’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 58). Finally, he noted that, while 

no structural syllabus has been based on psychological considerations of learnability, ‘the 

findings on acquisition orders or learnability hierarchies appear far from incompatible with 

the view that explicit knowledge can be automatized through and for production’ 

(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 58). 

What then for DeKeyser are the implications for the sequencing of learning activities? 

He broke down a forms-focused lesson into the following outline: read short text; explain 

one or two grammar points; do structural exercises; do communicative exercises; and (in an 

EFL class) do translation exercises – though DeKeyser was surely thinking of a brief activity 

that raises learners’ awareness to meaning in new L2 lexico-grammar by comparing it to 
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vocabulary and form in their own language, and not the sort of rigorous, lockstep rendering 

of one sentence after another that forms part of the grammar–translation tradition. What 

does skill theory have to say about DeKeyser’s lesson plan? In this outline, declarative 

knowledge is clearly developed first before it becomes proceduralized. He cautioned, 

however, that exercises – especially challenging ones like translation – should not be rushed 

into as knowledge should be allowed time to become anchored (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59). He 

also cautioned reading should be put last – not first – as he contended that having a chance 

to see many instances of a new structure may contribute to further automatization 

(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59). In DeKeyser’s view, ‘Comprehensible input as such has an 

important role to play, but not as a sufficient condition for acquisition, certainly not without 

any awareness of form’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59).  

In sum, DeKeyser has espoused a view on ‘language learning that encourages 

performing the relevant skill, namely rendering certain meanings through certain forms, 

while thinking of the relevant knowledge links between forms and meanings’ (DeKeyser, 

1998, p. 61). 

In a later reiteration of his defence of the central role of practice in language learning, 

DeKeyser (2010) argued against narrow concepts of this construct. He offered a broader 

understanding of practice (in a definition taken from DeKeyser, 2007, and provided above), 

which is still focused on form – or even forms – but with a sufficient focus on form–meaning 

links and with sequenced activities that promote declarative knowledge first, then 

proceduralization of that knowledge, and, finally, automatization (at least partly). He then 

reviewed a number of different activities that fall under this broad concept.  

DeKeyser (2010) reviewed each type of criticism of practice in turn. He pointed to 

certain rejections of practice (Krashen, 1982; Long, 2009; VanPatten, 2003;) as 
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understanding the concept as manifested in the audiolingual method with its underpinnings 

in Skinnerian behaviourism. Indeed, he pointed out, practice often calls to mind the 

audiolingual classroom in which ‘students repeat and transform sentences ad nauseum’ 

(DeKeyser, 2010, p. 156). For my own part, having taken Italian in the heyday of 

audiolingualism in 1980s America with its reassuring regular drills, I was still incapable of 

engaging in an ordinary conversation in that language after three terms – despite having 

been consistently diligent and receiving top marks. This legacy thus leaves an 

understandably bad taste in people’s mouths. 

Thus, DeKeyser (2010) agreed that such drills are of little use because they neither 

prompt learners to exhibit the target behaviour, grasp the meaning of the lexico-grammar 

nor lend it expression by linguistic means – never mind encouraging them to do so in 

creative ways. This is not the sort of practice he would recommend. 

DeKeyser (2010) also pointed to those who call into question the usefulness of 

repetitive output practice. They have argued that a great deal of practice fails to encourage 

learners to process form–meaning links (VanPatten, 2004; Wong & VanPatten, 2003). He 

also noted that still others reject all forms-focused instruction and practice because any 

activity centred on particular forms will be less likely to promote acquisition than real-world 

tasks that allow for a more incidental focus on form (Long, 1991; Long & Robinson, 1998).  

Finally, DeKeyser (2010) pointed to those that do not doubt the value of practice 

focused on forms as such but see its use as restricted to automatization of existing 

knowledge – not acquisition of new structures (R. Ellis, 1993).  

In making his case for a broader understanding of practice, DeKeyser (2010, p. 156) 

highlighted the importance of skill acquisition theory (see above) and cited Kroll and Linck 

(2007) as arguing that as learners practise more and develop their proficiency, it is not 
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merely their linguistic representations that change; it is also the skills with which they put 

them to use. He observed that knowledge retrieval in language processing is a complex skill 

that calls for a great deal of practice. He drew on research by Nation and Newton (2009) and 

Segalowitz (2010) (as cited in DeKeyser, 2010, pp. 157–158) on the development of fluency 

through practice. DeKeyser stressed too that a number of elements in any language are 

either difficult or impossible to learn only through exposure or naturalistic communication 

in the target language because they have low frequency or are lacking in salience in some 

way (DeKeyser, 2005; Pica, 2009, as cited in DeKeyser, 2010, p. 158).  

DeKeyser (2010) conceded that practice will never yield perfection – though it seems 

to me no experienced FL/L2 teacher or researcher can reasonably expect this of any 

element of language learning. Still, he asserted that ‘it is a necessary, not a sufficient feature 

of language instruction’ (DeKeyser, 2010, p. 158).  

Within his broad definition of practice, DeKeyser (2010, p. 159) also included 

‘communicative drills’ because they link form and meaning and thus serve a key purpose in 

language learning. He offered no definition or example, but Paulston and Bruder (1976, p. 9) 

characterised such drills as aiming for ‘the free transfer of learned language patterns to 

appropriate situations’ and noted that being drills, they are not facilitative of free 

communication because they produce a ‘cue-response pattern’. According to Paulston and 

Bruder (1976, p. 9), asking learners to answer the question ‘Do you have a date for Saturday 

night?’ as part of a communicative drill will generate (presumably factual) information that 

is probably unknown and thus unverifiable to both teacher and peers.  

For DeKeyser (2010), while communicative drills are desirable in language learning, 

teachers ought to move beyond such narrowly focused practice as soon as they are able – 

both out of cognitive and affective considerations. He pointed to role plays and information 
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gap activities designed such that the use of particular problem forms is essential or at least 

very likely. In my experience, however, students manage to foil the best laid plans in this 

regard. 

DeKeyser also suggested that with the aid of NSs, these various tasks can provide 

both realistic practice and corrective feedback, especially recasts. Here one wonders why 

DeKeyser considers a NS any more handy for such aid than a highly proficient NNS 

(discussed briefly in Section 2.2.1) or how readily available a NS might even be for much of 

the world’s FL classrooms.  

For DeKeyser, the lack of practice in task-based and content-based teaching is 

acceptable at higher levels of proficiency given sufficient opportunities for reactive focus on 

form, but he doubted their efficacy at early stages of learning when learners’ productive 

and receptive abilities are not yet developed. According to DeKeyser (2010, p. 159), these 

forms of practice move beyond the ‘drill and kill’ of audiolingual methodology and satisfy his 

more inclusive definition of ‘systematic practice’, serving functions in the learning process 

that communicative input and interaction alone fail to do.  

 

2.2.2.3. The interface of implicit and explicit language learning: N. Ellis 

Like DeKeyser, N. Ellis has approached language learning from a cognitivist perspective. His 

position is as follows: ‘The complex adaptive system of interactions within and across form 

and function is far richer that that emergent from implicit or explicit learning alone’ (N. Ellis, 

2015, p. 21, author’s emphasis). He has stressed the importance of an emergentist 

perspective to better understand the complex system of language that develops out of the 

dynamic interplay between implicit and explicit language learning and usage. An 

emergentist perspective reflects the view that language ability results from interactions 
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between an individual’s learning abilities and their language environment (see Behrens, 

2009).  

In arriving at the position noted above, N. Ellis (2015) has reviewed research in three 

areas: units of language acquisition, implicit language learning and explicit language 

learning. In usage-based approaches to language, the basic units of representation are 

referred to as ‘constructions’, i.e. form-function mappings which are used regularly in a 

particular speech community and embedded as language knowledge in the minds of 

learners (Bybee, 2010; Robinson & Ellis, 2008; Tomasello, 2003, as cited in N. Ellis, 2015, p. 

5). According to N. Ellis (2015, p. 5), psycholinguistic research has shown that ‘language 

processing is exquisitely sensitive to usage frequency’. For him, this obviates a mental 

mechanism, a sort of counter in our minds, with which we can judge what is frequent and 

what is not. We thus learn chunks of language, or lexical sequences, over time and develop 

a database through which we come to understand how grammar works. N. Ellis (2015, pp. 

8–9) has cited more recent research in both L1 and L2 learning to bolster this claim: Durrant 

and Doherty (2010), Ellis, Frey, and Jalkanen (2008), Tremblay, Derwing, Tribben, and 

Westbury (2011) and others for L1 as well as Conklin and Schmitt (2007), N. Ellis and 

Simpson-Vlach (2009), McDonough and Mackey (2008) and others for L2. In his view, these 

findings show that language users are attuned to the sequential possibilities of 

‘constructions’ and that it is their experience of usage that has developed their knowledge.  

However, citing work by Schmidt (1990), Long (1991) and Lightbown, Spada, and 

White (1993), N. Ellis has also highlighted the limits of implicit language learning. He has 

pointed out that ‘Although L2 learners are surrounded by language, not all of it “goes in”’ 

(N. Ellis, 2015, p. 16). Here he was referring to Pit Corder’s (1967) distinction between input, 

the L2 all around us, and intake, which is that input we naturally use. He also reminded us 
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that what may be natural for L1 learners does not work beyond a particular point for L2 

learners.   

Thus, an extra nudge is required. Buttressed by findings in Doughty and Williams 

(1998), R. Ellis (2001, 2008, 2015), Long (2006, 2015), Norris and Ortega (2000, 2006) and 

others, N. Ellis (2015) has posited that form-focused L2 instruction produces considerable 

progress, that explicit kinds of instruction prove more effective that implicit types, and that 

the efficacy of L2 instruction is robust. He has concluded that ‘learners’ language 

systematicity emerges from their history of interactions of implicit and explicit language 

learning, from the statistical abstraction of patterns latent within and across form and 

function in language usage’ (N. Ellis, 2015, p. 21). Thus, N. Ellis has urged an empirically-

based solution that suggests a balance between explicit and implicit instruction and avoids 

tipping the scales either way. 

 

2.2.3. Research on interaction 

Returning now to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis, Lyster (2007) has pointed out that it has 

produced a large body of research on the nature and effects of interaction: (1) between 

learners and native speakers of the target language in laboratory settings; (2) between 

learners and teachers in classroom settings; and (3) between learners and other learners in 

either laboratory or classroom settings. Many of these have been noted in the review of 

Long’s theoretical shifts in Section 2.2.1. Over time, the Interaction Hypothesis has come to 

be referred to as the Interaction Approach (Gass & Mackey, 2007) to  reflect progress made 

in the modelling of input, interaction and L2 development (Gass, 1997) based on an ever 

growing body of theoretical support and empirical evidence for the Interaction Hypothesis, 

the Output Hypothesis and the importance of attention. Spada and Lightbown (2009) have 
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identified three trends in interaction research: (1) the early period (1970s to mid-1990s); (2) 

classroom-based studies; and (3) the revised Interaction Hypothesis. These will be covered 

in turn. 

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), the early period was characterised by 

descriptive, laboratory-based studies tied to the communicative and content-based 

language teaching approaches of the day (e.g. Gass & Varonis, 1985b; Long, 1983). They 

have pointed out that the Interaction Hypothesis that underlay this research was strongly 

affected by Krashen’s (1985) hypothesis, which stated that the availability of 

comprehensible input is the necessary and sufficient condition for second language 

development. They have noted that in its early formulation the Interaction Hypothesis 

mainly centred on the way in which input becomes comprehensible, with the features of 

interaction considered more important than the linguistic simplification involved in 

rendering input comprehensible (Long, 1981). Spada and Lightbown (2009) have also 

observed that a great deal of the early research investigated interactions between NSs and 

NNSs, analysing what distinguished them depending on variables, such as task type (Duff, 

1986; Long, 1981; Pica, Doughty, & Young, 1987) and contextual variables (Long, Adams, 

McLean, & Castaños, 1976) as well as learner characteristics, such as level of proficiency and 

gender (Gass & Varonis, 1986). 

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), the speaking task type studies often 

compared interactions borne of one-way or two-way tasks, the former requiring only one 

speaker to share information with their interlocutor(s), the latter calling for each speaker to 

share information mutually for the success of the task. As noted elsewhere in this 

dissertation, a number of these studies found that two-way tasks produced more 
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interaction and negotiation for meaning than one-way tasks did (Gass & Varonis, 1985a; 

Long, 1981; Pica, Young and Doughty, 1987).  

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have also reported that an early study of L2 learner 

interaction explored issues related to classroom contexts and compared characteristics of L2 

learner talk in teacher-fronted classroom contexts and group work (Long et al., 1976). It 

found that learners produced more talk and a wider range of linguistic functions (e.g. asking 

questions, seeking clarification etc.) in group work. However, since the group work did not 

form an integral part of the regular class work, some researchers were prompted to ask 

whether there would have been as much negotiating if the task had been implemented 

within the regular lesson. For instance, Rulon and McCreary (1986) argued that if the tasks 

were contextualized,  

the students’ background knowledge of the topic would be 
activated, making them more familiar with the concepts and 
vocabulary of the task. Thus, the time spent negotiating 
meaning would be reduced and the possibility of discussing 
the content of the task would be increased, resulting in an 
effective use of discussion time. (Rulon & McCreary, 1986,     
p. 183) 

 

Indeed, with most of the early interaction research taking place outside the L2 classroom, 

Nunan was prompted to argue, ‘If context is important to research outcomes, then we need 

far more of these classroom-based, as opposed to classroom-oriented, studies (Nunan, 

1991, p. 103). (The call for further classroom-based interaction research is discussed in 

Section 3.3.) 

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), even the early days of interaction studies 

saw research conducted in the classroom in what Chaudron (1988) and others called 

interaction analysis. The classroom-based studies in this vein include Allen, Fröhlich, and 
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Spada (1984), Fanselow (1977) and others. Interaction analysis offered researchers an 

alternative to global method-comparison studies, which had compared teaching methods 

and approaches on a large scale, usually leading to inconclusive results (e.g. Chastain, 1969, 

and Smith, 1970). SLA findings and the Interaction Hypothesis encouraged many researchers 

to conclude that the inconclusive findings from global method-comparison studies could 

well have been due to the lack of detailed information about classroom teaching and 

learning – and led Long (1980) to refer to the classroom as a mysterious and uncharted 

‘black box’ (not to be conflated with the ‘black box’ metaphor of the learner’s mind noted in 

Sections 2.3 and 4.3). 

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have reported that a great many studies in the 1980s 

and 1990s described this black box systematically and in detail. This included research on 

question types (Long & Sato, 1983), turn allocation (Seliger, 1977), wait time (J. White & 

Lightbown, 1984), corrective feedback (Chaudron, 1977), language choice (Duff & Polio, 

1990; Polio & Duff, 1994), the extent to which classrooms adhered to CLT principles 

(Fröhlich, Spada, & Allen, 1985), and the ways in which teachers modify their talk to what 

they consider to be the needs of their learners (Chaudron, 1983). According to Spada and 

Lightbown (2009), such studies change the focus from the product of classroom learning – 

based on achievement or proficiency test scores – to the processes in classroom interaction.  

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have noted that many of these process-oriented studies 

also suffered from limitations. They were mostly descriptive, just as the earlier laboratory 

studies had been. They also lacked the theoretical underpinnings to predict the sorts of 

classroom processes that would be conducive to language development. Spada and 

Lightbown have further reported that a growing concern with an overemphasis on meaning 

at the expense of form in the classroom prompted a long series of studies on the effects of 
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form-focused instruction and corrective feedback on L2 learning (e.g. Day & Shapson, 1991; 

Doughty, 1991; Harley, 1989; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Spada, 1987).   

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), one study that set out to investigate 

negotiation for meaning in classroom settings (Foster, 1998) raised questions about 

whether meaning negotiation it took place frequently enough in the classroom to play a 

significant role in L2 acquisition. (This seminal study is noted in Section 3.3 and discussed in 

more detail in Section 4.4). Similarly, Lyster (2007) has pointed out that although 

negotiation for meaning has been proposed as a chief characteristic of content-based 

instruction (Genesee, 1987; Met, 1994; Rebuffot, 1993; Tardif, 1991), its component moves, 

key to laboratory-based interaction, have not occurred with such frequency in the 

classroom, either in learner–learner interaction (Aston, 1986; Foster & Ohta, 2005) or in 

teacher–learner interaction (Lyster, 2002a; Musumeci, 1996). Ultimately, with the findings 

on negotiation for meaning being mixed overall, Spada and Lightbown (2009) have pointed 

to a need for more research in both laboratory and classroom settings to ascertain 

characteristics of context (FL vs L2), setting (laboratory vs. classroom) and task type (one-

way vs two-way, open vs closed etc.) that will likely produce negotiation for meaning and 

thus learning. (Task types are discussed in Section 3.6.) 

With Long’s (1996) revised Interaction Hypothesis (detailed in Section 2.2.1), as Spada 

and Lightbown (2009) have observed, studies began to explore the link between 

conversational interaction and L2 learning. Pica urged researchers to round out a process 

orientation with a focus on outcomes: ‘most [negotiation] research has taken a process 

approach toward characterising L2 learning through negotiation, but if negotiation’s role in 

learning is to be tested more fully, an outcome approach will be necessary as well’ (Pica, 
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1994, p. 519). This call led to over 40 such studies in the decade or so that followed 

(Mackey, 2007).  

As Spada and Lightbown (2009) have observed, Long’s (1996) revised Interaction 

Hypothesis has laid greater emphasis on individual cognitive processing, especially on 

learners’ noticing specific features of language in input and on the role of corrective 

feedback, than the original version. This, in turn, led to a great many studies – classroom as 

well as laboratory studies – on corrective feedback with a particular focus on recasts. While 

understandings of this important interactional feature may vary, L2 researchers have 

commonly used the following definition of recasts: ‘utterances that repeat a learner’s 

incorrect utterance, making only the changes necessary to produce a correct utterance, 

without changing the meaning’, for example,  

NNS:  The boy have many flowers in the basket. 

NS:  Yes, the boy has many flowers in the basket. 

(Nicholas, Lightbown, & Spada, 2001, p. 732). 

 

I would point out that this definition is in line with Long’s (1996) definition, noted 

previously, yet represents a shift from the stress on children learning their L1 to that of any 

learner developing their L2 interlanguage. Indeed, interaction studies typically draw on data 

produced by post-puberty learners, not children. While these results would certainly be of 

use to teachers, researchers and teacher–researchers that focus on younger learners, the 

key difference in the age factor with all its implications for learning should certainly be 

borne in mind. 

Spada and Lightbown (2009) reported that recasts have been found to be the most 

common kind of interactional feedback in a range of L2 and FL classrooms (Chaudron, 1977; 
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Loewen , 2004; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Ohta, 2000; Y. Sheen, 2004). They also noted that, in 

most studies, recasts have been demonstrated to produce the least uptake, which is defined 

as any of a number of potential learner responses to teacher feedback and is thought to 

indicate learner awareness that the feedback refers to linguistic form and not meaning 

(Lyster, 1998; Mori, 2002; Y. Sheen, 2006). 

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), numerous laboratory-based experimental 

studies of recasts have concluded that recasts aid learners in attending to the difference 

between their own initial utterance and the recast. They have also pointed to laboratory 

studies that demonstrate that negotiation with recasts produces more L2 development than 

negotiation without them (Han, 2002; Iwashita, 2003; Leeman, 2003; Long et al., 1998; 

Mackey & Philp, 1998). In contrast, they have noted, classroom-based quasi-experimental 

research has shown that recasts are less effective than other forms of corrective feedback, 

for example, prompts, such as ‘What did you just say?’ or ‘Can you repeat that?’, both in 

promoting uptake and in facilitating learning (Ammar & Spada, 2006; Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 

2006; Lyster, 2004;). In my own context, young adult learners at an upper-intermediate level 

of English at a Hungarian university actually tend to respond more effectively to prompts, 

which push them to reconsider their lexico-grammatical choices, than to recasts, which, for 

many of them, call to mind the way an adult might speak to a child. 

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have suggested that, while recasts are effective in 

laboratory settings, they may be less so in the classroom. Furthermore, they have reported 

that even among classrooms, overall instructional orientation may make a difference in 

learner uptake and repair in response to corrective feedback. For example, in a study by 

Lyster and Mori (2006), Japanese L2 learners nearly always repaired their utterances after 

recasts, while French L2 learners seldom did. It was argued that since the Japanese 
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classrooms were form-focused and the French classrooms were meaning-focused, the 

learners in the first group had become accustomed to attending to form and thus noticing 

corrective feedback, while the French L2 learners were inclined to focus on meaning and 

thus view a recast as confirmation of the intended meaning of their utterance. Lyster and 

Mori (2006) have thus posited the counterbalance hypothesis, the assumption that learners 

will more probably notice feedback that is atypical of the classroom interaction they are 

used to. Spada and Lightbown (2009) have pointed out that this finding is in line with other 

interaction research, for example, a meta-analysis by Mackey and Goo (2007). Here it was 

noted that studies in foreign language contexts demonstrated a far greater effect for the 

benefits of interaction than those in second language settings. It was suggested that this 

was because FL learners generally have fewer opportunities to engage in interaction beyond 

the classroom and that FL instruction tends to be more form-oriented than L2 instruction. 

Finally, Spada and Lightbown (2009) have called for more research in interaction on: 

(1) the long-term effects of interaction and (2) both the role of particular interaction 

features in L2 learning and the interplay between them and (a) context (L2 vs FL), (b) setting 

(classroom vs laboratory), (c) pedagogic focus within the classroom (non-linguistic subject 

matter, classroom management, language etc.) and (d) particular language features 

(grammar, lexis, pronunciation). They have also highlighted the need for studies that both 

define and operationalize interactional features such as recasts in exactly the same way. 

Further, contexts and methodologies have to be defined with care. In their view, replication 

studies in this area are also crucial, as are a great many more classroom-based studies – 

particularly in classrooms in which the interactional features are completely incorporated 

into the regular instruction. They have observed that this will allow for a closer investigation 

of the way in which features of interaction, such as negotiation for meaning and corrective 
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feedback, promote both use and development in the L2 when they operate in combination 

with the variety of linguistic and other behaviours in actual classroom contexts. 

More recently, interaction research has seen a new shift in approach from the purely 

cognitive to an embracing of the social as well. This is illustrated well in Philp and Mackey 

(2010). This study found that (1) relationships among learners influenced what they were 

both willing and able to listen to and attend to during their interaction and (2) this 

influenced what they produced. The authors realised that a shift toward a focus on social 

concerns was essential to understanding the participants’ L2 production more fully. Indeed, 

four years on, Mackey (2014, p. 380) has observed that the interaction approach to L2 

learning is ‘currently evolving to include a social dimension’ and that ‘typical methods of 

inquiry associated with it are expanding in parallel’. 

Since Philp and Mackey’s 2010 study, whole volumes have approached interaction 

from a number of perspectives. McDonough and Mackey (2013) have collected a range of 

empirical research studies that investigate interaction using both cognitive and social 

approaches in a broad range of educational settings, that is, not only different kinds of 

classrooms in different countries, but also computer laboratories and – unique to that 

volume – conversation groups. In particular, Ziegler, Seals, Ammons, Lake, Hamrick, and 

Rebuschat (2013) have examined how German L2 learners develop a conversational style 

over a number of conversation group meetings and McDonough and Hernández González 

(2013) have examined language production opportunities that pre-service teachers facilitate 

during whole group interaction.  

Another volume, Philp, Adams, and Iwashita (2014) is a solid synthesis of research on 

the role of peer interaction in L2 learning. It has reviewed the features of effective peer 
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interaction for L2 learning within a variety of educational contexts, age spans, professional 

levels and classroom tasks and settings.  

The variety of recent perspectives on interaction research is also well illustrated by 

McDonough, Crawford, and Mackey (2015). This is an exploratory study of whether 

creativity as a factor can offer insights into L2 learners’ speaking task performance. As such, 

it is a valuable contribution to a very fresh research endeavour: better understanding the 

link between creativity, one of the twenty-first-century skills, and L2 production. Indeed, 

with others of these skills, such as collaboration, decision-making and problem-solving, long 

having been essential to task-based interaction, the link between this sort of interaction and 

these and other twenty-first-century skills (e.g. innovation and critical thinking) certainly 

bears further study. 

The question arises, then, whether interaction actually facilitates second language 

learning, as Long (1996) has posited. It would certainly appear so. A meta-analysis of task-

based interaction studies (1980–2003) undertaken by Keck, Iberri-Shea, Tracy-Ventura, and 

Wa-Mbaleka (2006) reviewed 14 sample studies that met strict inclusion and exclusion 

criteria. The study found that experimental groups outperformed control groups in both 

grammar and lexis on immediate and delayed post-tests, target-essential tasks yielded 

larger effects than target-useful tasks, and opportunities for output play a crucial role in the 

learning process. Another meta-analysis of 28 studies of general interaction involving 

learners demonstrated large mean effect sizes across immediate and delayed post-tests and 

concluded that interaction strongly facilitates the learning of both lexical and grammatical 

target items (Mackey & Goo, 2007). These findings are certainly compelling and thus 

prompt one to ascertain the potential for implementing interaction-centred teaching 
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paradigms such as TBLT and to explore task-based (and other) interaction in one’s own 

context. This is one aim of the present study.  
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2.3. A sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) 

Much interaction research has been criticised for its understanding of the learner’s mind 

as a black box which stores information that has been processed from linguistic input and 

which is then accessed for output (cf. Lantolf, 2000a). Described as ‘input crunching’ by 

Donato (1994), this notion of learning that information is received and then processed in 

the brain and incorporated into mental structures that provide various kinds of 

knowledge and skills has been thought to greatly limit our understanding of how 

language learning may take place and, more specifically, of the diversity of ways in which 

interaction may serve this goal. Indeed, the black box metaphor is so pervasive ‘that 

many people find it difficult to conceive of neural computation as a theory, it must surely 

be a fact’ (Lantolf, 1996, p. 725).  

A sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) provides an entirely different perspective on 

the role of interaction in language learning (cf. Lantolf, 2000a). First developed by Lev 

Vygotsky (1978, 1987), the influential Soviet developmental psychologist, and elaborated 

further by Leontiev (1981), Wertsch (1985) and others, this theory of learning posits that 

the human mind is mediated (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). It stresses the role of mediated 

learning in enabling learners to exercise conscious control over such mental activities as 

attention, planning and problem-solving. In this theory, mediation involves the 

adaptation and reorganisation of genetically endowed capacities into higher-order forms 

through the use of some material tool (e.g. a computer), through interaction with 

another person or through the use of symbols (e.g. language). 

For Vygotsky (1978), language was the most powerful of these symbols, or ‘signs’, 

as he called them. In human development, language becomes an autonomous tool both 

to organise and control thought. In Vygotskian theory, therefore, language is considered 
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a means of not only engaging in social interaction, but also managing mental activity. 

According to Lantolf (2000b), mediation in second language learning entails: 

(1) mediation by others in social interaction; 

(2) mediation by the self in private speech; and 

(3) mediation by artefacts, e.g. tasks and technology. 

 

Mediation can be (1) external, with a novice receiving assistance in carrying out a task 

either from an expert or from some artefact, or (2) internal, such that a person makes 

use of their own resources to take control of the task. In SCT, external mediation is the 

means through which we attain internal mediation. According to Lantolf (2000b), 

development represents an individual’s (or a group’s) appropriating the mediational 

means to which they have been provided access by others around them (in the past or 

present) so that they can improve control over their own mental ability. Thus, the focus 

of language learning in SCT is not on individual acquisition, but rather on how new 

language forms and meanings emerge from either the social or the intrapersonal 

language activity in which learners participate (Lantolf, 2000c).  

With regard to mediated learning and using language as a tool, Swain (2000) has 

reported on studies conducted by Vygotskian researcher Talyzina (1981) on the three 

stages required for the transformation of material forms of activity into mental forms of 

activity: (1) a material (or materialized) action stage; (2) an external speech stage; and (3) 

a final mental action stage. In this transformative process, the learner starts with speech 

drawing their attention to a particular phenomenon in stage 1, moves on to formulating 

verbally what they are now able to carry out in practice (in stage 2), and finally arrives at 

stage 3, in which speech is reduced and automated. Thus, verbalization is seen in SCT as 

crucial to internalizing knowledge. In fact, in one study, Talyzina found that when the 
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intermediate external speech stage was omitted, learning was inhibited ‘because 

verbalization helps the process of abstracting essential properties from non-essential 

ones, a process that is necessary for an action to be translated into a conceptual form,’ 

i.e. ‘verbalization mediates the internalization of external activity’ (cited in Swain, 2000, 

p. 105). 

According to SCT, thinking and speaking are interrelated in a dialectic unity in 

which publicly derived speech completes privately initiated thought. Thus, if we sever this 

dialectic unity, we give up the possibility of understanding human mental capacities. In 

Vygotsky’s own analogy, an individual analysis of hydrogen and oxygen tells us nothing of 

how water can extinguish a fire. As Vygotsky (1987, p. 251) argues, ‘Speech does not 

merely serve as the expression of developed thought. Thought is restructured as it is 

transformed into speech. It is not expressed but completed in the word’. 

 

2.3.1. The zone of proximal development (ZPD) 

Another key component of the theory is the zone of proximal development (ZPD), the 

difference between what a learner can achieve when acting alone and what he can 

accomplish with support from someone else and/or from cultural artefacts. At the point 

when a skill becomes autonomous and stable, a new zone can be formed. This means 

that classroom materials, e.g. speaking tasks, must be planned in such a way that they 

present the right challenge for learners in that they are called on to use language form 

and meaning that makes it possible for them to dynamically construct ZPDs. According to 

R. Ellis (2003), the concept of the ZPD explains the variability of learner performance. (1) 

A learner may be unable to use a language structure, whatever the external mediation. 

This is because they cannot construct the ZPD that enables them to use that structure. (2) 
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A learner can use a structure with assistance from someone else, but not independently. 

This is because they can construct a ZPD that enables them to use the structure, but they 

have not internalized it as yet. Finally, (3) a learner has managed to internalize a new 

structure. This is because they have appropriated the structure for which they have 

created the necessary ZPD with external mediation.  

The chief means of mediation is verbal interaction. In SCT, learning, and thus 

language learning, is dialogically based. Verbal interaction can actually be either 

monologic or dialogic, as both mediate learning, but it is dialogic interaction that is seen 

as central. It makes it possible for an expert (e.g. a teacher) to create an environment in 

which novices can play an active part in their own learning and in which the expert can 

adjust the support they provide the novices (Anton, 1999). Dialogic interaction serves to 

establish intersubjectivity, enabling verbal interaction to mediate learning.  

Vygotsky (1987) posited that as they learn children progress from object-

regulation, where actions are determined by objects they encounter around them, to 

other-regulation, at which point they learn to take control over an object, but only with 

assistance from another, usually expert person, and finally to self-regulation, where they 

become capable of independent strategic functioning. It is verbal interaction, especially 

the dialogic sort, that is chiefly responsible for enabling children to advance from other- 

to self-regulation. Similarly, in language learning, learners of any age use new language 

forms and functions in interactions with others and then internalize them so they can use 

them independently. (For example, Ohta (2000) and others have investigated ZPD among 

adult learners.) In theory, learning occurs when learners actually use a new skill to 

achieve a new goal. This notion is central to collaborative acts. 
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2.3.2. Scaffolding and collaborative dialogue 

The metaphor of scaffolding, drawn from developmental psychology and L1 learning, also 

plays a central role in SCT. In scaffolding, a knowledgeable participant can establish 

supportive conditions through talk, in which a novice can take part and develop existing 

skills and knowledge to higher levels of competence (Greenfield, 1984; Wood, Bruner, & 

Ross, 1976). Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976, p. 98) have identified six features for 

scaffolded help: 

(1) recruiting interest in the task; 

(2) simplifying the task; 

(3) maintaining pursuit of the goal; 

(4) marking critical features and discrepancies between    

what has been produced and the ideal solution; 

(5) controlling frustration during problem solving; and 

(6) demonstrating an idealized version of the act to                

be performed. 

 

According to Wertsch (1979a), scaffolded performance is a dialogically constituted, 

interpsychological mechanism that facilitates a novice’s internalization of knowledge that 

has been co-constructed in a shared activity. Donato (1994, p. 41) demonstrated that 

‘collaborative work among language learners provides the same opportunity for 

scaffolded help as in expert–novice relationships in the everyday setting’. R. Ellis (2003, p. 

182) has agreed, pointing out that there is ‘clear evidence that L2 learners can 

collaboratively succeed in performing a task which none of them could perform alone’. 

Thus, scaffolding may also be referred to as collaborative dialogue, which Swain (2000, p. 

102) defines as ‘dialogue in which speakers are engaged in problem solving and 

knowledge building’. Aspects of collaborative dialogue will be illustrated in Section 4.3. 
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2.3.3. Private speech 

So far, mediated language learning has been discussed in terms of interpersonal 

interaction, but this can also happen through private speech (which Vygotsky (1987) 

originally called egocentric speech). Ohta (2001, p. 16) understood private speech as 

‘audible speech not adapted to an addressee’ (as when a learner is attempting to work 

out a problem-solving task out loud on their own). Ohta explained private speech as a 

means through which new language forms are manipulated and practised and therefore 

begin to shift from the interpsychological to the intrapsychological plane. Vygotsky 

envisaged private speech as lying between social (external) and inner speech. Lantolf 

(2000b) noted that private speech may occur in two ways in L2 learning: (1) a learner may 

use their L1 and (2) they may use the L2, but set aside use of target forms even if they 

have already been internalized. In research, therefore, it is important to draw the 

distinction between private and social speech. Stafford (2013) has pointed out that 

private speech operates much like social speech to aid adult learners in achieving self-

regulation during L2 development.  

 

2.3.4. Activity theory 

When we investigate what learners are actually doing with – and to – the interactional 

speaking tasks teachers set for them, it is important to understand what guides learners’ 

actions. Vygotsky (1978, 1987) attempted to explain this in what has become known as 

activity theory. He argued that the work we do is impacted by our motives. Specifically, 

he posited that our motives for learning in any given setting are intricately interwoven 

with beliefs that are socially and institutionally defined. This serves to explain why 
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different classes may approach the same task differently and why even the same person 

may approach the same task differently at different times.  

According to Leontiev (1978), motives can be biologically determined, such as the 

need to seek shelter, and socially constructed, such as the need to learn a second 

language. Wertsch, Minick, and Arns (1984) have demonstrated how motives are 

socioculturally determined. The study found that middle-class and undereducated rural 

mothers responded divergently in the way they guided their children through a puzzle-

copying task. The middle-class mothers demonstrated a desire to teach their children 

how to carry out the task so that they could do other, like tasks in the future. Their 

motive was pedagogic. They used strategic statements such as ‘now look to see what 

comes next’, and it was only when these did not bear fruit that they used referential 

statements such as ‘try the red piece here’. In contrast, the rural mothers saw the task as 

a labour activity of the sort that they were normally expected to do in their daily work. 

Mistakes are naturally seen as costly in such contexts, so they endeavoured to stop their 

children from making mistakes by guiding their moves with referential statements. Thus, 

the different motives of the different groups of mothers led to different activities and 

were reflected in different patterns of language use.  

Activity theory makes a distinction between three dimensions, or levels, of 

cognition: motives, goals and operations. According to Lantolf and Appel,  

the level of motive answers why something is done, the level 
of goal answers what is done, and the level of operations 
answers how it is done. The link between socioculturally 
defined motives and concrete operations is provided by 
semiotic systems, of which language is the most powerful 
and pervasive. (Lantolf & Appel, 1994, pp. 21–22) 
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Thus, as will be demonstrated in Section 4.2, a task will result in different kinds of activity 

because different people will perceive the task with different motives. Indeed, as pointed 

out above, not only will different learners view a task differently, the same learners might 

even perceive the same task differently on different occasions. Indeed, with its stress on 

learner motives, activity theory also sheds light on the part of the study on learner beliefs 

described in Section 4.1. As will be discussed there, learners’ beliefs about their present 

and future language learning are largely determined by their experiences as learners in 

the past. These socioculturally determined motives also play a role in the moves learners 

make in interacting with each other, as will be seen in Sections 4.3 and 4.4. 

It should be noted at this point that the terms motive and motivation are often 

used as synonyms. However, a distinction is drawn between them in activity theory in 

terms of learning and the activities in which learners engage in that regard. Leontiev 

(1978) posited that particular activities take shape when a basic human need is satisfied 

by a particular object in the material world. That object, in his system, is the actual 

motive of the activity. However, such activities are not individual in origin; they develop 

within society and through history in actions undertaken collectively at a particular place 

and time. Thus, motives are what drive activity systems in a way that individuals may not 

even realise, while motivation is rather individual in nature. It centres on an individual’s 

need to achieve success by participating in a particular activity. 

Research on motivation in language learning was launched by Canadian social 

psychologists Gardner and Lambert (1972) and carried on by Clément (1986), Dörnyei 

(1990), Muchnick and Wolfe (1982) and others. For long, this research saw motivation as 

a static construct within individual learners, though a more recent stress placed on 

sociocultural, relational and dynamic systems perspectives in motivation research 
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(Dörnyei, 2009; Dörnyei, Henry, & Muir, 2016; Ushioda, 2007, 2009) has perhaps begun 

to blur the lines between the two terms distinguished above. Nonetheless, beyond an 

analysis of participants’ motivation as individuals in Section 4.1, this dissertation focuses 

primarily on Vygotskian motive and employs the term as long understood by SCT 

theorists. 

Although Vygotsky and his colleagues and students focused on learning in maths, 

sciences and other subjects, their theory and findings have greatly benefited second 

language learning more recently. SCT has been applied in this field in volumes by Lantolf 

(2000a), Lantolf and Thorne (2006), and van Lier (1996) as well as in studies by Foster and 

Ohta (2005), Stafford (2013), and van Comperolle and L. Williams (2012).  
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3. Research design 

This chapter on the research design for the study is divided into nine sections. First, I 

elaborate on the framework within which the research was designed, establish the context 

of the study, list my research questions, and introduce the participants. I go on to explain 

the two phases of the study: the questionnaire/interview phase and the task performance 

phase. I then describe the instruments and procedure used to collect the data for the study. 

Finally, I discuss the paradigm of classroom-based research that underlies the task 

performance phase of the study and close the chapter with a rationale for the choice of the 

speaking task type employed in the research. 

 

3.1. Framework for the research design 

The framework for my research design is shaped by the knowledge claims, or assumptions, I 

have made and the methods of data collection I have applied. I will discuss each of these in 

turn. 

The knowledge claims I make in this dissertation can be viewed as ‘socially 

constructed’, or ‘constructivist’ (Creswell, 2003). This positions me in a research tradition 

primarily associated with the sociologist Mannheim ([1936] 2010) and developed by 

theorists Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1991) and Lincoln and Guba (1985). (The term 

‘constructivist’ was previously mentioned with regard to collaborative speaker interaction in 

the Introduction (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). However, it should be stressed that this Vygotskian 

term would appear to be from a distinct, though certainly parallel intellectual tradition to 

that discussed in this section. The theoretical background of the term used in this 

Vygotskian sense has been discussed in Section 2.3 as will the relevant findings from this 

study in Sections 4.3 and 4.4.)  
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Mannheim posited that it is impossible to assign greater truth-value to one viewpoint 

than to any other. Rather, he observed, as we come to understand the world around us, we 

can mediate different viewpoints and form a more complete understanding. Central to 

Berger and Luckmann’s ([1966] 1991) arguments is a definition of ‘reality’ and ‘knowledge’. 

They asserted that ‘reality’ is socially constructed, that it is a quality tied to phenomena that 

we consider as being independent of our own will. In other words, reality exists, no matter 

how disordered or dysfunctional it may seem to us. Berger and Luckmann saw ‘knowledge’ 

as the certainty that those phenomena actually exist and that they display particular 

features. They pointed out that ‘knowledge’ and ‘reality’ vary from one society to the next 

and that the scholar’s role is to ascertain what is seen as ‘knowledge’ in a particular society. 

Finally, Lincoln and Guba (1985) discussed how researchers in the social sciences can move 

beyond conventional positivistic approaches with a naturalistic technique, one which 

focuses on how people act in everyday situations. 

In keeping with this tradition, the data collection methods applied in this study are 

qualitative; they involve a questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and recording and 

analysis of speaking data. Nunan and Bailey (2009, p. 412) observed that ‘qualitative data 

have to do with meanings’ and that they have ‘an immediacy and ways of touching us that 

quantitative data typically do not’. It is this immediacy and visceral understanding of the 

data that are among the emphases of this study.  

One aim of research within the constructivist paradigm is to rely, to the extent 

possible, on participants’ view of the situation under examination (Creswell, 2003). The first 

part of the study in this dissertation (Section 4.1), which forms the questionnaire/interview 

phase (described below), examines learner beliefs in line with this aim. Dörnyei and Taguchi 

(2010, p. 109) have observed that the questionnaire–interview combination is the most 
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common in questionnaire research and that a questionnaire is the most common 

instrument to collect background information on participants in a classroom study. The 

interview questions and most of the questionnaire items are open-ended, thus allowing for 

a fuller exploration of participants’ views. With the few questionnaire items that are closed-

ended, it was thought that certain questions lent themselves to the simplicity and efficiency 

of limited answer options (e.g. What is the highest level of education your parents 

completed? (Underline the level)). 

Creswell (2003, p. 8) has also observed that scholars ‘position themselves’ in their 

research as they acknowledge how their understandings are linked to their own personal, 

cultural and historical experiences. The parts of the study reported in Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 

4.4 are illustrative of classroom-based research, an approach (discussed in Section 3.8) 

which takes the researcher away from the laboratory conditions so common to applied 

linguistics research and into the naturalistic setting of the classroom. (This task performance 

phase is described in Section 3.5.)  

 

3.2. Context of the study 

The study was conducted in Szeged, a city in southern Hungary on the River Tisza. With 

160,000 inhabitants, it is the biggest city in the country’s Southern Alföld region and the 

third largest in Hungary. Popular among both domestic and foreign tourists for its many 

sights and festivals, Szeged also boasts a large international student body.  

Indeed, at the heart of the city lies the University of Szeged. With its 2300 instructors 

and researchers and 25,000 students, the university dominates the economic, cultural and 

intellectual landscape of the city. Its international students are attracted both through 

exchange programmes, such as Erasmus, and through foreign language-medium courses of 
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study (in French, German and English). At the same time, a sizeable portion of the student 

population is drawn from the towns and villages of the region, often the first in their 

families to be admitted to university. Similarly, many ethnic Hungarians in the nearby 

Vajdaság/Voivodina region of Serbia are also attracted to Szeged (and other universities in 

Hungary) by greater prospects for social mobility, wider-ranging opportunities and a way 

out of a disadvantaged minority status (Takács, 2015).   

Among the more popular courses of study at the university are the English and 

American Studies bachelor’s degree courses (and a recently resuscitated five-year English 

teacher training course) at the Institute of English and American Studies. It is within this 

context that the study was conducted. 

The particular class on which the study was centred was Communication Skills, an 

upper-intermediate English for academic purposes (EAP) speaking class. The class is held for 

90 minutes once a week for one term and forms part of students’ language practice in the 

first phase of their course of study. The aim of the class is to provide learners with an 

opportunity to develop both the interactional and transactional speaking skills that are 

required for their studies – and beyond – and, more immediately, to prepare them for an 

advanced speaking exam (approximately C1 on the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) scale) at the end of the first phase of their studies. 

 

3.3. Research questions 

As noted in the Introduction, the study reported in this dissertation aims to answer the 

following six research questions (RQ): 

RQ1:  What is the view and experience of these learners as regards 

English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary? 
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RQ2:  How does their view and experience inform their attitude      

to  the task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) 

paradigm? 

RQ3:  In what ways do these learners contribute to the 

implementation of speaking tasks in the classroom? 

RQ4:  In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?  

RQ5:  To what extent and why does learner interaction actually    

break down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation? 

RQ6:  To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon           

in this context, what might explain this phenomenon? 

 

These questions are addressed in turn in the four parts of the study (discussed in Chapter 4). 

RQ1 and RQ2 on learners’ language learning experience are covered in the first part (Section 

4.1), which comprises the questionnaire/interview phase of the research (see Section 3.5 

below). RQ3 on the nature of learner contributions is dealt with in the next part of the study 

(Section 4.2). RQ4 on learner collaboration in interaction is answered in the third part 

(Section 4.3), and, finally, RQ5 and RQ6 on communication breakdowns are discussed in the 

final portion of the study (Section 4.4) – with these latter three parts comprising the task 

performance phase of the research (see Section 3.5). 

 

3.4. Participants 

The participants in this study were students enrolled in one of three sections of the 

Communication Skills classes noted above in the first phase of one of the three-year 

Bachelor’s programmes also noted above. The vast majority of these learners had acquired 

English in primary and secondary schools in Hungary, an experience which naturally informs 
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what Tonkyn has aptly called their ‘script’, i.e. their educational expectations, for FL learning 

(Alan Tonkyn, personal communication, 4 April 2014). Commonly, their language learning 

experience had not included much practice with speaking or writing, thus explaining why 

learners putatively approaching the C1 level might perform at a relatively low level in their 

spoken interaction when confronted with a speaking task (as will become clear from the 

speaking data excerpts in Chapter 4). Since the learners also knew (because I told them) that 

they were not being assessed and that the aim of the task was to communicate their ideas 

on the task to one another, this too might well have affected the fluency, accuracy and 

complexity of their performance.  

The rest of the learners (never comprising more than a fifth of a particular class) came 

from other regions of Europe through the Erasmus student mobility scheme and thus 

brought with them their own FL learning scripts, which tended to be distinct from that of 

the Hungarians. (The latter learners’ language learning histories and speaking task 

performance data are not included in this study but will be compared to those of the 

Hungarians in another one).  

Almost all of the University of Szeged students were specialized in English or 

American Studies, while the rest were taking a minor in one of these fields and studying 

another main subject in the arts and sciences (for example, maths, biology, history or 

German language and literature). As at other Hungarian universities, it is a long-standing 

tradition that the medium of instruction in all English and American Studies classes is 

English. Indeed, this custom of teaching a subject area tied to a modern FL in that very 

language generally obtains at Hungary’s universities (for instance, at the German, French, 

and Italian languages and literatures programmes), as it does at universities in certain other 

countries in the region, such as Serbia and Romania (Erzsébet Barát, personal 
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communication, 3 June 2014). Although the methodology of teaching in Szeged’s English 

and American Studies classes ranges from tutor lecturing to more student-activating 

methods (including discussions and student presentations), using English as the medium of 

instruction clearly presupposes students’ possessing a strong command of academic English.  

The participants were 18 to 24 years old and fell within a proficiency range of upper-

intermediate to advanced (B2+–C1) learners of English, based on a diagnostic test 

administered at the beginning of their first year. They were all aiming to attain a sufficient 

score on an in-house proficiency exam at the end of the first phase of their studies to 

indicate a C1 level – although, as noted above, many of the speaking task performances in 

the samples suggest a far lower proficiency. They all spoke Hungarian as a L1, though not all 

of them were from Hungary as such, with six out of the 57 participants having come from 

Serbia’s Vajdaság/Voivodina region just across the border. As mentioned previously, 44 

participants completed the questionnaire, 18 of these also joined the interview portion of 

the study, and a total of 57 participants (including the 44 questionnaire respondents) took 

part in the task performance phase (see Figure 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Participant breakdown 
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Questionnaire respondents (44) 
 
 
 
 

Interviewees (18) 
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3.5. The two phases of the study 

As the study broadly seeks (1) to investigate learner beliefs in a Hungarian EFL context (as 

per the first two research questions in Section 3.3 above) and (2) to explore the nature of 

interaction produced in the implementation of speaking tasks in that same context (as per 

the remaining four research questions above), the research can be broken down into two 

phases with two sets of data: the questionnaire/interview phase and the task performance 

phase.  

 In the questionnaire/interview phase, the study explores the possibilities for the 

TBLT paradigm in a Hungarian EFL context through an examination of learner beliefs about 

language learning and teaching. The data was collected through a questionnaire and semi-

structured interview (described below) in the teacher–researcher’s office, with the findings 

reported in the part of the study on learner beliefs in Section 4.1.  

In the task performance phase, the study analyses the various kinds of interaction the 

same learners produce in engaging in speaking tasks in a task-based classroom. The 

speaking tasks are described below, with the results discussed in the parts of the study on 

learner interaction (Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4). The classroom-based research paradigm 

within which the study was conducted is also covered below (in Section 3.8). 

 

3.6. Instruments 

This section will describe the three (sets of) instruments used in the two phases of the 

study: the questionnaire and interview in the first phase and the two speaking tasks in the 

task performance phase. 
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3.6.1. The questionnaire 

The questionnaire consists of 13 items designed to elicit information about the respondents’ 

personal background and their experience and understanding of language learning. The 

questions aim to establish, for example, what English language-related activities learners 

engage in beyond their classroom instruction and what sorts of activities they believe are 

most effective inside the classroom (see Appendix A). As noted previously, the questions 

were mostly open-ended so as not to restrict the respondents in providing the richest 

possible answers. The questionnaire was completed by 44 participants.  

 

3.6.2. The interview 

I based the design of the interview questions on concepts that are of central concern to 

TBLT. Questions 1–3 deal with learners’ views of form-focused teaching: how form is taught 

(cf. distinction between focus on form v. focus on forms in Doughty & Williams, 1998, and 

covered in Chapter 2 of this dissertation) and how errors are viewed and handled (see e.g. 

Lyster, 2001). Question 4 addresses group and pair work and thus hints at the reduced role 

of the teacher (see e.g. Willis, 1996). Question 5 focuses on teachers’ promoting learner 

responsibility – and empowerment (Long, 2005). Questions 6 and 7 examine learners’ 

experience of needs analysis and individualized instruction (Long, 2005). Question 8 offers 

the learners an opportunity to provide any additional impressions, and, finally, question 9 

has learners look at their – usually first – recent experience of TBLT in our class. The 

interview questions have two aims: to ascertain the learners’ second language learning 

experience (questions 1–8) and to gather their reflections on their exposure to the TBLT 

paradigm (question 9). The particular questions are listed in the section on procedure 

below. 
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3.6.3. The speaking tasks 

The speaking tasks used in the task performance phase of the study are classified as 

decision-making tasks (see Section 3.9 on the choice of speaking tasks below for a typology 

of such tasks). Specifically, they are called ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’ and ‘The scholarship’, 

and they have been borrowed from Penny Ur’s readily available and aptly named 

Discussions that work (1981, pp. 74–77) (see Appendix B). In these tasks, learners must work 

together to select a candidate from a list of several who are all slightly flawed in some way 

and then to argue the pros and cons of each of the candidates until they can agree on one – 

and only one: the heir to Lord Moulton’s fortune in one and the recipient of a single 

scholarship for law school in the other. 

 

3.7. Procedure 

In this section, I describe the procedure within the two phases discussed above. I cover the 

administration of the questionnaire and the interview (which fall within the questionnaire/ 

interview phase) and the speaking tasks (in the task performance phase) as well as the 

processing of the two sets of data from each of the two phases. As noted previously, the 

various data was collected in the autumn term of 2009 for a small-scale study. The four 

parts of the study reported in this dissertation grew out of that as an ever increasing 

quantity of the data was processed and analysed. 

 

3.7.1. The questionnaire 

The English-language questionnaire was administered to the members of three sections of 

the Communication Skills class described above during the final fifteen minutes of the 

second of two class sessions devoted to the project. I explained to them how to fill in the 
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questionnaire and what the data would be used for. The administration was paper-and-

pencil, and it took place in the regular classroom. A total of 44 of the 57 participants 

completed and returned the questionnaire.  

 

3.7.2. The interview 

Each interview lasted between 25 and 35 minutes and was administered one-on-one in my 

office just down the hall from our regular classroom within two weeks of the task-based 

lessons. They were recorded on a readily available cassette tape player and subsequently 

transcribed. A total of 18 volunteers selected at random took part from the larger 

population that had participated in the TBLT classes. The language of the interview was 

English. The questions were as follows: 

1) How important has grammatical correctness been to your 
foreign language teachers in either the speaking or writing 
of their students? What do you think about that? 

2) How much have your foreign language teachers corrected 
their students’ grammatical errors in the classroom? What 
kinds of errors have they corrected? What do you think 
about that? 

3) How have you learned grammar? Many teachers go over a 
major grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the 
students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has 
then been learned and will not be forgotten. Have you 
experienced this sort of thing? How do you feel grammar 
should be covered? 

4) How much have your teachers used group or pair work in 
the foreign language classroom? How useful do you feel 
that has been? How much do you think it should be used 
in the classroom? 

5) ‘Learners should take responsibility for their own learning 
both inside and outside the classroom.’ Have your 
teachers tried to encourage this? What do you think of this 
statement? 
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6) Have your teachers generally used a given textbook and 
not other materials or rather a mix of materials? What 
about their own materials? What is your view of this? 

7) Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel 
are really interesting? Have they taught you vocabulary 
and grammar that you feel you will need? 

8) What have been the most successful teaching techniques 
or ideas you have experienced in the past? 

9) What did you think of the classes we did with the speaking 
tasks? What purpose, if any, do you think they served? Do 
you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks 
would be effective? 

 

Although these constituted the core questions, I asked additional questions ad hoc as a 

learner’s response seemed to call for further exploration. The interviews were thus semi-

structured. 

 

3.7.3. The speaking tasks 

In the task performance phase, the instruments consisted of two speaking tasks. The two 

different tasks were performed as a normal classroom activity on two different occasions 

within three different classes, i.e. by three different groups of learners. A total of 57 

learners gathered into dyads (and, where necessary, triads) and recorded their own 

performance on their mobile phones. Within a few hours of these recordings, the audio files 

were transmitted (by Bluetooth or email) to the researcher–teacher for later transcription, 

marking and analysis (see transcripts in Appendix E). 

Prior to their performing the tasks, I explained to the learners that their participation 

would aid me greatly in my research, the broad purpose of which was to explore learner 

performance on speaking tasks from various perspectives. I assured them that their 
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performance was not being assessed or graded and that their data would remain 

anonymous. (Indeed, all the names used in the data have been changed.)  

In terms of the normal flow of the class, I endeavoured to minimize any potential 

disruptive effect of the speaking tasks. Indeed, as the learners were doing a number of 

similar tasks throughout the term as part of the regular syllabus, the only clear difference 

with these particular tasks from the learners’ point of view was that their performance was 

being recorded for later analysis. (Such regularity is important from the perspective of 

classroom-based research, as discussed below.) 

As the tasks were being completed, I observed the dyads and made notes on their 

performance for later feedback. I then discussed their performance with them in terms of 

content and form.  

 

3.7.4. Processing the data 

The data from the three (sets of) instruments was processed as appropriate. First, I collated 

the data from the questionnaire and used content analysis with a focus on gaining a clearer 

understanding of the language learning backgrounds of the participants with a particular 

focus on their reflections on their own experience of participating in task-based lessons and 

performing speaking tasks in class (see Appendix C for the completed questionnaires). 

Second, I transcribed the interview recordings and used content analysis for this data as well 

(see Appendix D for the transcripts). Participant responses naturally fell into three major 

thematic groups: Learning form; Classroom management; and Reflections on the TBLT 

experience. The results from both the questionnaire and interviews are discussed in Section 

4.1. 
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Finally, the transcripts from the learners’ speaking task performance (see Appendix E) 

provided the raw data for a conversation analysis, which is a type of analysis appropriate to 

naturalistic, spoken data (Nunan & Bailey, 2009, p. 423). The qualitative findings from the 

analysis are discussed in the parts of the study described in Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. These 

consist of various interactional phenomena that occur in task performance, including 

collaborative processes that Samuda and Bygate term ‘constructivist’ (2008, p. 117). (As 

noted previously, this Vygotskian sense of the term ‘constructivist’ is distinct from that used 

by Mannheim ([1936] 2010) and others for their own research tradition.) 

 

3.8. Classroom-based research 

As noted above, the task performance phase of the study was conducted by a teacher–

researcher in keeping with the classroom-based research paradigm. A similar emic (insider) 

perspective characterised the questionnaire/interview phase as well – though, as has been 

described (in Sections 3.5 and 3.7), the interview setting was the teacher–researcher’s 

office, not the classroom. Unlike most research on tasks that takes place under controlled 

laboratory conditions, classroom-based research attempts to explore the possibilities of 

tasks in action in authentic classroom conditions. TBLT 2005, the first of a series of biennial 

international conferences devoted solely to TBLT, pointed out the importance – and dearth 

– of such research. Examples of such studies include Foster’s (1998) exploration of 

negotiation for meaning in the classroom, Eckerth’s (2009) replication of Foster’s research, 

and Kumaravadivelu’s study (2007, p. 11) on learners’ perceptions of tasks with his primary 

concern for ‘preserving the normality of the classroom to the extent possible’. 

Limited resources represent an important aspect of classroom conditions. For 

instance, time is crucial for adult learners who need to develop the language skills they 
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require particularly for their working lives. Materials and equipment form another concern. 

González-Lloret (2007) described how she created computer-assisted language learning 

(CALL) materials for her own Spanish language learners at the University of Hawai’i in her 

own free time and with no funding. Outside the relatively well-equipped and well-funded 

educational settings of affluent countries, the classroom conditions in developing countries 

in the periphery (Phillipson, 1992) and semiperiphery (Blagojević, 2005) – a term for the 

point in the social, political and economic development of a country or region, so called 

because it is thought to be situated halfway between the developing periphery and the 

developed core – are arguably much further removed from the laboratory conditions of the 

SLA classroom research studies mentioned above. The need for more research that explores 

how tasks are actually implemented in intact classrooms is huge. This need has been 

especially strong for research on learners’ spoken interaction and negotiation for meaning 

in particular, with scholars suggesting (e.g. Foster, 1998) that a classroom setting may well 

lead to different results than conventional laboratory conditions. 

 

3.9. Choice of speaking tasks 

The pedagogic task was defined in Section 2.1.1. In this section, I narrow the discussion of 

task to the type used to promote spoken interaction, I review the different types of 

speaking task, and I provide justification for the speaking task type selected (as described in 

Section 3.6.3). I describe the particular speaking tasks and comment on the appropriateness 

of the source of the tasks employed. 

Broadly speaking, a task can cover any of the four language skills (reading, writing, 

listening and speaking), either individually or in combination. For example, one task may 

have learners put a set of pictures in order to tell a story and then write the story down, 
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while another task may prompt them to watch a short video on a controversial issue, 

discuss it and then report on their conclusions. A task may call for learners to work 

individually, in pairs or in groups. The non-linguistic outcome of a task (see Section 2.1.1) 

may take many forms, including a decision made, a problem solved and information 

exchanged.  

While a task may certainly cover any of the four language skills, the focus in TBLT has 

generally been on speaking. Most speaking tasks are designed to necessitate learner 

interaction, since research shows that this greatly facilitates language learning (see the 

metastudies by Keck et al. (2006) on task-based interaction and Mackey & Goo (2007) on 

general interaction involving learners noted at the end of Section 2.2).  

Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 21) described five types of speaking task and 

assess their efficacy in terms of the opportunity they provide learners to achieve three 

objectives: (1) to work toward comprehension; (2) to receive feedback; and (3) to modify 

their interlanguage. The five task types are: 

• jigsaw, 

• information gap,  

• problem-solving,  

• decision-making and  

• opinion-exchange.  

 

Of the first two on the list, both involve a sharing of information, but the first involves 

a two-way flow of information as learners cooperate toward the same goal (Pica et al., 

1993, p. 20). In the second, according to Johnson (1981), one learner asks questions and the 

other provides the missing information in a one-way flow of information. The other three 

types are self-explanatory. Pica and her colleagues (p. 22) noted, however, that problem-



 

96 
 

solving tasks are thought to result in a single outcome (Duff, 1986; Ur, 1984) and that 

decision-making tasks, similarly, are expected to work toward the same outcome but have a 

number of possible outcomes (Doughty & Pica, 1986; Pica & Doughty, 1985). Finally, 

opinion-exchange tasks, such as debates, appear not to be oriented toward a specific 

outcome. 

From their analysis of these task types in classroom use, Pica, Kanagy and Falodun 

found that jigsaw and information gap were the most efficacious in terms of the three goals 

they identify (above) and that opinion-exchange was the least. This would suggest that 

opinion-exchange is the least desirable type of task. On the other hand, Ur (1981, p. 15) 

appeared to assign priority to the opportunity for learners to interact; she therefore 

recommended ‘open-ended tasks’, denoting those ‘requiring the gathering or proposing of 

ideas unlimited by one predetermined “right” result’.  

I chose two decision-making tasks for the task performance phase of the study, both 

of which entail learners arguing for or against several choices in an effort to arrive at a single 

outcome – a single outcome that may vary from one group of learners to another, as Pica 

and her colleagues observed (Pica et al., 1993). This choice is in line with Ur’s point about 

open-ended tasks (Ur, 1981). It is also very much suited to these learners’ discoursal needs 

as university students (to be afforded the opportunity to form and express thoughts 

critically, to agree and disagree (fully or partly), to argue and concede a point etc.) and 

indeed facilitative of the skills development they require in this area (particularly in their L2) 

to succeed in an academic setting and in their professional lives beyond. (I refer the reader 

to mention made of the twenty-first-century skills in the Introduction and elsewhere.) Such 

competences can also be found on the illustrative scales for spoken interaction at the B2 

and C1 levels in the CEFR (2001). 
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While it has been pointed out to me that the particular speaking tasks I selected (see 

the section on instruments above) draw on themes that are socially, economically and 

culturally irrelevant for a great many learners in the world (for example, in the case of ‘Lord 

Moulton’s millions’, what possible affinity might a young person in southern Hungary be 

expected to feel for a dead British peer and his inexplicable and presumably unearned 

millions?), I have found that these tasks and others like them have proved to be generally 

engaging and motivating for this particular population of learners over the years. 

Furthermore, language learners in Hungary are generally familiar with the cultures 

commonly associated with the languages they learn in the classroom (the British, American 

and other Anglophone cultures for English, the German, Austrian and other German-

language cultures for German etc.), so, while some may see these themes as odd, they are 

certainly familiar. (I will set aside the important debate here about a culturally neutral 

European English, international English or English as a lingua franca, though a shift from the 

NS speaker to the proficient NNS speaker has been touched on in Section 2.2.1.)  

Finally, it is precisely such teaching materials that are readily available to teachers in 

this context, having been distributed widely to teacher training programmes and schools in 

Hungary in the early 1990s in the wake of the country’s regime change (see Medgyes & 

Malderez (1996) for a review of the changes in English language teaching and teacher 

training in Hungary during the period, a topic noted in the part of the study reported in 

Section 4.1). Thus, in keeping with the spirit of classroom-based research of using normally 

available materials, I determined that these would be appropriate for my purposes. 
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4. A qualitative study in four parts and two phases 

This chapter reports on the four, related parts of the study described previously. First, 

‘Learner expectations’ (Section 4.1) elicits learners’ reflections on their own language 

learning toward an understanding of their beliefs, or motives, and, in particular, their 

receptiveness to the TBLT paradigm. A quote from one of the learner–participants (Attila) in 

the study, ‘I … couldn’t communicate at all, so it was really hard’, represents a fairly 

common expression of frustration with the language learning the learners in this population 

have experienced. Second, the part of the study on learner contributions, entitled ‘Learner 

unpredictability in speaking task performance’ (Section 4.2), explores various manifestations 

of the learners’ motives in implementing speaking tasks toward lessons learned for the 

teacher in this regard. Third, ‘A sociocultural exploration of speaking task performance’ 

(Section 4.3) continues the theme of socially determined understandings of language 

learning in an investigation of collaborative dialogue in learner interaction. Finally, ‘A dearth 

of communication breakdowns’ (Section 4.4) provides data on negotiation moves resulting 

from communication breakdowns and seeks to explain why such moves occur so rarely in 

this data.  

 

4.1. Learner expectations: ‘…this is not good and this is not good and this is not good….’ 

Steeped in a schooling tradition described by R. White (1988) as classical humanist, the 

educational landscape of Hungary shares many of the features of that of its neighbours on 

what Blagojević (2005) calls the ‘semiperiphery’ of Europe. Within this context, and 

specifically in Hungary, EFL teaching is marked by ‘a close reliance on textbooks and a strong 

concern for accuracy, drilling and rote learning’ (Pintér, 2007, p. 135).  
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Against this backdrop, this part of the study uses both a questionnaire and one-on-

one semi-structured interviews to explore the individual EFL (and other FL) learning 

histories of a particular group of Hungarian university students (described in detail in 

Chapter 3). It analyses their reflections on their own experience of participating in task-

based lessons and performing speaking tasks.  

This section reports on an effort to ascertain how years of experience with the 

teaching/learning paradigm noted above impact a learner’s view of such tasks in language 

education. It also discusses the implications of these learners’ beliefs for their own language 

learning. It seeks an answer to the following two research questions in particular: 

RQ1:  What is the view and experience of these learners as regards 

English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary? 

RQ2:  How does their view and experience inform their attitude      

to the task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) 

paradigm? 

 

4.1.1. Hungarian learners’ script and its implications 

In this section, I will discuss the script, or educational expectations, of the learners involved. 

Second, I will cover the link between learner expectations and the cognitions learners 

develop as future teachers. 

 

4.1.1.1. Hungarian learners’ script 

What is the script that Hungarian learners have developed during their language learning 

careers? In a number of studies carried out in Hungarian primary and secondary schools 

(Bors, Lugossy, & Nikolov, 2001; Nikolov, 2000, 2003; Nikolov & Józsa, 2003; Nikolov &Nagy, 
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2003), Marianne Nikolov and her colleagues found that actual teaching practice varies 

widely. In one study involving learners in Grades 6 and 8, it was discovered that, while 

practice does include CLT that centres on meaning-making, role play, real-world situations 

and authentic materials with learners actively involved and using language to reach relevant 

goals, teacher-fronted class work with the teacher asking closed questions and learners 

answering individually was far more common. Furthermore, in both German and English FL 

classes, the traditions of grammar–translation and drilling remained strong: reading aloud, 

translating and completing grammar exercises were among the most frequent student 

activities, while watching videos, discussions, role plays and language games were among 

the least frequent. The strongest emphasis was laid on language skills and reading, with 

translation being understood to be equivalent to meaning making. 

Nor did the learners find any of this to be motivating. Retrospective interviews 

carried out by Nikolov and Nagy (2003) revealed that the most common procedures were 

found to be the least motivating and vice versa. 

In another study in Hungary involving 30 EFL teachers’ classes in Grades 1–5, Nikolov 

(2008) used classroom observation and teacher interviews to place participants’ teaching 

practice into three broad categories based on the degree to which they reflected generally 

accepted principles of primary language teaching: good, acceptable and to be avoided.  

Eight out of the 30 teachers were considered to use good language teaching 

practices. They varied the types of work they asked their learners to do, engaging them in 

activities that were clear and interesting, that they could perform at a good pace, and that 

was in line with their attention span and interests. Most of the learners working in groups 

were active and appeared to enjoy their work and to understand what their teachers 

expected of them. Their teachers taught the class in English for the most part, regularly 
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evaluated their learners’ work, had clearly established a rapport with the children, and 

aided them in their development by offering sufficient examples, providing them with 

opportunities to practise, and paying attention to the learners’ reactions and work. 

Twelve of the 30 teachers were thought to use acceptable, mixed practices. They 

sometimes used activities that were motivating, challenging and suitable for their learners’ 

age and language ability. At other times, they focused on language form, grammar practice, 

translation and mechanical drills. They often had discipline problems, and only some of the 

children fully participated in activities. They used English half or less of the class time. In 

fact, they often used Hungarian in situations when the target language would also have 

been clear, for example, in giving directions, explaining activities, disciplining and 

evaluating. 

Finally, ten out of the 30 teachers used classroom practices that were deemed to be 

less than optimal. They often used L1 in class, even exclusively in many cases, while class 

size was very small (2–3). They organised activities that their learners appeared to find 

boring, and their classroom interaction was entirely teacher-fronted, consisting of 

translation exercises, explicit instruction of grammar rules, and memorization and repetition 

of context-reduced vocabulary. Meanwhile, unsuccessful disciplining was common.  

In terms of motivation, barring monotonous activities, the children in all the classes 

were enthusiastic, active, interested and motivated. Of the teachers, 16 were relatively 

motivated and enthusiastic, while 14 were disheartened, depressed, impatient, dissatisfied 

and, in some cases, antagonistic with the children. As became clear in the interviews, they 

would prefer to be teaching in the upper primary years or in secondary school. 

Secondary school pupils appear to be exposed to similar teacher-fronted, grammar- 

and translation-oriented paradigms – and find them just as unmotivating (as Nikolov (1999) 
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observed among disadvantaged high school students). Having studied the language learning 

script of their first-year ELT students at the Eötvös Loránd University in Budapest, Rádai and 

Shanklin (1996, p. 29) noted that their students ‘seem to believe that the explicit learning of 

rules can improve their language competence’. In training their students to become 

effective learners, they also found that their learners were only familiar with the traditional 

method of keeping vocabulary notebooks with a discrete English-language item on the left 

and its Hungarian equivalent on the right. Other approaches, such as associative tasks and 

context-related word cards with alternate forms were unfamiliar. In my own experience, 

first-year students at the University of Szeged are often uncertain and therefore hesitant 

about a vocabulary building task that invites them to use a new, thematically unified set of 

vocabulary to describe their own meaning. Rádai and Shanklin (1996, pp. 29–30) also found 

that far from being part of a process of actively developing a lexical repertoire tied to their 

individual needs, students felt it to be the tutor’s responsibility to select new vocabulary 

items for them to learn – clearly a reflex from years of teacher-led, teacher-fronted 

language learning. 

Similarly, Rádai and Shanklin (1996, p. 31) observed that first-year university students 

would rather that the tutor instructed them explicitly on language rules they are to commit 

to memory and see a tutor who does so as a competent authority. They are disinclined to 

analyse and compare language rules themselves. However, if a tutor provides different 

solutions ‘based on context, changing use, language variety, or – God forbid – uncertainty, 

the tutor is viewed as less competent or wishy-washy’ (Rádai & Shanklin, 1996, p. 31). This 

echoes Furka’s (2011, p. 72) observation that Hungarian students are socialized to see 

teachers as the ‘source of all information’, as opposed to facilitators or partners in learning. 

Likewise, Pohl (1994, p. 154) noted a typical first-year student response to his efforts to 
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raise language awareness: ‘I feel learners wish to be presented with a lot of rules – that’s 

what school trained them for. They want to see language black and white. I was also taught 

English like that. Now it’s hard to be an analyst’.  

 

4.1.1.2. Teachers in the making 

ELT training in Hungary has traditionally relied heavily on courses in literature and 

theoretical linguistics with methodology courses ‘regarded as add-ons’ followed by a ‘brief 

spell of actual teaching practice’ (Medgyes, 1996, p. 1). While a fair command of English is 

assumed, the basic philosophy is that English language teachers should be experts in the 

humanities and develop teaching skills as they go (Medgyes, 1996).  

While important teacher education reforms were implemented in Hungary in the 

early 1990s (see Medgyes & Malderez (1996) for a review of a programme at the Eötvös 

Loránd University in Budapest), ELT training, with minimal tuition in second language 

teaching principles, remains fairly traditional. Methodology modules are centred on 

presenting a string of methods and approaches in primarily practical terms and in a 

chronological order that culminates in the perceived orthodoxy of the day, which typically 

represents the state of the field around the time the reforms were first implemented by the 

Hungarian government and when funding and other resources from the British Council and 

other Western organisations were injected into the system. Indeed, these courses offer little 

connection to any principles that may have informed these methods or approaches or to 

any empirical evidence that may bear out their effectiveness in the classroom.  

The methodology exam at the end of the training tends to elicit declarative rather 

than procedural knowledge (Ildikó Pálos, personal communication, 3 April 2012). Examinees 

are not asked to assess or apply particular teaching principles, compare or contrast theory, 
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or synthesize or analyse the knowledge they have acquired. While a nationally mandated 

ten-page classroom research paper represented a short-lived attempt to encourage teacher 

trainees to forge a link between teaching theory and practice, the rest of the training has 

tended to neglect these links. Indeed, in writing about his own ELT practitioner–trainer 

colleagues at the Eötvös Loránd University, Pohl (1996, p. 47) has observed that an ‘applied 

science model’ (Wallace, 1991) in Hungarian university education has left most of them 

suspicious of the role of theory in teacher education – and thus reinforces their 

determination to steer clear of the perceived dangers of what R. White (1988) has called 

theory-driven practice. Similarly, after I had asked one of my own Hungarian colleagues at 

the University of Szeged to observe and comment on a relatively hands-on pre-service 

lesson I taught on the theory and practice of the lexical approach, she – after a bit of 

nudging – finally offered: ‘It was a bit too theoretical, wasn’t it?’  

Nor is a sense of lifelong learning or a critical approach to learning ingrained in the 

students. Medgyes and Malderez (1996, p. 113) reported that students in their context ‘are 

unused to taking responsibility for their own learning and, as successful products of the 

system, they often have difficulty challenging the models of teaching and learning that 

worked for them’.  

While teacher training may well be ineffectual, the methodological example that 

teachers set for learners as potential future teachers is very influential indeed. In a small-

scale survey of English language teachers (T. Williams, 2007) in two primary schools in 

Szeged, I found that teachers claimed to be most influenced by their former teachers. 

According to Lortie (1975), schoolchildren observe and evaluate their own teachers over 

thousands of hours and form preconceptions about teaching in an ‘apprenticeship of 

observation’, which is peculiar to teaching. These preconceptions about teaching linger on 
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into teacher education and strongly affect practitioners’ subsequent teaching – 

notwithstanding the considerable efforts of teacher training. Indeed, a number of studies 

(Bailey, Bergthold, Braunstein, Jagodzinski Fleischman, Holbrook, Tuman, Waissbluth, & 

Zambo, 1996; Johnson, 1994; Numrich, 1996; Warford & Reeves, 2003) has found that a 

primary effect on future teachers’ beliefs about teaching was their own experience as 

learners. In fact, Warford and Reeves (2003) observed that the influence of the 

‘apprenticeship of observation’ may be even more powerful on NNS teachers of a particular 

FL/L2 than on their NS peers; they suggest that this may stem from the fact that NNS 

language teachers, often operating in an L2 environment as they do, are in an ongoing 

language learning experience themselves. The research on how teacher education 

influences the previous beliefs of pre-service teachers in general has yielded contradictory 

findings, with some seeing teacher training as having little effect (Kagan, 1992; Richardson, 

1996) and others concluding that it does affect teachers’ cognitions (Adams & Krockover, 

1997; Kettle & Sellars, 1996; Sariscany & Pettigrew, 1997). Work on the impact of education 

courses on future FL/L2 teachers has also found that such courses do exercise an influence 

(Borg, 2005; MacDonald, Badger, & White, 2001; Richards, Ho, & Giblin, 1996). However, 

Borg (2006) has pointed out that where some effect was detected in these studies, it could 

also have been an earlier belief that was reinforced! He has also noted that one must take 

some results with a grain of salt because teacher trainees may accommodate their 

behaviours to what is expected of them during an assessment (Borg, 2006). 

Given the uncertain influence teacher education has on prospective teachers and 

given the powerful impact their own teachers have had on them, the cumulative and long-

term effect that today’s teachers have on future teachers’ practice should give rise to 
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teacher training activities in which students confront and compare their preconceptions 

with the theoretical, practical and experiential knowledge that is currently available.  

In the foregoing, I have described the types of FL teaching experience learners are 

exposed to in primary and secondary schools in this context and the system of teacher 

education that largely perpetuates the script they develop through that experience. In what 

follows, I will describe the research perspectives that have informed this study. 

 

4.1.2. Theoretical foundations 

This part of the study was informed by three broad areas: the TBLT paradigm and 

classroom-based research, discussed in previous chapters, and learner beliefs research, 

reviewed here. Learners’ beliefs about language learning are commonly thought to impact 

on their actual language learning processes. In a review of studies on learner beliefs, Bernat 

and Gvozdenko (2005) concluded that learners’ notions about language learning may well 

affect their motivation, experiences and behaviours in the classroom. As such, these notions 

could create an obstacle to or a springboard for language learning.  

Two early studies explored the character of such beliefs. Wenden (1986, 1987) 

studied 25 adults learning advanced English as a second language (ESL) at a US university. 

She elicited their opinions on language learning in semi-structured interviews and then 

summed them up according to twelve explicit statements, which were divided into three 

broad categories: (1) how we use the language as we learn it; (2) how we learn about the 

target language; and (3) what personal factors are involved in language learning. Wenden 

found that these learners’ beliefs represented a wide range of cognitions, but that each 

learner’s set of ideas could easily be placed in one of the three categories she had created. 
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Horwitz (1987) used a 34-item questionnaire (The Beliefs about Language Learning 

Inventory, or BALLI) to ascertain the beliefs of 32 intermediate learners from a variety of 

ethnic backgrounds in an intensive English programme (IEP) at a US university. Horwitz 

discussed her findings in terms of five general areas: FL learning aptitude; language learning 

difficulty; the nature of language learning; learning and communication strategies; and 

motivation and expectations. It was found that 81 per cent of the learners held the view 

that a person either possessed an inborn language learning aptitude or not – but they also 

felt certain that they were among the ones who did (Horwitz, 1987). Many respondents 

entertained restrictive ideas about how people learn language: for example, language is 

best learned by memorizing vocabulary and grammar rules. And 94 per cent of these 

learners felt one needed to know about Anglophone cultures to be able to speak English 

well (Horwitz, 1987). 

In a small-scale study of two learners, Abraham and Vann (1987) found some proof 

that beliefs influence learning outcomes. The learners, Gerardo and Pedro, shared some of 

the same notions about language learning (e.g. it was important to practise as much as 

possible), but they diverged in other ways (e.g. Gerardo felt attending to grammar was key, 

while Pedro disliked metalanguage). In the end, Gerardo outperformed Pedro on the TOEFL, 

whereas Pedro outscored Gerardo on a speaking test. The suggestion was that certain views 

of language learning may lead to certain kinds of achievement. 

But what determines language learning beliefs? In random samples of students of 

foreign languages at Trinity College, Dublin, Little, Singleton, and Silvius (1984) found that 

learners’ educational experience, and particularly their language learning experience, 

greatly influenced their attitudes toward language learning. 
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It is this past experience of language learning that I explore in this part of the study 

through a questionnaire (see Appendix A) and semi-structured interviews (with questions 

listed in Section 3.7.2) toward an understanding of learners’ current preferences and 

potential openness to the TBLT paradigm.  

The purpose of this phase of the study is to gain an insight into these learners’ scripts 

and their beliefs about learning and to ascertain how these impact their likelihood to 

benefit from a technique that is presumed to be novel for them. It is expected that the 

findings will add to those of past studies noted in previous chapters and above in the areas 

of classroom-based research on task performance and research on learner beliefs. It is also 

hoped that it will edge the teaching and teacher education communities in this context 

toward more possibilities for principled innovation.  

 

4.1.3. Results 

The nature of the findings from the questionnaire and interviews reflects differences in 

design. The questionnaire was primarily intended to reveal what the learners value in 

language learning and teaching, while the interviews mainly explored what they have 

actually experienced in that area. 

 

4.1.3.1. Results from the questionnaire 

Both the personal backgrounds (age, sex, student status and parents’ educational 

attainment) and language learning histories of the participants were covered in the 

questionnaire. (The completed questionnaires can be found in Appendix C.) First, I will 

summarize their personal background (Table 1). The vast majority of the learners (40) were 

aged between 18 and 20 (with three being 21 and one being 24) (N=44; M=19.16; SD=1.18). 
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The mean for the ages suggests that the typical student was 19, with a relatively low 

standard deviation, which would have been even lower had it not been for our 24-year-old 

outlier. As for gender, the three groups consisted of 25 women and 19 men. In terms of 

their status as students of English, 36 were majored in that subject and eight were English 

minors who were typically specialized in other arts subjects (including history, Russian, 

Spanish, Hungarian and philosopy of arts) with one majoring in biology. As to their parents’ 

educational attainment (the highest level of education at least one parent had completed), 

students fell into four groups of roughly the same size: four-year technical (secondary) 

school (12); (college preparatory) grammar school (11); college/undergraduate (11); and 

university/postgraduate (10). Thus, the students showed relative uniformity in age, gender 

and student status but great diversity in their parents’ educational attainment – a diversity 

that is characteristic of Hungarian universities outside Budapest, where a larger proportion 

of students have professional-class parents. 

        

 Table 1. Participants’ characteristics (N=44) 

Age 

18–20  40 

21 3 

24 1 

Gender 
Women 25 

Men 19 

Degree 
status 

English majors 36 

English minors 8 

Parents’ 
education 
(1 or both) 

Four-year technical school 12 

Grammar school 11 

College/undergraduate 11 

University/postgraduate 10 
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Now I will report on the students’ language learning histories. The number of hours a 

week they spent in English classes ranged from two to six. In response to the question of 

how many years they had been learning English, five said four to five years, 25 said eight to 

ten, and 14 said eleven or more (N=44; M=9.73; SD=2.61) (Table 2). Thus, students typically 

had learned English for over nine years, though a relatively large standard deviation 

confirms a fairly wide range of four to 17 years of English.  

 

Table 2. Participants’ EFL learning histories (N=44) 

Years  
of EFL 

4–5 5 

8–10 25 

≥11 14 

 

As to other languages learned besides English, 23 reported they had taken one other 

language for two to four years, five responded they had had one other language for five or 

more years, eight stated that they had gone to lessons for two other languages for two or 

more years, and three said they had learned three or more other languages for two or more 

years (Table 3). Interestingly, from among the latter three groups, seven had been taking a 

FL (other than English) for a total of twelve or more years – including the six students noted 

previously from the Vajdaság/Voivodina region of Serbia, who had all learned Serbian as a 

L2 throughout primary and secondary school. Finally, of the remaining five students, three 

had attended no other language classes, while two fell into the Other category. (Of the 

latter two, one had done Latin for one year, and the other had taken Italian for an 

unspecified period – though clearly long enough to realise that, as he put it, he ‘did not like 

[his] Italian teacher too much’.)  
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While some also mentioned having passed a Matura or proficiency exam in another 

FL, of real note are participants’ statements to the effect that, though they had gone to 

years of classes for a particular FL, they had made little headway in that language. As Albert 

phrased it, ‘I have learned German for nine years, however I have forgotten almost 

everything’. This is a common complaint in this milieu, reminding us that more time in the 

classroom (whether it is hours a week or years) means little if it is not time spent effectively. 

 

Table 3. Participants’ FL learning histories (N=44) 

Other FLs  
learned (yrs) 

1 other FL (2–4 yrs) 23 

1 other FL (≥5 yrs) 5* 

2 other FLs (≥2 yrs) 8* 

≥3 other FLs (≥2 yrs) 3* 

No other FLs 3 

Other 2 

 
*Of these learners, seven had taken one FL other than English for twelve or more years. 
 

Certain items dealt with language learner motivation. One covered intrinsic 

motivation in particular: in response to the question of how much learners actually liked 

learning English on a Likert scale (with 1 meaning ‘not at all’ and 5 signifying ‘very much’), 

three selected the middling rating of ‘3’, 14 chose ‘4’, suggesting they liked learning English 

somewhat, and a total of 27 opted for ‘5’, which meant they liked learning English very 

much (N=44; M=4.55; SD=0.62) (Table 4). With a mean of 4.55 (and a relatively low standard 

deviation of 0.62), it is clear that the students generally enjoyed learning English. As some of 

the participants phrased it, ‘I like this language’, ‘I love the English language itself’ and ‘It has 
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been my favourite subject since primary school’. Intrinsic motivation would therefore 

appear to be relatively strong among these participants. 

In fact, one wonders if some of the participants might have interpreted the phrase 

‘learning English’ as specifically doing the work that often accompanies classroom 

instruction, e.g. memorizing irregular verbs, doing grammar exercises etc., instead of 

acquiring the language in a broader sense, since the Hungarian equivalent to the verb learn 

(tanul) may well carry such connotations for them. Had this item perhaps been phrased or 

explained differently, more participants might have responded with a higher value. 

 

Table 4. Participants’ level of motivation (N=44) 

Enjoys  
learning  
EFL 

Neutral 3 

Somewhat  14 

Very much  27 

 

Student aims or reasons for learning English ranged widely as follows: work (27); 

personal interest in/enthusiasm for English/language(s) (26); travel/living abroad/family 

abroad (11); Anglophone or other culture(s)/film/reading (9); communication/social use (8); 

and world language/importance of language (6) (Table 5). The variety in the learners’ 

motivations is noteworthy. For example, responses such as ‘work’ clearly fall under 

instrumental motivation. Relevant comments included: ‘I want to be a translator or teacher 

some day’; ‘I’d like to speak it as perfectly as possible. I’d like to use it in my work’; and ‘I 

would like to be a book translator’. Statements that indicated an instrumental motivation 

beyond career goals were: ‘English is the language everybody speaks nowadays’; ‘It helps 

me a lot when I go to a holiday’; and ‘I’d like to read a lot of philosophical books in English’.  
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Answers that cite ‘Anglophone or other culture(s)’ suggest an integrative motivation. 

Here comments included: ‘I would like to live in an English-speaking country for a while’ and 

‘I’m interested in other cultures and I really like making new friends’. Interestingly, these 

latter answers also hint at the evolution of the concept of integrativeness from Gardner’s 

early understanding that ‘students’ attitudes toward the specific language group are bound 

to influence how successful they will be in incorporating aspects of that language’ (Gardner, 

1985, p. 6) to more recent interpretations by McClelland (2000), Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) 

and others of FL learners integrating into a world community that transcends any one target 

culture. (This change in perspective parallels the shift from NS to proficient NNS as model 

discussed in Section 2.2.1.) As most students offered more than one aim or reason, these 

categories are not mutually exclusive. 

 

          Table 5. Participants’ motivations (N=44) 

Reasons for  
learning EFL 

Work 27 

Interest in/enthusiasm for English/language(s) 26 

Travel/living abroad/family abroad 11 

Anglophone/other culture(s)/film/reading 9 

Communication/social use 8 

World language/importance of language 6 

 

Also related to learner motivation, an item on activities that required English outside 

the classroom generated a wide variety of responses (Table 6). Thirty-five reported they 

watched English-language television/cinema (one noted sci-fi series) or listened to English-

language radio/podcasts. Certainly, it would have been interesting to distinguish between 
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viewers and listeners here as FL viewing involves a range of aids to understanding (e.g. 

visual clues such as facial expressions and gestures), while FL listening comprehension often 

proves elusive even to advanced FL learners (cf. Graham, 2006). However, the aim of this 

item was to ascertain how many participants exposed themselves to any sort of spoken 

English input from afar, whether by audio or video, and this was achieved. 

In addition, thirty-four respondents listened to songs in English (one insisted that hip-

hop was only good in that language). Thirty-three read in English (one specified Poe novels). 

Twenty-three chatted in English on the Internet. Twenty each had had private lessons and 

wrote letters or e-mails in English. Seventeen regularly talked to a native speaker, and five 

had lived in an Anglophone/foreign country. As students typically provided more than one 

response, these are not mutually exclusive. Finally, under the Other category, a range of 

answers provided by six respondents included using English in part-time jobs, writing music 

reviews for a website and writing dialogues about ‘almost everything’.  

 

            Table 6. Learning activities beyond the classroom (N=44) 

Activities 
outside EFL 
classroom 

Watch video/listen to audio in English 35 

Listen to songs in English 34 

Read in English 33 

Chat in English on the Internet 23 

Have had private lessons 20 

Write letters/emails in English 20 

Regularly speak to NSs/foreigners 17 

Lived in Anglophone/foreign country 5 

Other 6 
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Similarly suggestive of learner motivation, another item on number of hours a week 

spent on homework or study tied to English lessons – beyond the activities noted above – 

elicited the following answers: eleven spent ½–4 hours per week; 20 spent 5–10; five spent 

11 or more; and eight said that it depended on the week or that they didn’t know. Of the 

eight English minors, three devoted ½–4 hours per week to homework; five devoted 5–10; 

and none devoted 11 or more (Table 7). Doing homework is a potential indicator of 

motivation. Indeed, as Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) and others have pointed out, motivation 

consists of not only the desire or need to learn a L2, but also the effort put into it. However, 

as participants’ responses to this item varied greatly, no clear conclusions can be drawn. 

 

 Table 7. Engagement with homework (N=44) 

Hrs/wk doing  
EFL homework 

All 
respondents 

½–4 11 

5–10 20 

≥11 5 

Depends/don’t know 8 

English 
minors  
only (N=8) 

½–4 3 

5–10 5 

 

In response to the question of what classroom activities they thought promote 

language learning most effectively, here too the learners proffered a variety of ideas: 

talking/discussion (40); translating (18); group/pair work (17); going over grammar 

exercises/multiple-choice tests (7); watching films and discussing them (3); writing, 

listening, and games (2 each); and, finally, singing, reading, reading a text and summarizing 
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it, and reading a play aloud (1 each) (Table 8). These answers are likewise not mutually 

exclusive.  

From among the most common responses provided here, it is noteworthy that the 

vast majority of the participants (91%) saw the value of talking/discussion and a large 

portion of the students (39%) also noted group/pair work as useful in FL learning, suggesting 

a clear appreciation among these learners of CLT. Comments along these lines included: 

‘Talking (!) and doing pair work, because I am not too brave, if I should speak in English’ and 

‘Talking as much as possible. It improves your vocabulary and makes you braver. If you meet 

someone, you have to speak and not explain grammar rules’. 

At the same time, a substantial percentage of the respondents (41%) also offered 

translating as a helpful FL classroom activity, implying an affinity for a more traditional 

paradigm. Even more interestingly, it was sometimes the very same learners who valued 

both types of activities. For instance, one participant made the remark: ‘In my opinion 

talking is useful to learn to speak nicely and translating is also important to build our 

vocabulary.’ More examples of this sort of pedagogic inconsistency in the interview data are 

discussed below.  

In sharing their views on what they felt worked well in the FL classroom, respondents 

also offered criticism of what they had experienced. According to one, ‘In Hungary 

sometimes practising grammar and doing tests is taken more seriously than talking so 

people are afraid to talk and they have problems with communication (however they might 

know the grammar perfectly).’ Two others were somewhat more blunt: ‘Unfortunately, I 

didn’t have too good English teachers’ and ‘…at school the English education wasn’t too 

good’. 
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         Table 8. Useful classroom activities (N=44) 

Activities  
that work 
best in FL 
classroom 

Talk/discussion 40 

Translating 18 

Group/pair work 17 

Review grammar exercises/multiple-choice tests 7 

Watch films and discuss them 3 

Writing 2 

Listening 2 

Games 2 

Other 4 

 

Thus the questionnaire reveals primarily quantitative data about the learners as a 

group, though this is also rounded out by individual qualitative information; the interviews, 

on the other hand, uncover mainly qualitative data. 

 

4.1.3.2. Results from the interview 

Learner responses to the interview questions fell into a number of categories. The most 

salient points could be divided into three groups: Learning form; Classroom management; 

and Reflections on the TBLT experience. What follows is a report on the interview findings 

within those three areas. 

 

Learning form 

The learners generally described a learning experience in which grammatical forms and 

correctness were in the forefront. Some thought that this represented an important 
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foundation to language learning, while others found it dry and unmotivating. One learner, 

Attila, went so far as to say it had done him no good at all. When asked if he felt that he had 

been well prepared by classroom instruction in Hungary for a year in Australia with his 

family when he was 17, he answered, ‘No, I wasn’t. I couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I 

couldn’t understand what they were saying and [it] just was confusing’ (see Appendix D, 

data file 4, ll. 19–20). Perhaps it was a matter of an insufficient number of classroom hours 

before his Australian sojourn. How much classroom instruction had he had? His response 

was clear. ‘A lot! I started in Year 3 and finished in Year 11 here and literally couldn’t 

communicate at all, so it was really hard’ (Appendix D, data file 4, ll. 23–24).  

The learners generally reported that teachers used a focus on forms approach that 

assumed an incremental mastery of successive forms. Albert explained, ‘When we learned a 

new tense, we came to know everything about it. So I think it’s OK because for me I like to 

learn everything about that tense and I like to know how to use it properly’ (Appendix D, 

data file 2, ll. 58–60). This comment speaks volumes. Learners schooled in the classical 

humanist tradition, in which great stock is placed in a demonstrated knowledge of 

esteemed facts, tend to value such an exercise highly. It suggests completion, closure and a 

readiness to move on to the next level. (This tradition is discussed in greater detail in 

Section 4.4.) Similarly, Zsóka, a secondary school teacher assured me at a Budapest 

conference recently, ‘Well, of course, my ninth graders know the present perfect now. We 

covered it last month.’ This reflects a common view in this educational context that once 

material has been taught, it is known – or had better be. 

Closely tied to this notion of mastery is a near intolerance of errors on the part of 

many teachers and an attendant dread on the part of learners that goes well beyond a 
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natural need to save face. Alexandra speculated about learner anxiety in the following 

terms (see Appendix D, data file 6, ll. 125–129, 132):  

When we start to learn a language, we have to learn a lot of 
rules and we have tests, and when we make a mistake, just a 
little mistake, they [teachers] don’t want to help us in this 
way, so they don’t correct it but give a mark 1 if you don’t 
know something. It’s so frustrating when somebody tells you 
this is not good and this is not good and this is not good…. It 
makes us nervous and anxious not to make a mistake…. 

 

The learners also reported certain other approaches to grammar teaching in which 

form takes precedence over meaning. For instance, Albert described a German class in 

which short dialogues were memorized and recited in class as an aid to learning and 

improving grammar in German or in other languages (Appendix D, data file 2, ll. 46–50): 

It was just to learn how German grammar works, so it was like 
Anna ist eine [sic!] ungarisches Mädchen. It was the first 
sentence we had to learn, and everyone knew it because we 
had to memorize it. And it was good because we remembered 
… that sentence. If you forget [how to say] ‘Hungarian’, [you 
realise,] oh, it’s ungarisches and we knew that from the 
sentence. So it was good in that way…. 
 

Clearly, Albert felt this technique had been successful – although he is the same student 

quoted in the report on the questionnaire findings as having ‘forgotten almost everything’ 

in German after having taken it for nine years. Likewise, another student described class 

work with fill-in-the-gap practice grammar tests as an effective way to improve grammar. 

Indeed, the view that succeeding on a written grammar test – commonly a context-free, 

discrete-item, multiple-choice test – signifies language learning success was commonly held 

among the respondents. Translation exercises were also considered to be an effective way 

of improving language proficiency. This understanding hearkens back to Nikolov’s (2008) 

study, in which ten out of 30 teachers observed in Hungarian classrooms engaged in such 
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practices as translation as a means of teaching, practices which Nikolov has characterised as 

being less than optimal (while another 12 out of 30 only relied on translation and 

comparable practices sometimes). 

In contrast, another student spoke of immersion French lessons in which forms were 

covered as problems arose in communication, usually through speaking. He described a very 

motivating and creative classroom atmosphere. His account differed from those of most of 

the others. 

 

Classroom management 

The learners by and large described a teacher-fronted style of classroom management. The 

teacher typically interacts with the students by asking them questions, which are primarily 

of the display type, in which a simple demonstration of previously taught knowledge is 

required. Conversely, after a detailed explanation, a teacher might ask, ‘Is that clear?’, 

typically eliciting a face-saving silence. 

As for the methodological formats their teachers used, the respondents offered a 

range of observations. For example, as Albert recalled, ‘We rather worked individually. We 

got a task, we had to do it, and we spoke about it, [but] I don’t remember that we did 

anything like this [pair work or group work]’ (Appendix D, data file 2, ll. 54–55). In referring 

to an individually completed task that the class ‘had to do’, this student calls to mind the 

findings on unmotivating classwork fastidiously micromanaged by the teacher reported 

earlier (in Section 4.1.1.1).  

Péter remembered his experience as follows (Appendix D, data file 5, ll. 16–19):  

We did group work … more or less when we prepared for a 
final exam or a language exam, for example, we were working 
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in groups for [speaking exam] practice, but sometimes we 
didn’t work in groups because it wasn’t needed. 

 

This comment points to the power of the washback effect. In this context, providing 

students opportunities to practise speaking in pair or group work generally does not 

take precedence over other, more teacher-controlled methods – unless an upcoming 

proficiency exam calls for it.  

As Attila put it, ‘I can’t think of any good activities that we did. Maybe in the 

first five minutes of the class, where we would have a bit of a chat with the teacher’ 

(Appendix D, data file 4, ll. 97–98). Here too little has been done to inspire or 

activate this learner in the classroom, and the little spoken interaction that did occur 

there seemed to be no more than a warm-up centred on the teacher.  

Alexandra offered this pithy remark: ‘Teacher talks and student listens and 

you do work at home’ (Appendix D, data file 6, l. 21). This touches on no fewer than 

three characteristic elements of this educational system: (1) the centrality of the 

teacher’s role in classroom activity to the near exclusion of all other options 

(discussed previously); (2) the passivity of the learner – indeed, tellingly, the word 

for student in Hungarian is hallgató, from the verb hallgat, meaning ‘listen, pay 

attention, stay quiet’; and (3) the primacy of homework – and no small amount of it 

at that – even from the early lower primary years. 

In contrast, several learners had been familiarized with independent classwork. For 

instance, Anett described her experience with one secondary school EFL teacher (Appendix 

D, data file 3, ll. 35–36, 39–40, 43, 49–50):  

We were given a topic and then we had to give our opinion, 
but in bigger groups – I don’t know why, but it was always in 
bigger groups of four or five. … we had to talk about the topic 
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and then we had to tell everyone what our opinion is. … for 
example, women’s role in society. … And those were 
motivating, I think, because everyone has a strong opinion on 
those kinds of topics. 

 

Reflections on the speaking tasks  

Both in class and in the interviews, the learners by and large responded favourably to the 

two sessions they had participated in. Clearly, there could have been any of a number of 

reasons for this. Perhaps the sessions represented no more than an enjoyable novelty. 

Possibly, the learners were assuming that a positive response was the preferred one and 

wanted to please their teacher–interviewer. Or, maybe, as many of them had expressed a 

preference for speaking over other aspects of language instruction or practice, it was 

natural that they would favour a speaking-centred lesson over, say, one on writing.  

The fact that they specified what they liked about the classes, and the speaking tasks 

in particular, suggests that one can take their responses at face value. In the main, they 

were stimulated by a good argument, by the need to convince others of their view, by what 

they perceived to be the quirky, but ultimately real-world quality of the tasks, and by the 

challenge of being forced to arrive at a difficult decision. 

For example, Albert’s comment was typical of the positive reactions, though his 

impressions might also have been coloured by previous classroom experiences (Appendix D, 

data file 2, ll. 121–124):  

Well, it was good for speaking because we could argue … and 
we had many options … but I had always a strange feeling 
about working in groups because my experience, especially in 
the grammar school, was that everyone started to speak in 
Hungarian, OK, what did you see on TV last week? We didn’t 
do the task properly. 
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Naturally, such a failure in group or pair work could have been due to the task design or task 

implementation or both – or, indeed, the activities in question might not even have met the 

criteria for a task at all – all points which Albert freely conceded. 

None of the learners raised the common objection of two native speakers of one 

language perhaps finding it absurd to communicate in a language which is foreign to both of 

them. This may owe much to the design of the tasks. One naturally loses oneself in the work 

of completing them and forgets one’s inhibitions. However, several learners expressed the 

concern of two Hungarians not necessarily noticing each other’s errors and certainly not 

correcting them if they were noticed. For such learners, feedback must be immediate. 

A complaint that a number of learners voiced was that their partner was unwilling to 

talk and that the conversation was therefore one-sided. Such reticence is not uncommon 

among Hungarians, and it surely cannot be helped – and may even be promoted – by the 

common teacher pre-occupation with errors noted above.  

 

4.1.4. Discussion 

The results of this part of the study appear to present a somewhat grimmer picture of FL 

teaching in Hungary than the findings of Nikolov and her colleagues. These learners seemed 

to have experienced less meaning-focused, learning-centred, holistic, real-world pedagogy 

than those researchers identified in their studies. This could be because arguably successful 

FL learners such as the ones in this study who have personal knowledge of several kinds of 

teaching techniques with several different teachers are willing or able to speak more 

critically about their language learning. It might well be the nature of young adults at 

university to speak critically. (Indeed, one would hope so – though critical thinking and 

speaking skills are neither required nor encouraged in many quarters of Hungarian higher 
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education.) Or perhaps it is because the interview questions seemed to encourage criticism 

of what most of them had generally encountered in the classroom in the past. 

Overall, the learners seemed positively disposed towards TBLT, despite FL learning 

histories typically marked by the kinds of teacher-fronted, grammar- and translation-

oriented classroom environments Nikolov and her colleagues described. Although some of 

the learners expressed a preference for such practices as translation, form-dominated 

exercises and text memorization, they also saw the pedagogic benefits of a task-based 

paradigm. Indeed, it would seem that these learners’ scripts are still being written or 

perhaps re-written, a possibility that certainly bodes well for the potential success of 

principled, empirically backed classroom practices that might as yet be unfamiliar to them. 

A learner’s script is closely linked to a learner’s beliefs. After all, if a learner expects 

certain things to happen in the FL classroom, they presumably also believe that they will 

work. Alternatively, they might simply have been conditioned to expect boring, 

unproductive classes. In Vygotskian theory, their socially and institutionally defined motives 

guide their thoughts and actions. At this point, let us recall Bernat and Gvozdenko’s (2005) 

observation  that learners’ views about language learning may well affect their motivation 

and their experiences and behaviours in the classroom and that these views could thus 

hinder or boost their language learning success. If the learners in this study generally both 

understand and accept TBLT, then this would presumably suggest potential success with this 

paradigm. Hearkening back to Abraham and Vann’s (1987) suggestion that learner beliefs 

might affect specific learning outcomes, one is again heartened by the quantifiable potential 

for a teaching technique in which learners actually have a certain amount of faith. Indeed, 

this also highlights the importance of not just teaching learners, but also training them to 

grasp the rationale behind a new teaching technique like TBLT.  
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Finally, to the extent that many of these learners still held fast to some of their 

cherished beliefs based on their own experience, as observed above, it is entirely possible 

that with more exposure to TBLT, they might have embraced the paradigm more fully. I also 

realise that only one out of the nine questions, No. 9, dealt explicitly with TBLT and that this 

might have coloured the learners’ sense of how important the researcher felt it was. 

Although other questions hinted at TBLT fundamentals – e.g. No. 4 asked about group and 

pair work, No. 5 about learner responsibility, and Nos. 6 and 7 about needs analysis and 

tailor-made instruction – learners who are new to this paradigm could not have been 

expected to spot this. Even if they might well have caught the whiff of pedagogic novelty in 

those questions, a more explicit reference to TBLT might have elicited more support, as 

indeed TBLT-specific follow-up questions might have painted a different, more favourable 

picture. My rationale in formulating most of the questions in this implicit way was that I 

wished to steer clear of unduly suggesting to the learners that they should speak 

approvingly of TBLT, i.e. I was hoping to avoid ‘leading the witness’.  

 

4.1.5. Conclusion 

The findings from this part of the study may have implications for top-down or bottom-up 

innovation in language teaching as well as for pre-service and in-service teacher education. 

If effective, principled teaching practices are to be adopted in the classroom, it starts with 

making clear to both prospective and current teachers what their own beliefs are about 

learning and teaching – beliefs that were set long before they entered their first 

methodology class – and to encourage them to elaborate a principled set of teaching 

techniques to replace the intuitive sense of what they think works in the classroom, a sense 

that so many teachers have developed long ago largely based on their own ‘apprenticeship 
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of observation’. This will make for more effective teaching and, presumably, more 

motivated teachers – this being key because, ultimately, only motivated teachers can 

motivate. 

The findings also suggest that learners’ scripts and language learning beliefs may not 

necessarily be carved in stone. A learner may well be open even to a teaching paradigm to 

which they have only recently been exposed if it appears to work and if the rationale behind 

it is made clear. 

Indeed, this part of the study has described a general openness to TBLT among a 

particular population of language learners: this, despite language learning histories that 

bespeak beliefs that may be at odds with TBLT principles. Certainly, cognitive dissonance 

would appear to be at work in the mind of a learner who sees two largely contradictory 

language learning paradigms as somehow compatible. Perhaps the contradiction lies in the 

superficiality with which any layperson might approach a specialized field like language 

pedagogy. At any rate, the openness these learners demonstrate suggests the possibility of 

a paradigm shift in language teaching in their context.   

However, one wonders if the learners’ script that suggests a certain reliance on tools 

like translation and an incremental approach to teaching form should lead one to conclude 

that a task-supported programme (see Müller-Hartmann & Schocker-von Ditfurth, 2011; 

Samuda & Bygate, 2008) should be implemented to ease learners and teachers into a sort of 

merger between the more familiar and the arguably more effective or if a bolder application 

of core task-based language learning and teaching (as in Flanders, see Van den Branden, 

2006) is in order to afford learners and teachers an opportunity to develop a new script. 

Finally, within an institutional context such as this one, that of learners developing 

their L2 through content, the benefits of content-based instruction (CBI) certainly bear 
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mentioning. With its focus on relevant class material, learner engagement, hands-on 

learning, flexibility and adaptability, CBI shares a number of attributes with TBLT. Thus, 

learner openness to TBLT would also suggest openness to CBI as well. 

This section has demonstrated the link between learners’ motives in a particular 

language learning environment and the complex beliefs they have formed as products of 

that environment. The next section explores how these same motives inform their choices 

in contributing to task-based spoken interaction.  
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4.2. (Re-)shaping the task: Learner unpredictability in speaking task performance 

It has been nearly 30 years since Breen ([1987b] 2009, p. 334) made the crucial distinction 

between ‘task-as-workplan’ and ‘task-in-process’ and the observation that ‘any language 

learning task will be reinterpreted by a learner in his or her own terms’. Still, in that time, 

research on task performance has shown little vigour in responding to the challenge these 

points offer. Instead, as noted previously, much research on tasks has been conducted from 

a (laboratory-based) psycholinguistic perspective, which, while useful for a better grasp of 

the cognitive processes involved in language learning, tends to focus on the learner as a 

data processor.  

In contrast, sociocultural research on tasks – particularly the classroom-based kind – 

has provided opportunities for more nuanced understandings of the diversity of learners’ 

task performance. It is in this vein that this part of the study analyses the task-based spoken 

interaction of Hungarian students in the first year of an English/American Studies Bachelor’s 

course and explores the unpredictable variety of approaches they take to meeting the 

demands of the task. This part is informed by three specific, complementary research 

perspectives: that of the language learning task and activity theory, discussed in Chapter 2, 

and classroom-based research, discussed in Chapter 3. It seeks an answer to the third of the 

six research questions listed in the Introduction and in Chapter 3:  

RQ3:  In what ways do these learners contribute to the 

implementation of speaking tasks in the classroom?  

 

It is anticipated that the findings will have implications for task development, lesson 

planning, and teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of classroom power relations. 
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In what follows, I point to the three perspectives that inform this portion of the study. 

I review relevant studies that have gone before. I then discuss my own research and findings 

and conclude with thoughts on the implications of such work. 

 

4.2.1. Relevant studies 

Though not abundant, a number of studies have been conducted on the role the learner 

plays in (re-)shaping the task. Several studies are covered here with a particular focus on 

Kumaravadivelu (1991) and categories he has proffered toward a clearer understanding of 

the gap between what teachers intend and how learners interpret the task at hand. Like the 

interaction studies discussed earlier (Section 2.2.3), this research generally focuses on post-

puberty learners, not children, and thus researchers and practitioners with a primary 

interest in younger learners should bear this in mind when considering the results for their 

own contexts. 

 

4.2.1.1. Learner contributions 

Allwright (1983) has made the important distinction between the ‘syllabus as plan’ and the 

‘syllabus as reality’. In her study of classroom interaction, Slimani (1992, p. 209) has defined 

the former as ‘a syllabus which attempts to predict what is likely to be learned from a 

planned learning event’ and the latter as ‘what actually happens in the midst of interactive 

work done by the participants’. She has concluded that ongoing interaction work creates a 

diversity of learning opportunities, which are formed (a) from the teacher’s plan, (b) as a by-

product of the teacher’s plan, and (c) perhaps as a by-product of classroom interaction – 

independent of the teacher’s plan. Indeed, Corder (1977, p. 2) has descrived lessons as ‘co-

productions’ and ‘socially constructed events’ brought about by the ‘cooperative enterprise’ 
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of both parties, where it is not merely what learners do in interaction that may come as a 

surprise to the teacher, but also what they take away from it. These points are fundamental 

to our understanding that what teachers – and materials developers – envisage for learners 

may not be what learners actually do in the classroom. A number of studies have explored 

the contributions that learners make to the task as they plan and perform it. 

As noted above, in his seminal study, Breen ([1987b] 2009) distinguished between the 

‘task-as-workplan’ and the ‘task-in-process’. He found a disparity between what learners 

derive from a task and what teachers – and task designers – intend the task to achieve. 

Indeed, he observed, ‘Learners are capable of playing havoc with the most carefully 

designed and much-used task’ (p. 333). However, beyond simply tolerating this, he pointed 

out, teachers must see that diverse outcomes are exactly what tasks were designed to 

generate. Coughlin and Duff (1994) demonstrated how the task-as-workplan is interpreted 

and re-shaped by learners in actual performance. In a similar paper, Murphy (2003) has 

pointed out that learner contributions increase the authenticity of the task by reflecting 

learners’ personalities and interests and by potentially boosting learner satisfaction and 

motivation. In her study, Slimani-Rolls (2005) has stressed the importance of ‘learner 

idiosyncrasy’ over commonality in dyadic task performance and the inclusion of learners in a 

more thorough understanding of classroom life. In her study of learner task adaptation, 

Gourlay (2005, p. 209) has pointed out that a task cannot be understood as a ‘static entity’ 

and that we must also take active learner decision-making into consideration as well as the 

nature of the classroom process. She has observed that individual learners may interpret 

the task differently and thus use different language to interpret it, a situation that could 

stem from misinterpretation, but also from a deliberate strategy. Gourlay (2005, p. 215) has 

therefore suggested that an ‘implicit procedural negotiation’ between learners and teacher 
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could represent a more constructive way of viewing learner task adaptation, thus suggesting 

‘a more fluid conception of “the task” in which the students’ active choice of enactment 

determines exactly which skills and focus it will allow them to practise’. Finally, just as Breen 

has urged teachers to embrace a diversity of outcomes in learners’ task performance, she 

too has encouraged teachers to see learner task adaptation ‘as a sign of success in terms of 

learner–teacher negotiation, not a failure in teacher instruction-giving or learner 

comprehension’ (Gourlay, 2005, p. 216). Alternatively, Samuda and Bygate (2008) have 

pointed out that the disparity between what it is hoped that learners will do with tasks and 

what they actually do may provide insights into possible improvements in task design, 

alternative ways of using tasks, and ways of briefing learners on task implementation in 

future. 

 

4.2.1.2. A tentative taxonomy of sources of mismatch 

Along the lines of the studies described above, Kumaravadivelu conducted a small-scale 

study (1991) that investigated potential sources of mismatch between teacher intention and 

learner interpretation in classroom task performance. He found that ‘learner strategies and 

learning processes shape the final learning outcome in ways not fully determined’ (p. 98) – 

an observation that still holds true today. This is particularly significant in task-based 

pedagogy because teacher and learner enjoy far greater autonomy than they do with 

conventional syllabuses that use linguistic items as building blocks, and thus the ways in 

which this autonomy manifests itself must be better understood in terms of its effect on 

language learning. 
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In this study, Kumaravadivelu collected data on learners’ speaking task performance 

and created a tentative taxonomy of ten sources of mismatch, which is outlined in the figure 

below. 

 
 

Table 9. Ten sources of mismatch in task performance (Kumaravadivelu, 1991, pp. 101–
106) 
 

Type Source Example 

Cognitive 
Mental processes or 
understanding of the world 

Learner does not see how a home made of 
wood would be of additional value  

Communicative 
Skills through which 
learners exchange 
information 

Learner has difficulty explaining a concept 
because a word is lacking 

Linguistic 
Syntactic, semantic, and 
pragmatic knowledge of the 
target language 

Teacher does not anticipate that learner 
may be unfamiliar with a common 
abbreviation 

Pedagogic 
Teacher/learner 
perceptions of task 
objective(s) 

Teachers and learners differ on task 
purpose, i.e. what is being learned or 
practised 

Strategic 
What learners do to learn 
and to regulate learning 

Teacher envisages long discussion, while 
learners take short cut to conclude quickly 

Cultural 
Prior knowledge of relevant 
target cultural norms 

Learner cannot see why anyone would rent 
something as personal as a wedding dress 

Evaluative 
Measures used by learners 
to monitor own language 
learning 

Learner and teacher are at cross purposes 
as learner attempts to check understanding 
of  grammar rule 

Procedural 
Paths chosen by learner to 
solve problem 

Learner explains how to solve problem 
instead of providing actual solution 

Instructional 
Understanding of 
instructions for performing 
the task 

Learner misunderstands key word in 
instructions 

Attitudinal 

Learners’ attitude to nature 
of L2 learning/teaching, 
classroom culture, and 
teacher-learner relationship 

Teacher and learner disagree on word use; 
learner finally defers to teacher as authority 

 
  
Kumaravadivelu (1991) stresses that these categories are neither exhaustive nor 

mutually exclusive. While most of these categories are clear, the difference between the 
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strategic and procedural sources of mismatch perhaps requires some clarification. 

Kumaravadivelu (1991) contrasts the procedural, which involves ‘locally-specified, currently-

identified, bottom-up tactics which seek an immediate resolution to a specific problem’ (p. 

104), with the strategic, which ‘pertains to broad-based, higher-level, top-down strategy 

which seeks an overall solution in a general language-learning situation’ (pp. 104–105). The 

distinction becomes important when one replicates the original study. 

 

4.2.2. The study 

This part of the study explores how the 57 learners described previously contribute to a 

speaking task in a range of ways in line with Breen’s important point about the change a 

task may undergo from the point it is designed to when it is implemented in the classroom 

to when it is actually performed by learners there. The task being implemented in this case 

(and described in Chapter 3) is called ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’; it has learners review a list 

of several less-than-perfect candidates to arrive at the difficult decision of which of them 

should inherit a fortune left behind by a recently deceased millionaire who neglected to 

write a will. (The three samples below are taken from learners performing this task.) The 

purpose of the task – at least for the task designer and teacher – is for learners to argue for 

their own choice and against those of others so that they converge on a single candidate. 

Indeed, the learners were briefed accordingly in class. However, as this part of the study 

shows, learners may have different plans. 

 

4.2.3. Results and discussion 

Many of Kumaravadivelu’s (1991) mismatch types could be identified in the speaking data in 

this part of the study – though, interestingly, some could not be (as I will discuss further 



 

134 
 

below). In sample 1 below (which can be found in context in Appendix E, data file 3, ll. 46–

58), the learners in the dyad are uncertain about the best candidate to inherit Lord 

Moulton’s millions (a task briefly described in Section 3.6.3 and found in its entirety in 

Appendix B) and end up arriving at their decision with an unexpected twist. They have 

managed to short-list two candidates and seem a bit too eager to draw the discussion to a 

close. 

 
Sample 1: When cons become pros 
 
J:  Tim Brodie and Miss Langland. 
 

L:  Miss Langland is 40 years old. She can still go work. 
 

J:  Maybe they can half the money. 
 

L:  The others think Miss Langland have enough. 
 

J:  I think it’s important to help young men to study and I 
vote for Tim Brodie. 

 

L:  He can change and be honest…. 
 

J:  Lots of girlfriends, it’s a good thing, I think. I want lots 
of girlfriends. 

 

L:  Yeh, yeh, he can support study to go abroad 
 

J:  He wants to  
 

L:  And maybe he will change the world one day 
 

J:  Tim Brodie won.  
 

L:  Tim Brodie’s the winner. 
 

J:  Yeh. 
 
 

In the task-as-workplan that J and L are working with, Ur (1981, pp. 76–77) has listed some 

of Tim Brodie’s pros and cons as follows: ‘An attractive and popular young man, drives a 

motorbike much too fast, lots of girlfriends, not very honest’ (emphasis added). Here, having 

a large number of girlfriends is clearly presented as one of a litany of cons, one which this 

pair have already understood as such (earlier in the discussion) and have made light of as 

such. However, at this point, having been influenced by a decision made by a neighbouring 
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dyad, J and L have turned this con into a pro so as to justify selecting the candidate. They 

have even added further justifications a posteriori (Tim Brodie’s being able to study abroad 

and changing the world one day), all in an effort to move along to the end of the task as 

they interpret it. Thus, these learners have ultimately implemented the task in a way that 

the task designer would presumably not have envisaged. Certainly, it was not what their 

teacher was expecting. 

In the next sample (Appendix E, data file 2, ll. 1–9), the participants have chosen to 

perform the decision-making task as if the text in front of them were not actually there, as if 

they had come to know the facts through an imaginary grapevine and were discussing the 

matter naturally over tea.  

 
Sample 2: The tea party 
 
A:  So [Vera], have you heard about the death of Lord 

Moulton? 
 

V:  Yes I heard about it. 
 

A:  It’s so sad. And I heard that he had a lot of money but 
he didn’t leave a letter how–who to leave the money. 
What do you think? 

 

V:  I think Lady (inaudible) should got the money [A: Mmm] 
because she is the only living relative of him. It’s very 
important. 

 

A:  Yes, it is true, but I heard that they had a huge fight and 
they haven’t talked in years. And I also heard that there 
is a boy called Tim Brodie, who had a good relationship 
with Lord Moulton and he paid for Tim Brodie’s 
education for one years and … 

 

Rather than the teacher-anticipated discussion aimed at reaching a decision, the task 

performance in sample 2 represents the sort of role play the participants would have had 

experience with in previous language learning and testing. It is the sort administered on 

Hungary’s Matura exam in English and on other proficiency exams familiar in that country, 
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such as the ORIGO exam. This sample illustrates Vygotsky’s (1978, 1987) point, noted in 

Chapter 2, that our learning is intermingled with motives formed by our social and 

institutional experience. 

The sample also exemplifies the imaginative and creative activities that are seen as 

facilitative of learning in Vygotskian theory. As Sullivan (2000) has pointed out, ‘The role of 

play in the development of language is viewed as one that creates a zone of proximal 

development in which the child behaves “beyond his age, above his daily behaviour”’ 

(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 102). Similarly, Lantolf (1997, p. 32) has observed that playful activities 

‘seem to have a positive effect on the learners’ confidence to use their second language’. 

Other learners that were observed likewise joked and engaged in light banter. 

Sample 2 is ultimately a relatively short dialogue. The participants arrive at their final 

decision very quickly without appearing to consider all the choices, as the task instructions 

have made clear that they should. This thus represents a strategic mismatch in 

Kumaravadivelu’s taxonomy in so far as the teacher imagined a discussion that considered 

all the points available, while the learners chose to take a shorter route which better suited 

their script. 

Similarly, in sample 3 below (Appendix E, data file 5, ll. 1–12), one learner applies his 

own strategy of meticulously reviewing each item in the task, actually reading it aloud, 

taking notes, and categorizing each candidate’s pros and cons.  

 
Sample 3: Chairman of the Board 
 
Z:  OK first let’s check the pros and the cons. All right, with 

the first. First one. Here’s (reads) ‘Lord Moulton’s 
widowed cousin’. Well he’s eh oh no Lady. She’s a Lady 
(laughs), so a relative to Lord Moulton. So that’s pro. 
(Writes it down as he says it.) Related … to … this … 
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guy. All right oh she’s 66 years old, she’s pretty old. I 
don’t know if it’s a pro or a con.  

 

M:  Probably she would like some...? 
 

Z:  Well this is true. (Laughs) All right it would be a con. 
(Reads on) ‘living alone in a small village in comfortable 
but not luxurious circumstances’. Well I think that’s–
that’s–that’s common. No, you don’t have to be in–live 
in luxury, so that’s no problem. Write it down. (Writes 
it down.) ‘The money would enable her to hire a 
nurse…, travel, move into pleasanter surroundings’. 
Well I would like to travel a lot and move to pleasanter 
surroundings, but I don’t have such, I don’t know, 
uncle, not, it’s cousin. So that’s a con. 

 

Here Z seems to take the lead, actually describing what he is doing as if engaged in a 

think-aloud protocol. He uses lines from the text verbatim in his decision-making process as 

well as correcting his own language use in the process. This facet of the discussion 

represents another strategic mismatch; it is a rather one-sided discussion which both largely 

excludes the other participant in this dyad and which only seems to lead to a decision with 

M’s good-natured acquiescence in the end. Z’s effort to work toward a decision largely on 

his own also strikes one as illustrative of private speech (as described in Section 2.3.3). 

Further, this putative failure to engage in the intended even-handed exchange may be seen 

as an attitudinal mismatch inasmuch as the learner’s (Z’s) previous educational experience 

seems to suggest to him that a speaking activity is meant to be task-oriented, not goal-

oriented, thus again pointing to the Vygotskian notion of socially and institutionally defined 

motives guiding our learning. As Slimani (1992, pp. 197–8) has put it, learners may have 

‘preoccupations or goals on their personal agendas that they attempt to clarify during 

interactive work’. 

Other incidents of strategic mismatch from the data include the following: learners 

listen in on other dyads instead of engaging in the task at hand as if perhaps to trawl for 
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ideas or strategies (as in sample 1 above); one participant readily defers to the other to end 

the task as soon as possible; and learners ask the teacher for the ‘right answer’ – indeed, 

this is what they typically expect of the teacher in this context (as discussed in Section 

4.1.1.1). Beyond Z’s reading the text aloud, some learners demonstrated an 

overdependence on the text, reading out long parts of it instead of interacting 

naturalistically.  

I also observed procedural mismatches, such as learners deciding on more than the 

required single choice and learners adding one or more conditions to the final choice. While 

these two examples may appear to be failures on the level of arriving at no decision at all, in 

fact they represent innovative ‘stated or unstated paths’ (Kumaravadivelu, 1991, p. 104) to 

solving the problem at hand. While not entirely in keeping with the task designer’s or 

teacher’s intention of the dyads selecting one and only one candidate under the conditions 

given, they have in fact made a choice. 

Other unexpected learner interpretations include marking time (‘I think it’s been five 

minutes.’), an attitudinal mismatch that suggests task orientation and an effort to make the 

teacher happy as opposed to engaging in the task toward a goal. Other participants became 

side-tracked in the discussion, and finally, one relatively tacit learner physically pointed to 

the task sheet in making his point (‘She’s not as old as this one.’), a metalinguistic tactic that 

may suggest a reluctance to speak. (This learner’s tacit tendency was certainly not 

discouraged by being in the same dyad with a highly dominant interlocutor – the lesson for 

the teacher perhaps being that dissimilar personality types should not be assigned to the 

same pairs or groups.) Certainly, the learners may simply have understood the task 

differently than the task designer or teacher had intended – despite efforts on the parts of 

both to make their intentions clear in the instructions provided. 
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Perhaps even more interestingly, some of Kumaravadivelu’s mismatch types were not 

observed in the data. I experienced no cultural mismatches, for example, a fact which may 

owe to the fact that Kumaravadivelu’s learners represented a multilingual and multicultural 

group in an ESL class in the US, while the learners in this study were all Hungarians in an EFL 

class in their own country and the teacher was relatively familiar with both cultures – and 

therefore able to anticipate any potential puzzlement. Thus clashes of culture are relatively 

improbable in this context. Such disconnects are also prevented because, as noted earlier, 

EFL teaching in Hungary usually consists of instruction in the culture(s) of the Anglophone 

world (as pointed out in the discussion of the choice of task type in Chapter 3), and thus 

situations such as one Kumaravadivelu (1991) described of a young Malaysian learner being 

at a loss as to why an American would wish to rent a wedding dress as opposed to making it 

herself and keeping it become far less likely in this context. 

The fact that mismatches were relatively uncommon among the dyads in the data 

suggests that the learners were generally able to implement the task as the task designer 

and teacher had intended. They discussed the pros and cons of each candidate and 

managed to arrive at a single choice, while allowing each interlocutor a chance to 

participate. 

 

4.2.4. Conclusion 

According to Vygotsky (1978, 1987), and indeed as noted above, spoken language is a key 

mediator in any learning. Specifically, as concluded by the metastudies conducted by Keck 

et al. (2006) and Mackey and Goo (2007) (noted previously), spoken interaction clearly aids 

in language learning. This being the case, successful language teaching would certainly 

involve ample speaking tasks that provide opportunities for learners to interact. If we are to 
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design and implement such tasks as effectively as possible, then the field would certainly 

benefit from further research on the wide range of learner interaction that naturally occurs 

in task-based/task-supported language classrooms around the world.  

Carried out in such a classroom setting, this part of the study has explored some of 

the ways learners may surprise – and confound – teachers in the way they perform tasks, 

e.g. by creating their own playful role-playing variation of the standard argument structure, 

as A and V did in sample 2, and by dominating the interaction, as Z did in sample 3. 

Kumaravadivelu (1991) pointed to the stress L2 pedagogy lays on how learners and teachers 

perceive goals and events in the classroom, while it deemphasizes the roles of the syllabus 

designer and materials producer – thus expanding the possibilities for both 

misunderstanding and miscommunication in the classroom. This holds no less true decades 

on. I would agree with Kumaravadivelu (1991) that a clearer, more specific understanding of 

potential sources of mismatch will (a) sensitize us as teachers to what he aptly referred in 

the abstract for his paper as the ‘interpretive  density’ of language learning tasks and (b) aid 

us in working with learners to achieve desired learning outcomes in our classrooms. After 

all, as Slimani has pointed out,  

The discourse is not something prepared beforehand by the 
teacher and simply implemented with the students. Instead, 
it is jointly constructed by contributions from both parties so 
that learners are not just passively fed from the instructor’s 
plan. (Slimani, 1992, p. 197) 

 

I also wish to reiterate Kumaravadivelu’s (1991) point (above) about the relative 

learner autonomy afforded by task performance. Such research provides a deeper insight 

into the constructive possibilities of learner autonomy. Given the wealth of evidence that 

relative autonomy leads to superior results not only for language learners, but for all 
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learners – as indeed it does for their teachers and institutions as well – it is all the more 

urgent to fully grasp the pedagogic importance of autonomy throughout the educational 

enterprise. 

This section has examined learners’ contributions to speaking task performance vis-à-

vis the socioculturally formed motives they bring with them to the classroom. The following 

two sections will explore how these same motives appear to prompt them to produce 

collaborative moves in their interaction. The first section (4.3) covers the variety of such 

moves in the task performance data, and the next (4.4) offers explanations as to why the 

learners seem to prefer these to more halting negotiation moves. 

 

4.3. Beyond the black box: A sociocultural exploration of speaking task performance 

Learning and communication are collaborative undertakings. That is the fundamental 

understanding of this part of the study, which explores the ‘constructivist’, or collaborative, 

processes (Samuda & Bygate, 2008) that take place as the 57 participants described in 

Chapter 3 engage in spoken interaction in the classroom. This section points to earlier 

research on negotiation for meaning (Long, 1981, 1996) and stresses the need to explore 

and better understand learners’ constructivist processes. It points to a sociocultural theory 

of mind (SCT) (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2, as a 

theoretical framework within which to more fully grasp these processes. It also presents 

new data that illustrates the working of such processes in a particular sociocultural context. 

It seeks an answer to the fourth of the six research questions listed in the Introduction and 

in Chapter 3:  

 

RQ4:  In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction? 
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At this point, I wish to reiterate that the research referenced in this study and, indeed, the 

new data presented here centre on interaction between post-puberty learners, a point that 

may be particularly important for those engaged in teaching younger learners with different 

expectations and needs. 

 

4.3.1. Negotiation for meaning 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, negotiation for meaning (Long, 1981, 1996) has long 

been held to be at least conducive to classroom language learning. This is an effort on the 

part of two or more interlocutors to overcome a breakdown in their communication, e.g. 

through confirmation checks and clarification requests. An example of a clarification request 

would be as follows: 

A: The door has hinges. 
B: Hinges? I don’t know what that means. 
A: Like hinges hold it together 
B: Uhuh 
    (Pica, 1993, p. 440) 

 

As also reported in Chapter 2, the concept of negotiation for meaning is central to 

Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1981, 1996), which holds that learners acquire 

language forms as they attend to them in solving a communication problem. Relevant 

investigations of negotiation for meaning produced in talk involving learners (e.g. Gass & 

Varonis, 1985a; Long, 1981; Pica & Doughty, 1985; and Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993) are 

credited for having provided a richer understanding of the role of naturalistic talk in 

promoting language learning. 
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4.3.2. Beyond negotiation for meaning 

More recently, Samuda and Bygate (2008) have observed that classroom speaking produces 

a greater variety of moves than has been described before, such as prompting, eliciting, 

responding, questioning and elaborating. They use the term ‘constructivist processes’ to 

cover ‘all those processes whereby individuals work together to develop and clarify their 

own and each other’s understandings, whether of background knowledge, of previous and 

current situations or of their intentions’ (Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 117). Studies have been 

conducted in this vein (Blake & Zyzik, 2003; Donato, 1994; Foster & Ohta, 2005; Swain & 

Lapkin, 2000, 2001), but more work is called for to gain a clearer grasp of these processes 

and their role in second language learning.  

Unlike investigations into negotiation for meaning, which have proceeded from a 

cognitivist view of language learning that focuses on the mental processes involved and 

favours quantitative analyses of data, studies of constructivist processes tend to start from a 

sociocultural perspective that sees language development as a social process. As Foster and 

Ohta have put it, ‘Language development can be studied by examining distributed cognition 

– how a learner makes use of the L2 in interaction with other people and artefacts’ (2005, p. 

403). This approach involves smaller data samples and thus endeavours ‘to preserve the 

human experience and to avoid reductionism’ (Foster & Ohta, 2005, p. 403). 

Ohta (2001) has referred to such processes as peer assistance, which include directly 

requesting and receiving aid, continuing an utterance with which one’s interlocutor has 

been having trouble, making suggestions, offering and accepting corrections, and waiting for 

a partner to complete an utterance. Foster and Ohta (2005, p. 414) have pointed out that 

assistance offered and accepted ‘creates a discourse that is a joint performance, something 

that can be seen as an important precursor of individual production’. The Vygotskian 
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concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), introduced in Chapter 2, is used among 

socioculturalists to understand how peer assistance is linked to language development. 

Ohta has defined it as ‘the distance between the actual developmental level as determined 

by individual linguistic production, and the level of potential development as determined 

through language produced collaboratively with a teacher or peer’ (2001, p. 9).  

Finally, such processes differ markedly from negotiation for meaning in that, far from 

hinging on a breakdown or blockage in communication, they preserve the flow of the 

conversation and save face for learners. This promotes an atmosphere that is conducive to 

learning. In Chapter 2, I discussed sociocultural theory (SCT) and its application and 

relevance to learners’ task performance and how this approach differs from a cognitivist 

paradigm.  

 

4.3.3. Results and discussion  

For this chapter, the spoken interaction data has been analysed from the perspective of SCT. 

It is believed that this perspective can provide new and nuanced understandings that can be 

beneficial to task-based interaction research and to TBLT generally. This will include the 

central SCT concepts of activity theory, mediation and the ZPD. This section also explores 

the ‘constructivist’ interactional strategies used by the participants.  

Swain (2000) has made two key points about learners engaging in collaborative 

dialogue. First, this ‘collective behaviour’ may be turned into individual mental resources, 

i.e. they are creating individual knowledge, and this ‘knowledge building … collectively 

accomplished may become a tool for their further individual use of their second language’ 

(p. 104). Second, such dialogue draws attention to problems and enables them to verbalize 

alternative solutions (Swain, 2000). In other words, the verbalization provides an object for 
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the speakers’ consideration (Swain, 2000). Drawn from my data, the three samples below 

illustrate this well with a peer offering assistance in the form of missing lexis and her 

interlocutor accepting the offer toward the completion of his assertion. 

 

Sample 4 

P1: Lord Moulton should have written a (pause) paper… 

C:  Yes he should write a will. 

P2: Yes.  

 

 

 

Sample 5 

R1: But the evidence could be fake. So an expert should 
be (pause) 

J:  hired 

R2: hired yes to prove that she is the daughter of late Lord 
Moulton.  

 

Sample 6 

K1: Yes, if I’m not sure that this charity will use my money 
for … 

B1: for good reasons  

K2: for good reasons then you know it’s sad because if – 
OK I don’t know what its name is you know when 1% 
of your tax is for charity – there were a charity for 
children with cancer and it turned out that they spent 
the money for their… 

B2: Well that’s why I don’t like charity cases. 

K3: Yes, that’s why I don’t want to give my money.  

B3: Yes, I must admit that you are right. But what about 
Lady Searle?  

K4: I just can imagine her as hysterical or too much, you 
know. 
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In sample 4 (Appendix E, data file 10, ll. 35–37), C is helpfully aiding P by providing the 

appropriate noun will, but in focusing on this word does not attend sufficiently to verb form 

and thus says should write instead of should have written, a form which P has produced 

accurately. The two interlocutors here appear to be on a path of learning from each other 

through this collaborative dialogue. As Swain (2000) has pointed out, ‘Together their jointly 

constructed performance outstrips their individual competencies’ (p. 111).  

Additionally, in sample 6 (Appendix E, data file 1, ll. 29–37), in engaging in the task of 

discussing who should and should not inherit Lord Moulton’s millions, K chooses to argue 

against the money going to a dubiously run orphanage and, in so doing, draws on her 

strongly held personal belief that donations intended for those who need it may well be 

misused. K is clearly working hard to explain herself, and, as van Lier (2000) described the 

efforts made by a learner in his own data, ‘there is a personal investment in the information 

she constructs for her interlocutor’ (p. 250). This represents a particularly personal 

meaning-making and thus, potentially, language learning.  

  Thus, in these three examples of peer assistance, participants in each of the three 

dyads collaborate to construct meaning. (Sample 5 can be found in context in Appendix E, 

data file 9, ll. 33–35.) All three samples illustrate a speaker hesitating on a particular lexical 

item as if searching for the right one (in turns P1, R1 and K1). His interlocutor then 

volunteers a suggestion (C1, J1 and B1), sensing a need for help. Indeed, Foster and Ohta 

(2005, p. 422) have found that ‘hesitation may be seen as an indirect request for assistance’.  

That the initial speaker understands and accepts this suggestion is indicated by the 

word ‘yes’ in the follow-up move (P2 and R2) in samples 4 and 5 and, in samples 5 and 6, by 

the immediate use of the suggested item (R2 and K2). Also, in these last two samples, the 

speaker, now supplied with an appropriate lexical item by his interlocutor, is able to forge 
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ahead and finish making his point (R2 and K2). Such helpful suggestions that serve to move 

the project forward abound in the data, indicating that this is a common type of move 

among the participants.  

Another recurring strategy can be found in B3 in sample 6. Prompts such as But what 

about Lady Searle? suggest a concern about getting on with the business at hand or an 

interest in one’s interlocutor’s opinion and also serve to maintain the pace of the task 

towards arriving at the final decision. Similar prompts from the data include What about 

local orphanage?, So next, and simply Jane?, which suggests moving on to the next 

candidate in question. These are examples of task management. 

Certainly, as we saw in the previous part of the study, an important part of meaning-

filled conversation is play, a key element of learning for Vygotsky (1978). Here too I refer to 

Sullivan (2000), who has drawn on Vygotsky’s (1978) point that play in language learning, 

being a form of creativity, enables children – and indeed any learner – to create a new zone 

of proximal development. In sample 7 below (Appendix E, data file 1, ll. 16–24), play in the 

form of humorous exaggeration, strengthens the conversational bond between the 

interlocutors and thus the possibility for learning. 

 

Sample 7 

B1:  Yes, and when we arrive to town, maybe Tim Brodie 
should get the money, but I don’t think so. 

K1:  Yes, because he’s (inaudible). 

B2:  Yes, I don’t like him from his description [des-]. 

K2:  (laughing) Yes, why? 

B3:  Not the kind of people I usually get on well with. 

K3:  You mean the motorbikers? 

B4:  No, motorbike is not a problem. I have many friends 
from school that usually motorbike. They crashed into 
a tree sometimes, but it’s not a problem [K laughs].  
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Here, the two learners appear to have veered off task, yet the genuine interest shown by B 

in K’s objection to Tim Brodie not being ‘the kind of people I usually get on with’ and K’s 

amusement at B’s observations represent mediators of learning. As Sullivan (2000) has 

pointed out, such ‘playful exchanges serve as tools that result in awareness of language 

meaning and form’ (p. 123). As in the previous section, Lantolf’s (1997) observation that 

playful activities appear to build learner confidence in using their L2 certainly applies here as 

well. While he was referring here to individual play, this could certainly also apply to play in 

pairs or groups. 

In terms of interaction strategies, B and K are discussing a particular candidate, whom 

neither appears to support as the final choice (see turns B1 and K1), but, instead of dealing 

with the next candidate and moving swiftly toward their final decision, they linger and 

engage in an exchange that appears relevant on the surface but is ultimately off-task. In K2, 

the speaker is amused and offers a continuer to encourage her interlocutor to elaborate on 

his previous statement. Provided with a response, she then makes what would appear to be 

a confirmation check (in K3) but could just as well function as another continuer to signify 

that she is genuinely interested in her interlocutor’s opinion. This reflects the point raised by 

Foster and Ohta (2005) that we must delve beneath the surface form of a negotiation move 

(such as a confirmation check) to ascertain pragmatic function (such as expressing interest 

rather than confusion). Indeed, like other dyads, B and K require no confirmation checks or 

clarification requests because they seem to understand one another’s interlanguage. 

Donato (1994) has reported on learners’ jointly scaffolding each other’s talk in a 

variety of ways including prompts, directions, reminders, evaluations, corrections and other 

contributions in productive interactions, examples of which also emerged in the speaking 



 

149 
 

data in this study (e.g. sample 6 above contains the prompt ‘But what about Lady Searle?’ – 

with a number of other learners in the data relying on similar ‘what about?’ prompts – and 

samples 8 to 10 below all contain corrections). Ohta (2001) described learners taking risks 

and attempting new language forms and in so doing creating a sense of movement and 

improvement for themselves. In the diverse samples below, learners permit each other the 

space and time to negotiate both meaning and form.  

 

Sample 8 

B1:  Well, who [wu:] do you think should get the money? 

K1:  Well, hard question. I think Miss Langland 
(pause) deserves the money (pause) much more. 

B2:  Yes, the most.  

K2:  The most, thank you. 

 

Sample 9 

T1:  What about Miss Langland, the nurse who attended 
Lord Moulton? 

R:  Oh, I–it can be because she likes work and she’s not 
too old and she’s well already. 

T2:  Yes, I suppose because she treated well Lord Moulton 
and he was affectionate and loyal to him – she was 
affectionate and loyal to him – in his last years. I guess 
she could be the one who will get the money because 
she deserves it and yes she made–she made some 
things to get it so it’s not just–it’s just a waste of 
money, but it will go to–it will go to a person who 
works for it. What about Tim Brodie? 

 

Sample 10 

A:  The orphanage, it would [not] deserve it, as the text 
says the money may find its way into the pockets of 
officials and not for the orphans. 

B1: Yeh. 

C:  Yes, maybe, but if they keep the money for 
themselves, the orphans get less and less money but 
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[if] the orphanage get the money the orphans can get 
more from it. Well, I say that not all of the money. 
Maybe the officials are corrupt, but they will get 
nothing if the money don’t–doesn’t go there. 

B2: I see your point. You mean that even though the part 
of the money will be the officials’, the orphans will get 
some as well.  

  

Samples 8, 9 and 10 all illustrate either correction directed at one’s interlocutor when 

it has been sensed that assistance was needed (e.g. because of hesitation) or assistance 

directed at oneself (though it is certainly true that the learners do not address all the lexico-

grammatical errors in their talk, e.g. in sample 10, C says ‘the orphanage get the money’ and 

B2 says that ‘the part of the money will be the officials’’). In sample 8 (Appendix E, data file 

1, ll. 1–5), B provides K with the opportunity to complete her thought, pauses and all, and 

then gently corrects B even as he agrees with her point. In 9 (Appendix E, data file 11, ll. 9–

15), T is allowed to keep the floor while he self-corrects (e.g. his pronoun use). In 10 too 

(Williams, 2013, p. 11), C is permitted to complete a relatively long turn and thus make a 

point, with which B agrees and which B validates further by offering a confirmatory 

summary. These samples show the give and take of a productive interaction with even 

uncertain interlocutors feeling sufficiently safe to assert themselves and affording others 

the opportunity to do the same. As Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 119) have pointed out, the 

quality of jointly constructed talk depends on the interactive involvement of the 

participants. Here we see that involvement entails more than taking the floor and may 

include simply listening and gently recasting an interlocutor’s inaccurately expressed 

utterance. 

Sample 8 would appear to be an example of other-correction (in B2). While the 

speaker’s utterance in K1 is perfectly clear, her pauses may suggest uncertainty. The 
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speaker’s reaction (in K2) to what her interlocutor has offered seems to imply that this was 

indeed what she would have wished to say and that the correction was therefore useful to 

her. 

However, participants typically caught and repaired their own errors. Samples 9 and 

10 both illustrate self-correction (in T2 in sample 9 as well as in the last line of C in sample 

10). The latter sample also provides an example (in B2) of an interlocutor restating the 

previous speaker’s utterance in part to demonstrate that he has grasped his point and 

perhaps also to clarify the point for the benefit of a third participant. Self-correction was 

quite common in the data, perhaps more than other-correction, a fact that seems to reflect 

Foster and Ohta’s (2005) observation that learners prefer to modify their own utterances. 

This could be a matter of not wishing one’s interlocutor to lose face. Possible explanations 

for this and similar tendencies are explored in Section 4.4. 

In the final two samples below (Appendix E, data file 7, ll. 25–28 (sample 11) and ll. 

48–52 (sample 12)), each learner is stretching their own boundaries to find the right lexis for 

their dialogic purposes.  

 
Sample 11 
K1:  Yeh that’s true, but then why would she got the 

million? 
G1:  I don’t know. 
K2:                   [I don’t know. 
G2:  Maybe she could find a–a (pause) health care centre, 

I don’t know. 
K3:  Oh. 
 
Sample 12 
K1:  Yes, maybe that lord will give the money to him 

because er he paid the education, he loves that boy. 
G1:  He’s the son of the gardener. 
K2:  OK, but maybe once in the future when he–he has the 

I-don’t-know-what–the lehetőség–the possibility to 
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learn–to study he will become a good part of the 
society.  

 

As Swain (2000) has pointed out, such language-related episodes (LREs) – the points in the 

interaction in which a lexico-grammatical item becomes the focus of attention – ‘may be 

thought of as serving the functions of external speech in the external speech stage’ (p. 110) 

within the learning model explored by Talyzina and her colleagues. Swain (2000) observes 

that, as each interlocutor speaks, ‘their “saying” is cognitive activity and “what is said” is an 

outcome of that activity. Through saying and reflecting on what is said, new knowledge is 

constructed’ (p. 111). I would suggest this also holds true for a word or form that a learner 

already ‘knows’ – in the sense that they have encountered it before and thus feel it is 

familiar – because it is only through regular application of knowledge we have gained that 

we can internalize and sustain that knowledge. 

In terms of interaction strategies, these two samples illustrate a form of tacit 

cooperation that enables a speaker to resolve his own temporary shortcoming. In both 

samples, a speaker is searching for a lexical item and is given the space by their interlocutor 

to do so. This waiting for one’s interlocutor is another example of peer assistance (Ohta, 

2001) and can be seen as a tacit form of cooperation. Sample 12 also contains yet another 

example of self-correction (in the last line of turn K2), where the speaker realises it is study 

and not learn that is the more appropriate verb in the context of higher education. Turn K2 

also illustrates a word in one’s L1 triggering an item in the L2. Uttering the Hungarian word 

lehetőség aids the learner in remembering an English-language equivalent within his 

interlanguage, possibility. Although opportunity would have been the more appropriate 

choice here, the learner’s existing lexis was reinforced as they called to mind and made use 

of this rough and ready English-language equivalent.  
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Finally, the reader may have noted the unevenness of the learners’ speaking task 

performance in this study. As noted previously, these learners were preparing for an 

upcoming C1 speaking exam, and yet many of them do not appear to be exhibiting the 

fluency, accuracy or complexity in their speaking that this would presuppose. As pointed to 

in Section 3.4, there could be a number of reasons for this. Certainly, their language learning 

experience has not included much practice with speaking or writing. Recall Attila’s comment 

from Section 4.1 about his plunge into Australian society after years of English language 

learning in Hungary: ‘I couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I couldn’t understand what they 

were saying and [it] just was confusing.’ It is also possible that, since the learners were 

aware that they were not being assessed and that the main purpose of the task was to 

communicate their thoughts on the task, this might have affected other aspects of their 

performance. Or maybe they were not sufficiently challenged by the tasks and thus 

produced talk of a lower level. The question of why so many of these learners appear to be 

falling far short of the C1 mark would certainly be worth exploring in another study. 

In sum, these extracts illustrate a range of processes: collaborative dialogue, which 

creates a space to build individual knowledge and to verbalize alternative solutions; 

personal investment, which stimulates meaning-making; play, which builds confidence and 

strengthens interpersonal bonds; joint scaffolding, which encourages risk-taking and 

experimentation with new language forms; and strong participant involvement in various 

forms, which promotes a relatively high quality of dialogue. Importantly, as has been 

pointed out previously, these processes facilitate language development (though it is not 

the purpose of this study to demonstrate this). It is thus in providing opportunities for 

learners to participate in such processes as often as possible that we aid them most 

effectively in enhancing their own learning. 
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In addition, the data provides evidence of a variety of constructivist processes, 

including continuers, co-construction, prompts, self- and other-correction, and simply 

allowing the speaker to keep the floor. An analysis of the data indicates that co-construction 

and self-correction were more common than other-correction and other collaborative 

processes, a tendency which is comparable to those of other studies. I also found very little 

evidence of negotiation for meaning, as will be discussed in Section 4.4. 

 

4.3.4. Conclusion 

In this section, I have analysed the second language task performance of young adult 

learners of English, whose first language is Hungarian. I have moved beyond more 

established task-based research paradigms to explore the data from a sociocultural 

perspective. The data I have collected and presented is certainly not unlike that of other 

learners of English elsewhere in the world, yet researchers and teachers familiar with 

Hungarian and Hungarians will instantly recognise the unique composition, flow and even 

content of the conversations. This manifests itself in a number of ways, including 

characteristic lexico-grammatical errors (e.g. ‘has the … possibility’ (sample 12, K2), ‘arrive 

to town’ (sample 7, B1) and ‘the part of the money will be the officials’’ (sample 10, B2)), 

pragmatic tendencies (e.g. the repeated, self-effacing use of ‘I don’t know’ by the dyad in 

sample 11) and local-knowledge references (e.g. the mention of a 1% income tax deduction 

for charitable giving in Hungary that may not be entirely clear to the uninitiated but would 

certainly be familiar to a listener/reader at home in this context (sample 6, K2)).  

However, whether the data is familiar in a more universal or specific sense, it is in 

appreciating the sociocultural nuances of the collaborative efforts of our learners that we 

can hone our own intuition and skills in researching, teaching, teacher training, and 



 

155 
 

materials development so that we can ultimately provide learners with optimal 

opportunities, both quantitatively and qualitatively, to engage in similar task performance 

and thus enable them to build their knowledge. Indeed, when we move beyond the black 

box, that is, beyond a construct of learners’ merely processing lexico-grammatical items, we 

avail ourselves of the chance to more fully understand the wealth of speaking processes in 

which learners engage as they develop both collaboratively and individually. These are 

certainly among the lessons I have taken home from analysing this data set. 

As noted, this section has investigated the collaborative moves made by learners in 

task-based interaction. The next, and final, portion of the study seeks to understand the 

motives that lie behind such moves. 

 

4.4. A dearth of communication breakdowns: ‘Can we have a … question?’  

How do learners develop their L2? As discussed in Chapter 2, Long (1981, 1983) has 

argued that L2 input and interaction lead to L2 development, for example, in performing 

speaking tasks in an ESL/EFL classroom. He has also hypothesized that negotiation for 

meaning, which takes place as learners attempt to achieve understanding during a 

communication breakdown, plays a central role in this development; he has supported 

his hypothesis through a metaanalysis of previous studies of NS–NNS interaction (Long, 

1996). Examples of negotiation for meaning include comprehension checks, such as ‘You 

know what I mean?’.  

Subsequent studies have demonstrated a range of results with regard to the 

prevalence of negotiation for meaning among particular sets of learners (Eckerth, 2009; 

Foster, 1998; Gass, Mackey, & Ross-Feldman, 2005; Harris, 2005; and others). This 

section reports on the final, classroom-based part of the study in this chapter. Despite 
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Long’s stress on the prevalence of negotiation for meaning in spoken interaction, the 

learners in this study, in line with those in some of the studies above (Eckerth, 2009; 

Foster, 1998; and others), opted for different interactional strategies.  

Indeed, the qualitative data in this classroom portion of the study suggests that, 

with rare exceptions, these learners tend to eschew negotiation for meaning in favour of 

interactional strategies that are less confrontational, more face-saving, and, indeed, co-

constructive. The research explores the potential reasons behind this phenomenon. 

Specifically, it seeks to answer the following research questions, the final two of the six 

listed in the Introduction and in Chapter 3:  

RQ5:  To what extent and why does learner interaction actually 

break down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation? 

RQ6:  To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon        

in this context, what might explain this phenomenon? 

The findings may have implications for language learning, language teaching, language 

assessment (and speaking assessment in particular) and teacher training.   

This section is structured as follows. Samples are provided from many hours of 

transcribed data, first, of ‘constructivist’ moves (discussed in Section 4.3), which were 

common in the learner data in this study, and, second, of some of the very few 

negotiation moves that did occur. A discussion follows of possible reasons behind the 

relative dearth of negotiation moves in the data. These potential explanations focus on 

learners in general and on these learners vis-à-vis their cultural milieu. 
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4.4.1. Results and discussion  

As discussed in Section 4.3, the learners’ interactions were characterised by collaborative 

processes. This point bears repeating before the analysis shifts to moves that more 

closely resemble Long’s negotiation for meaning. First, two further examples of learner 

collaboration: the first sample illustrates self-correction; the second demonstrates both 

self-correction and a continuer. (These two samples can be found in context in Appendix 

E, data file 4, l. 25 (sample 13) and ll. 22–23 (sample 14).) 

Sample 13 

K:  … it would be a highlight for her life, but I don’t 
know if she use it well … uses it well. 

 

Sample 14 

K:  Erm in my view she doesn’t deserve that possibility 
because he had er she had a mental breakdown and 
she’s not able to do this task. 

D:                       [Yeh, she’s not so…. Yeh.  

 

As noted previously, self-correction was very common in the data, more than 

other-correction, a fact that seems to reflect Foster and Ohta’s (2005) observation that 

learners prefer to modify their own utterances. As for D’s encouraging continuers in 

Sample 14, Foster and Ohta have contended that such peer assistance creates ‘a 

supportive environment which encourages L2 production’ (2005, p. 421). 

A great deal more data illustrative of the constructivist processes described above 

is discussed in detail in Section 4.3. The many instances of such moves include 

collaborating, providing mutual assistance, creating playfully, using humour, constructing 

knowledge together and engaging in a host of other dynamics that facilitate language 

development. We have seen many of these in the analysis so far. Importantly, these 
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examples also demonstrate a general tendency among these particular learners to 

eschew negotiation for meaning. 

The few examples of negotiation for meaning among the data were rather unique. 

Sample 15 below (Appendix E, data file 12, ll. 53–59) involves uncertainty about the 

gender of a particular character in the task: 

Sample 15 

M:  (reading) Da-Daphne … Braun … 21 … single … and 
her family … or his? Is that a boy or a girl? (laughs) 
Daphne Braun? 

A:  (laughing) I think he’s a–she’s girl. 

M:  (asking teacher) Can we have a … question? 

A:  Daphne is a … girl. 

T:                               […girl 

M:  A girl. Cool. [A laughs.] Good to know. Erm. 

A:  (reading) … the daughter… 

M: Yeh, the daughter (laughs). 

 

Here M requests clarification from his interlocutor, A. Given the uncertainty of her 

(otherwise correct) answer, they then both turn to the teacher to repeat the clarification 

request. This breaking out of the bounds of the learner interaction to check with the 

teacher as knowledgeable agent is unusual in data I have seen elsewhere and, indeed, in 

this data set as well. Certainly, the teacher as ultimate authority is a role with which 

Hungarian learners would be particularly familiar in the largely classical humanist 

education system in which they have been socialized (see the discussion on educational 

value systems below). Toward the end of the exchange, as A reads on to find that the 

answer to their question has been right in front of them all along, their laughter is 

certainly one of slight embarrassment, but it is shared laughter, nonetheless. A 
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camaraderie has emerged that suggests the sort of encouraging environment conducive 

to learning noted above. (The question of whether familiarity with a cultural element like 

a personal name is an essential part of language learning or not is debatable, but 

certainly these learners felt this was something they needed to understand better to 

complete this speaking task.) 

In sample 16 below (Appendix E, data file 13, ll. 115–123), when he has a question 

about lexis, the speaker, N, immediately bypasses his interlocutor, Á, and turns to the 

teacher. 

 

Sample 16 

N:  (reading) ‘generous’, ‘good friend’. That means that 
er she can know his er … not assistants, but er … I 
don’t know what is er er er … (to teacher) Can I have 
a … question?  

T:  Yes. 

N:  What is the ügyfél in English? 

T:  Er client. 

N:  Client. (Turns to his interlocutor) So–so she can 
know er her clients to be more–more er better and, 
no not more better, better and better, you see? 

Á:  Yes yes. 

N:  She can find things that can help them… 

 

In addition to this clarification check with the teacher, it bears mentioning that, 

while N’s message might still not be entirely clear to Á (despite his efforts to make it so), 

Á offers an encouraging continuer in ‘Yes yes’ instead of asking for clarification. Á appears 

to want the conversation to continue toward its goal in the hope that all will be 

sufficiently clear by the end (see the explanations offered by Foster and Eckerth below).  
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Finally, in sample 17 below (Appendix E, data file 14, ll. 5–17), as B and K engage in 

the shared work of determining the pros and cons of the various candidates on the task 

sheet, B suddenly realises that he is at a loss for a lexical item, and, instead of using a 

different word or asking the teacher (as in the samples above), he asks his interlocutor, K 

– but he does so in an unexpected manner: 

Sample 17 

B:  … according to this small article, he’s not really 
talented person, so… er … 

K:  Why do you say that? 

B:  Because er the article mentions that he’s not–‘not of 
outstanding natural ability’. 

K:  Uh-huh. 

B:  So maybe he’s not that kind of intellectual person 
who … can er finish, or who will, law school. 

K:  But if he’s hard-working, he can learn all these … 

B:  (interrupting) …he can – he can – he can learn all 
these things. He must have worked to … (whispers) 
Hogy mondjuk azt, hogy eltartani? [How do you 
say ‘provide for’?] 

K:  Erm … ahem. 

B:  …to make an appropriate [ˈæ proʊ-] living for his 
family. And he’s a taxi driver. And er taxi drivers 
should work in er – also in the [ði:] morning and in 
the evening, so er I wonder how can he do this. 

 

One might call B’s question about a word a clarification request. However, the fact 

that he has whispered it and asked his question in the L1 he shares with his interlocutor 

suggests a certain ‘under-the-radar’ quality. This is just meant to be between the two of 

them. Even here where there appears to be evidence of a negotiation move, an 

interactant seems to be taking great pains to avoid a clear and obvious interruption of 
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the conversational flow – though, certainly, they knew the teacher–researcher would be 

listening. 

Thus, it becomes clear that the few negotiation moves these learners may use are 

far outweighed by the range of constructivist processes they tend to prefer instead. This 

stands in stark contrast to the data in so many other studies. So now Can I have [ask] a 

question? Why is there so little sign of negotiation for meaning in this learner data? 

 

4.4.2. Insights into the dearth of negotiation for meaning 

This section explores a range of possible explanations as to why learners would avoid 

breakdowns in communication in task-based interaction. First, insights will be offered 

into learners generally, followed by a review of factors relevant to learners’ motives in 

this cultural context in particular. Importantly, as noted previously, these findings and 

observations focus on post-puberty learners, not children, a distinction I wish to reiterate 

in particular for peers who primarily deal with FL learning among children. 

  

4.4.2.1. Learners generally 

In her groundbreaking study noted previously, Foster (1998) reported that learners 

interacting in both dyads and small groups produced far less negotiation for meaning that 

led to modified output than earlier studies had found and less than had been assumed by 

SLA researchers and theorists. The participants in her study were lower-intermediate 

learners of English aged 17–41 (with an average age of 21) taking classes part-time at a 

municipal college in Britain and representing a diversity of L1s. 

Foster (1998) has offered compelling explanations as to why her findings have run 

counter to those of other researchers. Her first point was one of context. She observed 
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that a great deal of the negotiation for meaning research had been conducted in an ESL 

context at US universities under laboratory conditions with volunteer participants who 

had been loaned out by their teachers for the purpose of the experiment. She questioned 

whether those findings could be extrapolated (a) for ESL environments outside the 

United States, (b) for EFL settings elsewhere in the world or (c) for normal classroom 

conditions. 

With regard to the classroom conditions in her study, Foster (1998) suggested that 

both the relative informality of the setting and the lack of a strict requirement to 

complete the task prompted participants not to attend to form very much. In Foster’s 

view, this would explain unanswered signals of incomprehension. For example, 

A:  ‘the sports field, swimming pool and equipment may 
be used free of charge.’ 

B:  Free of charge? What is that? 

C:  (laughs) Yes. 

A:  sports day 

(Foster, 1998, p. 15) 

 

A:  There is this one, this one, and after to camping site 
near Oldfield. 

B:  Oldfield? 

C:  Anyway, the best thing I think is er camping. 

(Foster, 1998, p. 16) 

 

Out of the 918 c-units analysed in Foster’s study, there were only 87 negotiation 

moves (Foster, 1998, p. 15). Of these, modified responses were only made 20 times – and 

13 of those were concentrated within three particular dyads (Foster, 1998, p. 15). The 

examples above are typical of the negotiation moves in Foster’s study that fell by the 

wayside during interaction, mostly in small groups, but also in dyads. 
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Another point raised by Foster is that of the differing effects of NS–NNS dyads vs. 

NNS–NNS dyads with regard to communication breakdowns. She referred to Pica et al. 

(1989) as observing that in the former type, NNS partners might experience an unequal 

status with regard to the language. Thus, they might feel that they were to blame for any 

communication problem that has stood in the way of task completion and that they are 

therefore responsible for making any repairs and for making language more 

comprehensible. According to Foster (1998), however, no such tendency was in evidence 

in her study. Indeed, I would suggest that in such a scenario, the NNS partner might feel 

motivated to downplay the relative shortcomings between themselves and their NS 

interlocutor, not highlight them by making repairs. 

With regard to NNS–NNS dyads/small groups, Foster (1998, p. 17) referred to Gass 

and Varonis (1985) as observing that they have a mutual responsibility for 

communication breakdowns because both speaker and interlocutor(s) are mutually 

incompetent in the language and thus would both/all feel prompted to negotiate 

meaning. However, according to Foster (1998), in such a situation, NNSs might rather feel 

discouraged from the challenging and possibly frustrating job of modifying their lexis, 

morphology or syntax to render it more comprehensible. Similarly, Foster (1998) has 

pointed out, a NNS speaker who has concluded that their NNS interlocutor is responsible 

for a communication breakdown might not feel the need to hazard a repair. Similar to my 

comment above, I would add that a NNS who had come to see their NNS interlocutor as 

more proficient would be more likely to press on instead of stressing their weaknesses 

relative to their more proficient interlocutor. Furthermore, a momentary lapse in total 

comprehensibility might be glossed over by both NNSs in the interests of keeping the 

conversation moving along and thus saving face for one or the other – or both of them, in 



 

164 
 

what I call a ‘conspiracy of solidarity’ among learners – particularly in the shadow of the 

teacher–researcher hovering nearby. 

Foster (1998) also suggested that holding up an interaction whenever there is a 

problem utterance and going to great lengths to repair it simply make the task 

frustratingly slow. Likewise, according to Foster (1998), making it clear to others that one 

has not managed to understand them tends to make one feel and look incompetent. 

Aston (1986) observed that speaking tasks designed to prompt a great deal of negotiation 

for meaning could well demotivate and discourage learners in that it makes them feel 

unsuccessful and incompetent. Further, Pica (1994) has admitted that one too many 

clarification requests can be ‘downright annoying’. 

In contrast, Foster (1998) has suggested, learners may use a different 

communicative strategy when they encounter a gap in understanding: ‘pretend to 

understand and hope a future utterance will cast light on your darkness’ (p. 18). This way, 

Foster (1998) has pointed out, a learner will continue to feel they are playing a part in the 

interaction even if their knowledge is not complete and their contribution is limited; they 

will continue to experience a sense of accomplishment. 

Foster (1998) has explained her findings in part as the outcome of certain learners’ 

adapting a strategy that ‘could reduce some information exchange tasks to a format 

whereby the side holding the information need only answer yes or no to the informed 

guesses of the other side’ (p. 11). From my own experience, the interlocutors of such 

speakers appear to be quick to pick up on such strategies and enable their partners 

accordingly.  

Thus, with only 87 out of 918 c-units representing signals of problems in 

understanding in Foster’s study (1998), it seems clear that some learners prefer the 
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‘pretend and hope’ rather than the ‘check and clarify’ strategy (p. 19). As Foster (1998) 

has put it, ‘learners appear to choose not to negotiate for meaning’ (p. 20), and has 

concluded that we teachers/researchers should not attempt to make them do so.  

In a study replicating Foster’s research (1998), Eckerth (2009) added a stimulated 

recall protocol to the original design to record learners’ accounts of their own 

performance. His participants were similar in many ways to those in Foster’s study: they 

were at the lower-intermediate level, they represented a similar diversity of L1s, and 

their age ranged from 20 to 42 years (with an average of 23). However, while Foster’s 

participants were ESL students in Britain, those in Eckerth’s study were learning L2 

German at university in Germany. Eckerth’s findings confirmed many of Foster’s (1998) 

assumptions about why many learners eschew negotiation for meaning, for example, 

that ‘learners will put up with partial understanding in order to keep the task interaction 

moving forward’ and ‘how learners will smooth over the bumps rather than make explicit 

their lack of complete understanding’ (Foster’s comments following Eckert, 2009, p. 130). 

Eckerth (2009) also observed many of the same results, for example, interactants’ 

adapting to their lack of full understanding. 

Eckerth (2009) has pointed out that a relative lack of negotiation moves may be a 

product of the multifaceted nature of task-based learner–learner interaction. According 

to Eckerth (2009), such an interaction seems to be more than merely a cognitive 

language learning activity; it is ‘a communicative event and a social process that is 

mediated by socio-affective variables’ (Eckerth, 2009, p. 122). It is possible that 

interactants sometimes ‘react to social motives at the expense of their own pedagogical 

achievement, to preserve their social relationships’ (Slimani-Rolls, 2005, p. 208).  
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Furthermore, Eckerth (2009) has explained that comprehension can take place 

with relatively little input processing. He also made reference to research that points to a 

range of strategies that aid learners in understanding their interlocutors’ utterances: top-

down processing of existing linguistic knowledge (Ellis, 1994; Faerch & Kasper, 1986); 

guessing from linguistic context (Frantzen, 2003); guessing on the basis of what is socially 

appropriate (Hymes, 1972); and feigning comprehension and trusting that further clues 

will be forthcoming in the ensuing conversation (Firth, 1996; Hawkins, 1985). Eckerth 

(2009) also cited previous studies as suggesting that, far from pursuing a ‘the more, the 

merrier’ principle (Allwright & Bailey, 1991, p. 145; Aston, 1986), learners tend to make 

only moderate use of requests for clarification and confirmation or comprehension 

checks in an apparent reflection of the social nature of what Seedhouse (2004, p. 123) 

has termed the ‘interactional architecture’ of the L2 classroom.  

These insights into the collaborative tendencies in learners engaged in spoken 

interaction generally may well apply to these particular learners in Hungary. But are 

there characteristics specific to Hungarian learners that may also be germane here? 

 

4.4.2.2. Learners in Hungary 

This section provides insights into culture-specific factors relevant to these particular 

learners: the educational value system, the notion of saving face and other pragmatic 

phenomena, and characteristics associated with willingness to communicate – all socially 

formed motives. 

At the heart of the educational context in which Hungarian students find 

themselves is the value system with which it is imbued. This may well explain some of the 

assumptions and reflexes that many students in this context share.  
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But how can this ideological system be characterised? R. White (1988) described 

three distinct value systems on which education systems are built: progressivism, 

reconstructionism and classical humanism (cf. also Csapó’s (2004, 2010, 2012) 

comparable goals of learning and organisation of knowledge). The first is characterised as 

‘problem-posing education’, which ‘extracts a concern for the real-life situation of the 

learners as well as a perception of the student as decision-maker’ (Crawford-Lang, 1982, 

p. 88). Central to progressivism are the two pedagogic notions of praxis and dialogue, 

praxis being a matter of reflection and action on the world in an effort to transform it 

(Freire, 1973, 1976) and dialogue being ‘the educational context, the place where praxis 

occurs’, the purpose of which is ‘to stimulate new ideas, opinions and perceptions rather 

than simply to exchange them’ (Crawford-Lange, 1982, p. 89). With its focus placed firmly 

on the growth and self-realization of the individual, progressivism is associated with J. J. 

Rousseau, J. H. Pestalozzi and Friedrich Froebel. 

Reconstructionism is tied to a systems-behavioural approach to learning based on 

Skinner’s (1968) application to education of the ideas of operant conditioning, where the 

stress is on incremental and mastery learning, in which each step is founded on the 

previous one and ‘it is assumed that, given appropriate learning activities, all students 

can achieve mastery if they have enough time’ (Crawford-Lange, 1982, p. 88). With its 

emphasis on education as an instrument of social change, reconstructionism is associated 

with the work of John Dewey. 

Finally, classical humanism stresses the ‘transmission of an esteemed cultural 

heritage’ (R. White, 1988, p. 24) and is tied to the work of T. S. Eliot and Matthew Arnold. 

It regards learning as an analytical, rule-oriented, scholarly undertaking and knowledge as 

encyclopaedic. It is therefore often accompanied by the rote learning of large quantities 
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of material, and a high value is assigned to complete and precise mastery of such 

material.  

Generally speaking, it is this last value system that dominates in Hungarian 

education. Little wonder. As Csapó (2010) has pointed out, this approach to learning 

enjoys a particularly strong standing in Europe with at least half a century head start over 

the other two systems in terms of tradition and infrastructure. It is thus common, due to 

the importance assigned to a declarative mastery of predetermined knowledge, for 

teachers to engage in rigorous, tightly controlled classroom practices in this context. Duff 

(1995) found that history teachers in a dual-language secondary school in Hungary 

commonly engaged in initiation-reply-evaluation sequences with students in class and 

also regularly had their learners recite the material from the previous class meeting, a 

practice designed to produce fluency, academic register and content mastery – though it 

typically represented a stressful and authoritarian experience for students. While Duff 

made these observations in content classes over two decades ago, these pedagogic 

practices persist in this context and the teacher-fronted exactitude and emphasis on 

regular displays of incrementally and flawlessly learned material are very much present in 

FL classes as well.  

Csapó (2012) has also found that Hungarian schools concentrate on the promotion 

of expert-like knowledge in each discipline and focus less on applying knowledge outside 

the strict confines of the discipline. In this context, ‘teachers themselves point out clearly 

that, in their opinion, “our schools train ‘little scientists’”’ – i.e., their aim (conscious or 

unconscious) is to groom future members of their own field (Csapó, 2004, p. 41). 

According to the PISA 2000 survey, Hungarian learners viewed the reproduction of 

teaching material as the primary aim of learning and memorization as one of the primary 
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learning strategies (OECD, 2003). Indeed, Németh and Habók (2006) found that learners 

actually prefer reproductive learning strategies in the earlier stages of schooling as well – 

certainly a product of socially constructed motives. They likewise demonstrated a 

prevalence of rote learning in Hungarian education (Németh & Habók, 2006). In a study 

of Hungarian students’ writing, Godó (2008) has pointed to this educational and 

intellectual tradition that prevails in Hungary as essential to understanding the rhetorical 

structure of their argumentative writing and how it differs from that of North Americans. 

(She has also noted that the same tradition can be found in other systems in the region, 

e.g. the Czech and Polish contexts.)  

Perfectionism among students (discussed below) is common in this system; as 

Furka (2011, p. 71) has observed, ‘In Hungarian cultural practice, trying and not 

succeeding is generally considered a failure’. Competitiveness (also discussed below) 

prevails among students as well. On the other hand, so do collaboration and peer 

assistance – both in terms of students’ academic work and their spoken interaction. 

Another aspect to this is a highly pragmatic, efficient, goal-oriented approach (Irén 

Annus, personal communication, 22 January 2015): just as, say, thirty pages of a history 

text must be committed to memory for next Tuesday, so too do students feel oriented to 

move briskly ahead to the completion of a speaking task without an undue number of 

questions, corrections or negotiations to hamper their progress. 

Pragmatics may offer some insights into tendencies among these particular 

learners. For Małgorzata Suszczyńska (personal communication, 15 January 2015), the 

key for certain learners in the classroom is to keep communication flowing even at the 

cost of partial misunderstanding; for these learners, communication breakdowns may be 

too costly in this context and cause more harm than benefit in what pragmatists call the 
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‘cost-benefit dimension’. In Suszczyńska’s experience, Hungarian students often opt not 

to ask questions in class, even when encouraged to do so because they may see it as 

face-threatening or fear that they might be positioning themselves as arrogant, unduly 

bold, lacking modesty or not sufficiently humble. 

In a comparative, small-scale study on pragmatic moves among Americans, Poles 

and Hungarians, Suszczyńska (1999) cited Wierzbicka (1985b, 1991) as pointing out that 

speech acts (e.g. apologies) are ‘not language-independent “natural kinds”, but culture-

specific communicative routines’ (p. 1058) and that conversational moves represent 

culture-specific attitudes and ways of social interaction that characterise a particular 

culture (Wierzbicka, 1985a). Thus, a Hungarian or Polish L1 speaker of L2 English may well 

draw on their L1 culture in engaging in certain communicative routines in the L2 and this 

is likely to stand in contrast to what many L1 English speakers in Britain or the US might 

expect. Suszczyńska (1999) provided the example of English-language films in which 

serious offences seem to be resolved with a light apology, which typically strikes Poles 

and Hungarians as somehow insufficient (‘They just say, I’m sorry!’ (p. 1059)); thus, from 

the point of view of their culture, this formula proves relatively weak given the gravity of 

the offending action.  

Instead, as Suszczyńska has pointed out, Poles and Hungarians would tend to use 

more emotionally involved expressions, for example, a request for their interlocutor to 

withhold anger (‘Ne haragudj!’ in Hungarian, which is approximately ‘Don’t be 

annoyed/angry’). These express greater deference and indebtedness, but do not distance 

interactants from one another or threaten face. Similarly, there is a tendency for the 

offending party in these cultures to speak of themselves in an unfavourable way, e.g. 

‘Szörnyen ügyetlen vagyok’ (‘I’m terribly clumsy’) and ‘Borzasztóan figyelmetlen voltam’ 
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(‘I was terribly careless’) (Suszczyńska, 1999, p. 1061). Suszczyńska observed that ‘It is 

precisely this humbling of self that seems to reveal a culturally important attitude’ 

(Suszczyńska, 1999, p. 1061). Thus, it seems that these tendencies in Hungarian 

interactants to wish to save face for themselves and their interlocutors and in each 

interlocutor to retain an unassuming humility may explain why they would not wish to 

stand out negatively, to cause their interlocutor to do the same, or to slow or halt the 

flow of the interaction. 

In their qualitative study on the motivational factors behind Hungarian university 

students’ use of English, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) found a great deal of evidence of 

reticence to communicate in English. This certainly has a bearing both on the one-sided 

classroom interactions in my data, where one or more learners remained relatively silent, 

and on the disinclination of interactants to disrupt the conversation with questions.  

Of 64 English majors at the University of Pécs in southern Hungary in Nagy and 

Nikolov’s study (2007), most (54) described contexts beyond the classroom where they 

were most willing to communicate in English, while four were most willing both inside 

and outside the classroom. Thus, despite a keen interest in English, the number of 

respondents who wanted to speak in the classroom was relatively low. This reluctance to 

communicate among these Hungarian English majors is familiar to me in my context at 

the University of Szeged as well. In Nagy and Nikolov’s study (2007), the formal teaching 

context at university tended to be tied to negative feelings for many of the students. 

According to one respondent, ‘I am very disappointed and sorry to say, but I felt least 

willing to speak English first in my life at university’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 157). Many 

of the students felt inhibited, perceiving that others in their classes had more proficiency 

and experience in English, perhaps because they had had the opportunity to live abroad. 
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As one respondent put it, ‘I noticed that many of my peers are better than me. Some of 

them seem to be quite proficient, self-assured. This makes me feel inferior, so average’ 

(Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 158). As another student described it, ‘So I’m afraid of saying 

anything during classroom activities, especially when I see that others have much better 

English’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 159). In fact, their relatively fluent, more self-confident 

peers seem to intimidate them in seminars and thus throw up hurdles to smooth group 

dynamics in the classroom (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 159). 

According to Nagy and Nikolov (2007), another reason for learners’ reluctance to 

speak was the extremely high anxiety they felt with regard to English. They were ever at 

pains to be seen as perfect in front of their peers and teachers in class (Nagy & Nikolov, 

2007). A number of them described concerns that they would make errors in speaking 

which their fellows might notice – and, indeed, for which they might mock them (Nagy & 

Nikolov, 2007). According to one student, ‘I was afraid, that when I speak, they will laugh 

at me’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 160).  

Tóth (2007) has pointed to similar phenomena among English majors at the 

Pázmány Péter Catholic University in Piliscsaba (near Budapest). Tóth (2007) has 

attributed their strongly negative feelings to speaking in English seminars to their 

transitions from secondary school to university seminars with the more intensive and 

challenging learning context and higher academic requirement they now had to face. 

Nagy and Nikolov (2007) have observed that the constant competitive comparison that 

these English majors make with others, this ‘desire to excel in comparison to others’ 

(Bailey, 1983, p. 96, as cited in Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 162), is common in second 

language learning research and has been tied to language anxiety (Bailey, 1983; 

Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). Similarly, in her mixed-method study of a similar population 
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of university students (at the University of Pécs), Dombi (2013) found that FL anxiety lay 

behind certain participants’ intercultural performance. She characterised it as debilitating 

as opposed to facilitating anxiety, noting nervousness, apprehension, fear and even 

panic. As one participant even recalled, ‘I hate speaking English in front of those better 

than me’ (Dombi, 2013, p. 168). Dombi’s research (2013) demonstrated communicative 

apprehension, though generally less than that found in Nagy and Nikolov (2007) and Tóth 

(2007). 

Both Dombi (2013) and Nagy and Nikolov (2007) highlighted the role of learner 

confidence in communication behaviour. Dombi (2013, p. 225) specified that perceived 

communicative competence probably has a greater effect on learner communication 

than linguistic self-confidence. She also noted that both perceived communicative 

competence and perceived L2 proficiency aid students in feeling more secure in their 

interactions (Dombi, 2013, p. 226). Indeed, Dombi (2013) pointed out, the more learners 

believe they can communicate, the more likely they are to engage in interactions in 

English (p. 228). Finally – in a very telling distinction for this context – she observed that 

‘there are students who believe they are good at English, but fewer of them believe they 

are good at communication in English’ (Dombi, 2013, p. 226, emphasis added). 

Finally, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) also saw perfectionism as a common personality 

trait among their learners, one also related to language anxiety (Gregersen & Horwitz, 

2009). Nagy and Nikolov suggested such characteristics seem to be common for FL 

learners in Hungary – but not necessarily for FL learners elsewhere. Interestingly, 

however, this competitiveness and perfectionism were manifested primarily in 

interactions with other Hungarians – but participants reported not being averse to talking 

in front of non-Hungarians. Kang (2005) and MacDonald, Clément, and MacIntyre (2003) 
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report similar findings with their varied learner populations. In Nagy and Nikolov’s (2007) 

view,  

In foreign language education in Hungary (and most likely in 
other subject areas in compulsory education) it is 
continuously stressed how important it is to make no 
mistakes and to be perfect in every sense. … It is a widely 
held myth that the best and most talented students never 
make mistakes and thus get the highest grades. (Nagy & 
Nikolov, 2007, p. 163) 

 

4.4.3. Conclusion 

This section has reported on a study of constructivist processes in learner–learner 

classroom interaction. It has also discussed samples in the same data set involving 

negotiation for meaning and collected possible explanations as to why such negotiation 

moves would have occurred so seldom in the data. Ultimately, the apparent clash 

between (a) cognitivists, who have focused on the primacy of communicative 

breakdowns in learner interaction and the learning they generate through often 

quantitative data sets, and (b) socioculturalists, who prefer to explore more collaborative 

interactional – and thus acquisitional – processes among learners with often qualitative 

data, may well be lost on the experienced ELT practitioner. Indeed, she might rightly ask, 

‘If we’ve got the learners engaged, talking, asking questions, helping each other, 

stretching their resources, getting creative with the language, both trying out new lexico-

grammatical items to express their intended meaning and re-activating old ones, and 

generally losing themselves in completing the speaking task, then where on earth is the 

problem?’ Indeed, perhaps a more inclusive approach that places pedagogic value on a 

wider range of interactional processes would be called for.  
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5. Conclusion 

The research project that has culminated in this dissertation has produced qualitative data 

to establish (a) the socially and institutionally defined motives that drive arguably successful 

English language learners at a Hungarian university and (b) (the nature of) the interactional 

moves they employ in a task-based classroom there. As Nunan and Bailey (2009, p. 434) 

have observed, such qualitative data are ‘powerful’ for their capacity to ‘explain important 

concepts to teachers, administrators, journalists and parents in human terms, while 

quantitative data sometimes seem too abstract and detached or – conversely – too concrete 

and impersonal’. It is this immediacy and clarity that the study has aimed for.  

This chapter concludes the dissertation with a summary of the main findings, a brief 

discussion of the limitations of the study and thoughts on further directions in this line of 

inquiry. 

 

5.1. Main findings 

The four interrelated parts of the present study have endeavoured to answer the six 

research questions listed in the Introduction. Their respective answers, provided in the 

foregoing parts of the study, are summarised as follows: 

 

RQ1:  What is the view and experience of these learners as regards English (and other 

foreign) language learning in Hungary? 

 
The learner–participants in this study have supplied a rich discoursal tapestry of FL learning 

histories (Section 4.1). Overall, the data indicates exposure to traditional classroom 

practices (featuring an overemphasis on correct form and learner errors, with attendant 



 

176 
 

learner anxiety, rote memorization, grammar practice tests, translation exercises, and 

teacher-fronted or individual work in class with little pair or group work) with a few 

exceptions (e.g. Dávid’s stimulating immersion French lessons). The learners’ views of their 

experience also vary, with some recounting positive memories (‘…it was good in that way’ 

(Albert)) – even of arguably ineffective practices, such as a focus on forms approach to 

grammar (‘When we learned a new tense, we came to know everything about it. So I think 

it’s OK for me because I like to learn everything about that tense…’ (Albert)). Others, 

however, had negative recollections (‘I can’t think of any good activities that we did’ and ‘I 

couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I couldn’t understand what they were saying and [it] just 

was confusing’ (Attila); and ‘It makes us nervous and anxious to make a mistake’ 

(Alexandra)). 

  

RQ2:  How does their view and experience inform their attitude to the task-based 

language learning and teaching (TBLT) paradigm? 

 
As reported in Section 4.1, the learners responded positively overall to the speaking tasks 

and the task cycles they had experienced in class – despite the seeming artificiality of two 

speakers of the same L1 interacting in a L2. This general response is likely because their 

educational context has predisposed them to completing the task at hand and because they 

generally found these speaking tasks motivating, therefore explaining their favourable view 

of TBLT. Certainly, the novelty effect of their brief experience with TBLT might also have 

played a role. While the learners were receptive to this paradigm, their views about 

language learning were sometimes at odds with TBLT principles and thus that script would 
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need to be addressed, either with careful learner re-training or with a task-supported 

compromise solution. 

 

RQ3:  In what ways do these learners contribute to the implementation of speaking tasks 

in the classroom? 

 
Just as the learners bring a range of socially acquired motives to the classroom, so too do 

their motives drive them to perform speaking tasks in a variety of ways that neither the 

teacher nor the task designer could possibly anticipate. As reported in Section 4.2, these 

ranged from (a) playful role plays and shared humour – examples of the sort of creative 

work that leads to learning in Vygotskian theory – to (b) modifying the task instructions to 

(c) allowing the interaction to veer away from the goal ahead in favour of other topics. In 

these various instances, and many others, the interaction represents a constant and thus 

learning is presumably facilitated, from the perspectives of both Long’s interaction approach 

and Vygotskian sociocultural theory. While the data also includes cautionary tales for the 

teacher – such as Z’s idiosyncratically dominating the interaction with his think-aloud 

approach to the task (Section 4.2, sample 3) – no teaching paradigm or classroom is free of 

such challenges. Even examples of learner–participants carefully studying the text for the 

speaking task and reading it out loud or simply pointing to it – instead of interacting 

naturalistically – illustrate comprehension and engagement with a FL text, which suggest 

learning and perhaps a chance of interactional involvement the next time as anxiety is 

hopefully allayed and confidence boosted. The lesson for teachers and task designers would 

be to understand when this diversity of contributions should be embraced and when new 

strategies should be employed to guide learners’ task performance more effectively.  
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RQ4:  In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?  

 
As reported in Section 4.3, while learners’ contributions led to a number of ‘mismatches’ in 

task implementation (Kumaravadivelu, 1991), these learners also cooperated toward joint 

learning in a diversity of ways, including collaborative dialogue, personal investment, play, 

collective scaffolding and strong participant involvement in a range of forms – all of which 

represent fertile soil for learning in Vygotskian theory. A host of constructivist processes are 

also in evidence in the data. These include continuers (e.g. ‘Yes, why?’ (with an encouraging 

laugh) and ‘You mean the motorbikers?’ (both in Section 4.3, Sample 7)), co-construction, 

prompts (e.g. ‘But what about Lady Searle?’ (Section 4.3, sample 6)), self- and other-

correction, and actively allowing a speaker to keep the floor – despite their hesitation.  

 

RQ5:  To what extent and why does learner interaction actually break down, as generally 

assumed, for meaning negotiation? 

 
As pointed out in both Sections 4.3 and 4.4, communication breakdowns and thus 

negotiation moves were relatively uncommon, contrary to the findings of early interaction 

investigators. While breakdowns did occur – learners searching for the right word or 

checking on the gender of a character with an unfamiliar name in a task – even here learner 

idiosyncrasies were in evidence, as when B asks K ‘How do you say “provide for”?’ in 

whispered Hungarian – as if this breakdown would somehow be off the record this way. 
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RQ6:  To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon in this context, what 

might explain this phenomenon? 

 
As elaborated in Section 4.4, a range of possible explanations exist, both for learner–learner 

interaction generally and for the Hungarian milieu in particular. First, Foster (1998) 

suggested context, specifically the possibility that an EFL setting (as opposed to an ESL 

environment) and actual classroom conditions (as opposed to laboratory-like ones) would 

produce different results. She also pointed out that NS–NNS dyads might operate differently 

than NNS–NNS pairs. She further posited that interactional holdups and repairs make the 

task frustratingly slow, while a learner’s owning up to a lack of comprehension may suggest 

incompetence. Instead, learners opt for the ‘pretend and hope’ strategy to maintain the 

flow of the interaction and to remain a part of it.  

Eckerth’s (2009) findings reinforced those of Foster. He also observed that learners 

may see their own immediate pedagogic needs as less important than the social, 

communicative project in which they are engaged. Indeed, Seedhouse (2004) envisaged an 

‘interactional architecture’ of the L2 classroom that implies a moderate use of negotiation 

moves.  

With regard to Hungarians’ learner–learner interaction in the L2, the classical 

humanist ideology that generally characterises schooling in Hungary suggests a host of 

learner motives, which favour such tendencies as collaboration, peer assistance and an 

orientation toward swift and efficient task completion without undue interruptions. 

Suszczyńska (personal communication, 15 January 2015) also referred to a ‘cost-benefit 

dimension’ to learner interaction – especially in this context – with frequent pauses due to 

misunderstanding being seen as too costly. She further pointed to the importance of saving 

face for oneself and one’s peers and of maintaining an unassuming humility (cf. 
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Suszczyńska, 1999), which translates to a mandate not to (appear to) stand out negatively in 

an interaction, cause others to do the same, or halt the progress of the interaction.  

Similarly, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) reported a great deal of reluctance to 

communicate among similar populations of university language learners in Pécs (southern 

Hungary). Tóth (2007) has made similar observations elsewhere in Hungary as well (in 

Piliscsaba, near Budapest), thus, in my view, explaining the relative silence displayed in class 

by some learners and a general aversion to interrupting the discourse with questions among 

most of them. High learner anxiety was likewise cited in these studies, and this was tied to 

perfectionism and competitiveness, also hallmarks of the classical humanist system 

described above. 

These findings strongly suggest the importance of a broader, more open and inclusive 

approach among researchers and educators to understanding learner interaction, in its 

many forms, as a powerful tool of learning. The results also clearly point to the significance 

of learner autonomy in the classroom learning process. Further, they urge us to implement 

paradigms of learning and teaching that are not only theoretically and empirically sound, 

but also attuned to the needs of particular learners in particular contexts. Given the dire 

figures for FL learning discussed in the Introduction, the need for real change in this context 

along the lines described here is all the more imperative. 

 

5.2. Limitations of the study 

Like every study, this too is marked by certain limitations. Since, as Dörnyei (2007) and 

others have pointed out, qualitative and quantitative research designs complement one 

another, the results of this qualitative study would thus certainly have been rounded out by 

quantitative data. For example, a count of c-units in the speaking data would have provided 
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statistics to confirm my conclusions about the dearth of negotiation for meaning in the 

learners’ interaction. In addition, the relatively small sample size, while typical of qualitative 

studies, can be seen as restricting the generalizability of the results. However, according to 

Dörnyei (2007) ‘even if the particulars of a study do not generalize, the main ideas and the 

process observed might’ (p. 59). 

 If we take a closer look at particular parts of the study, only one of the nine interview 

questions mentioned task-based language teaching (TBLT) explicitly in the questionnaire/ 

interview phase. If more questions had focused more explicitly on aspects of TBLT, this 

might have affected the responses on the interviews. In addition, in all three of the studies 

in the task performance phase, a stimulated recall protocol among the learner–participants 

would have provided further information on the speaking data. Similarly, a video recording 

during that same phase would have supplied valuable information on the learners’ 

nonverbal communication during their task performance. 

 

5.3. Directions for further research 

The study provides a natural springboard for further research. One line to follow up on 

would be to gather similar data from a comparable population to check the findings of this 

study. Another line of inquiry would be to compare the Hungarian learner–participants and 

the foreign students noted in Section 3.4. Data was collected from the latter as well (though 

this was not used in the study). That data could certainly be used for a comparative study of 

cultural differences in terms of learner beliefs, learner contributions to task performance 

and/or types of interactional moves. In addition, the task performance phase could be 

reproduced with a small population of pre- or in-service teachers. This could be followed up 

by a modified interview to elicit their responses to TBLT and classroom-based research. If 
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this project were done with in-service teachers, a classroom observation of their actual 

practice could follow to compare their stated beliefs about language teaching with their 

actual practice (cf. Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis, 2004). 

A central assumption of this dissertation is that interaction facilitates language 

development (cf. Keck et al., 2006, and Mackey & Goo, 2007). However, a sceptic may wish 

to see similar results in their own language teaching context. A study of whether TBLT 

actually promotes language learning in the Hungarian FL classroom involving task-based 

pre-, post- and delayed post-tests would certainly round out the literature in that regard.  

As many of the learner–participants did not appear to perform at the (near-)C1 level 

and one assumption was that a low-stakes classroom speaking task may not promote 

optimum learner fluency, accuracy or complexity (cf. Section 3.4), another follow-up study 

could compare the difference in the task performance of a small group of learner–

participants on a low-stakes speaking task in a regular classroom setting compared to that 

performed on a high-stakes task-based speaking test. A subsequent interview with the 

participants would round out the findings. Another task performance study could pair L1 

Hungarians who are novice NNS English speakers with expert partners to ascertain if 

negotiation for meaning is more likely to occur than with pairs that are more evenly 

matched in their proficiency.  

 

All in all, the qualitative data gathered in this study has shed light on these particular 

learners’ motives in terms of both their beliefs about language learning and the types of 

contributions they make in performing speaking tasks. It has also explored the range of 

interactional moves they make in the process – and those they do not make and why. The 
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urgency noted previously of understanding these dynamics in greater depth and breadth in 

the service of greater efficacy in FL teaching cannot be reiterated often enough.  

 

  



 

184 
 

References 

Abraham, R., & Vann, R. (1987). Strategies of two language learners: A case study. In A. 
Wenden & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 85–102). 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Adams, P. E., & Krockover, G. H. (1997). Beginning science teacher cognition and its origins 
in the preservice secondary science teacher program. Journal of Research in Science 
Teaching, 34(6), 633–653. 

Allwright, R. L. (1983). The nature and function of the syllabus in language teaching and 
learning. Unpublished manuscript. Department of Linguistics and Modern English 
Language, University of Lancaster. 

Anderson, A., & Lynch, T. (1988). Listening. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Anderson, J., & Fincham, J. (1994). Acquisition of procedural skills from examples. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, 20(6), 1322–1340. 

Anton, M. (1999). A learner-centred classroom: Sociocultural perspectives on teacher–
learner interaction in the second language classroom. The Modern Language Journal, 
83(3), 303–318. 

Aston, G. (1986). Troubleshooting interaction with learners: The more, the merrier? Applied 
Linguistics, 7(2), 128–43. 

Bachman, L., & Palmer, A. (1996). Language testing in practice: Designing and developing 
useful language tests. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bailey, K. M., Bergthold, B., Braunstein, B., Jagodzinski Fleischman, N., Holbrook, M. P., 
Tuman, J. Waissbluth, X., & Zambo, L. J. (1996). The language learners’ autobiography: 
Examining the ‘apprenticeship of observation’. In D. Freeman & J. C. Richards (Eds.), 
Teacher learning in language teaching (pp. 11–29). New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Basturkmen, H., Loewen, S., & Ellis, R. (2004). Teachers’ stated beliefs about incidental focus 
on form and their classroom practices. Applied Linguistics, 25(2), 243–272. 

Behrens, H. (2009). Usage-based and emergentist approaches to language acquisition. 
Linguistics, 47(2), 383–411. 

Berger, P., & Luckmann, T. ([1966] 1991). The social construction of reality: A treatise in the 
sociology of knowledge. Harmondsworth (UK): Penguin. 

Bernat, E., & Gvozdenko, I. (2005). Beliefs about language learning: Current knowledge, 
pedagogical implications, and new research directions. TESL-EJ, 9(1), 1–21. 

Binkley, M., Erstad, O., Herman, J., Raizen, S., Ripley, M., Miller-Recci, M., & Rumble, M. 
(2012). Defining twenty-first century skills. In P. Griffin, B. McGaw, & E. Care (Eds.), 
Assessment and teaching of 21st century skills (pp. 17–66). Dordrecht (Netherlands): 
Springer. 

Blagojević, M. (2005). Creators, transmitters, and users: Women’s scientific excellence at 
the semiperiphery of Europe. European Education, 36(4), 70–90. 



 

185 
 

Blake, R. J., & Zyzik, E. C. (2003). Who’s helping whom? Learner/heritage-speakers’ 
networked discussions in Spanish. Applied Linguistics, 24(4), 519–44. 

Borg, M. (2005). A case study of the development in pedagogic thinking of a pre-service 
teacher. TESL-EJ, 9(1), 1–30.  

Borg, S. (2006). Teacher cognition and language education: Research and practice. London: 
Continuum. 

Bors, L., Lugossy, R., & Nikolov, M. (2001). Az angol nyelv oktatásának átfogó értékelése 
pécsi általános iskolákban [A comprehensive assessment of EFL instruction in the 
primary schools of Pécs]. Iskolakultúra, 11(4), 73–88. 

Breen, M. ([1987b] 2009). Learner contributions to task design. In K. Van den Branden, M. 
Bygate, & J. M. Norris (Eds.), Task-based language teaching: A reader (pp. 333–355). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Breen, M. (1987a). Contemporary paradigms in syllabus design: Part II. Language Teaching, 
20(3), 157–174. 

Breen, M. (1989). The evaluation cycle for language learning tasks. In R. K. Johnson (Ed.), 
The second language curriculum (pp. 187–206). Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Brumfit, C., & Johnson, K. (1979). The Communicative Approach to language teaching. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Butler, Y. K. (2015). English language education among young learners in East Asia: A review 
of current research (2004–2014). Language Teaching, 48(3), 303–342.  

Bygate, M., Skehan, P., & Swain, M. (2001). Introduction. In M. Bygate, P. Skehan, & M. 
Swain. (Eds.), Researching pedagogic tasks: Second language learning, teaching and 
testing (pp. 1–20). Harlow (UK): Longman. 

Candlin, C. ([1987] 2009). Towards task-based language learning. In K. Van den Branden, M. 
Bygate, & J. M. Norris (Eds.), Task-based language teaching: A reader (pp. 21–40). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Carroll, J. B. (1975). The teaching of French as a foreign language in eight countries. New 
York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Chaudron, C. (1988). Second language classrooms: Research on teaching and learning. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Chiswick, B. R., & Miller, P. W. (2005). Linguistic distance: A quantitative measure of the 
distance between English and other languages. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural 
Development, 26(1), 1–11.  

Clément, R. (1986). Second language proficiency and acculturation: An investigation of the 
effects of language status and individual characteristics. Journal of Language and Social 
Psychology, 5(4), 271–290. 

Corder, S. P. (1967). The significance of learners’ errors. International Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 5(2–3), 161–169. 

Corder, S. P. (1977). Teaching and learning English as a second language: Trends in research 
and practice. In H. D. Brown, C. A. Yorio, & R. H. Crymes (Eds.), On TESOL ’77. Teaching 



 

186 
 

and learning English as a second language: Trends in research and practice. 
Washington, DC: TESOL. 

Corder, S. P. (1983). Strategies of communication. In C. Faerch & G. Kasper (Eds.), Strategies 
in interlanguage communication (pp. 15–19). London: Longman. 

Coughlin, P., & Duff, P. (1994). Same task, different activities: Analysis of a SLA task from an 
activity theory perspective. In J. Lantolf & G. Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian approaches to 
second language research (pp. 173–194). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.  

Council of Europe (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 
Learning, teaching, assessment (CEFR).  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Crawford-Lange, L. M. (1982). Curricular alternatives for second-language learning. In T. V. 
Higgs (Ed.), Curriculum, competence and the foreign language teacher (pp. 81–112), 
Skokie, IL: National Textbook Company.  

Creswell, J. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed approaches. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Csapó, B. (2004). Knowledge and competencies. In J. Letschert (Ed.), The integrated person: 
How curriculum development relates to new competencies (pp. 35–49). Enschede 
(Netherlands): CIDREE. 

Csapó, B. (2010). Goals of learning and the organization of knowledge. In E. Klieme, D. 
Leutner, & M. Kenk (Eds.). Kompetenzmodellierung. Zwischenbilanz des DFG-
Schwerpunktprogramms und Perspektiven des Forschungsansatzes. 56. Beiheft der 
Zeitschrift für Pädagogik (pp. 12–27). Weinheim (Germany): Beltz. 

Csapó, B. (2012). Developing a framework for diagnostic assessment of early science. In S. 
Bernhold, K. Neumann, & P. Nentwig (Eds.), Making it tangible: Learning outcomes in 
science education (pp. 55–78). Münster (Germany): Waxmann. 

Csizér, K., & Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The internal structure of language learning motivation: 
Results of structural equation modelling. The Modern Language Journal, 89(1), 19–36.  

DeKeyser, R. (1998). Beyond focus on form: Cognitive perspectives on learning and 
practicing second language grammar. In C. Doughty and J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on 
form in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 42–63). Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

DeKeyser, R. (2010). Practice for second language learning: Don’t throw out the baby with 
the bathwater. International Journal of English Studies, 10(1), 155–165. 

Dombi, J. (2013). A mixed-method study on English majors’ intercultural communicative 
competence. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pécs (Hungary). 

Donato, R. (1994). Collective scaffolding in second language learning. In J. Lantolf & G. Appel 
(Eds.), Vygotskian approaches to second language research (pp. 35–56). Norwood, NJ: 
Ablex. 

Dörnyei, Z. (1990). Conceptualising motivation in foreign language learning. Language 
Learning, 40(1), 45–78. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 



 

187 
 

Dörnyei, Z. (2009). The psychology of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Dörnyei, Z., Henry, A., & Muir, C. (2016). Motivational currents in language learning: 
Frameworks for focused interventions. New York: Routledge. 

Dörnyei, Z., & Ryan, S. (2015). The psychology of the language learner revisited. New York: 
Routledge. 

Dörnyei, Z., & Taguchi, T. (2010). Questionnaires in second language research: Construction, 
administration and processing. New York: Routledge.  

Doughty, C., & Varela, E. (1998). Communicative focus on form. In C. Doughty & J. Williams 
(Eds.), Focus on form in classroom language acquisition (pp. 114–138). Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Doughty, C., & Williams, J. (Eds.). (1998). Focus on form in classroom language acquisition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Duff, P. A. (1995). An ethnography of communication in immersion classrooms in Hungary. 
TESOL Quarterly, 29(3), 505–538. 

Eckerth, J. (2009). Negotiated interaction in the L2 classroom. Language Teaching, 42(1), 
109–130. 

Ellis, N. (1993). Rules and instances in foreign language learning: Interactions of implicit and 
explicit knowledge. European Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 5(3), 289–319. 

Ellis, N. (2015). Implicit and explicit language learning: their dynamic interface and 
complexity. In P. Rebuschat (Ed.), Implicit and explicit learning of languages (pp. 3–23). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Ellis, R. (1985). Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Ellis, R. (1993). The structural syllabus and second language acquisition. TESOL Quarterly, 
27(1), 91–113. 

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

European Commission. (2012). Europeans and their languages (Special Eurobarometer 386). 
Available at http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_386_en.pdf (23 
August 2014). 

Foster, P. (1998). A classroom perspective on the negotiation of meaning. Applied 
Linguistics, 19(1), 1–23. 

Foster, P. (1999). Task-based learning and pedagogy. ELT Journal, 53(1), 69–70. 

Foster, P., & Ohta, A. (2005). Negotiation for meaning and peer assistance in second 
language classrooms. Applied Linguistics, 26(3), 402–430. 

Freire, P. (1973). Education for critical consciousness. New York: The Seabury Press. 

Freire, P. (1976). Pedagogy of the oppressed. Harmondsworth (UK): Penguin. 



 

188 
 

Furka, I. (2011). In the eye of the beholder: Establishing the Hungarian Cultural Value 
Orientation Profile for further use in foreign language education. UPRT 2010: Empirical 
studies in English applied linguistics (pp. 63–76). Pécs (Hungary): Lingua Franca Csoport.  

Galloway, N., & Rose, H. (2015). Introducing global Englishes. Abingdon (UK): Routledge. 

Gardner, R. C. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning: The role of attitudes 
and motivation. London: Edward Arnold. 

Gardner, R. C., & Lambert, W. E. (1972). Attitudes and motivation in second language 
learning. Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

Gass, S., & Varonis, E. (1985a). Task variation and native/non-native negotiation of meaning. 
In S. Gass & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in second language acquisition (pp. 149–161). 
Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

Gass, S., & Varonis, E. (1985b). Variation in native speaker speech modification to non-
native speakers. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 7(1), 37–58. 

Gass, S., Mackey, A., & Ross-Feldman, L. (2005). Task-based interactions in classroom and 
laboratory settings. Language Learning, 55(4), 575–611. 

Godó, A. M. (2008). Cross-cultural aspects of academic writing: A study of Hungarian and 
North American college student L1 argumentative essays. International Journal of 
English Studies, 8(2), 65–111. 

González-Lloret, M. (2007). Implementing task-based language teaching on the web. In K. 
Van den Branden, K. Van Gorp, & M. Verhelst (Eds.), Tasks in action: Task-based 
language education from a classroom-based perspective (pp. 265–284). Newcastle: 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Gourlay, L. (2005). Directions and indirect action: Learner adaptation of a classroom task. 
ELT Journal, 59(3), 209–216. 

Graham, S. (2006). Listening comprehension: The learner’s perspective. System, 34(2), 165–
182. 

Greenfield, P. M. (1984). A theory of the teacher in the learning activities of everyday life. In 
B. Rogoff & J. Lave (Eds.), Everyday cognition (pp. 117–138). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Halliday, M. (1986). An introduction to functional grammar. London: Arnold. 

Harris, K. (2005). Same activity, different focus. Focus on Basics, 8(1), 7–10. 

Horwitz, E. (1987). Surveying student beliefs about language learning. In A. Wenden & J. 
Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 119–132). Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Howatt, A. (1984). A history of English language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hungarian Central Statistical Office. (2013). 2011. évi népszámlalás: 3. Országos adatok 
[2011 Hungarian Census: 3. National data]. Budapest. Available at 
www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/nepsz2011/nepsz_orsz_2011.pdf (23 August 
2014). 



 

189 
 

Hymes, D. (1971). On communicative competence. Philadelphia, PA: University of 
Pennsylvania Press. 

Jenkins, J. (2007). English as a lingua franca: Attitude and identity. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Johnson, K. (1981). The ‘four skills’ in communicative language teaching: Writing. In K. 
Johnson & K. Morrow (Eds.), Communication in the classroom (pp. 93–107). London: 
Longman. 

Johnson, K. E. (1994). The emerging beliefs and instructional practices of preservice English 
as a second language teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 10(4), 439–452.  

Kagan, D. M. (1992). Professional growth among preservice and beginning teachers. Review 
of Educational Research, 62(2), 129–169. 

Kang, S. J. (2005). Dynamic emergence of situational willingness to communicate in a second 
language. System, 33(2), 277–292. 

Keck, C. M., Iberri-Shea, G., Tracy-Ventura, N., & Wa-Mbaleka, S. (2006). Investigating the 
empirical link between task-based interaction and acquisition: A meta-analysis. In J. M. 
Norris & L. Ortega (Eds.), Synthesizing research on language learning and teaching (pp. 
91–132). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Kettle, B., & Sellars, N. (1996). The development of student teachers’ practical theory of 
teaching. Teaching and Teacher Education, 12(1), 1–24. 

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford: 
Pergamon. 

Krashen, S. (1985). The Input Hypothesis. Oxford: Pergamon. 

Krashen, S., & Terrell, T. (1983). The Natural Approach: Language acquisition in the 
classroom. Oxford: Pergamon. 

Kumaravadivelu, B. (1991). Language learning tasks: Teacher intention and learner 
interpretation. ELT Journal, 45(2), 98–107. 

Kumaravadivelu, B. (2007). Learner perception of learning tasks. In K. Van den Branden, K. 
Van Gorp, & M. Verhelst (Eds.), Tasks in action: Task-based language education from a 
classroom-based perspective (pp. 7–31). Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Lantolf, J. (1996). Second language theory building: Letting all the flowers bloom! Language 
Learning, 46(4), 713–49. 

Lantolf, J. (1997). The function of language play in the acquisition of L2 Spanish. In A.-T. 
Perez-Leroux & W. R. Glass (Eds.), Contemporary perspectives on the acquisition of 
Spanish. Vol. 2: Production, processing and comprehension (pp. 3–24). Sommerville, 
MA: Cascadilla Press. 

Lantolf, J. (Ed.). (2000a). Sociocultural theory and second language learning. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Lantolf, J. (2000b). Second language learning as a mediated process. Language Teaching, 
33(2), 79–96. 



 

190 
 

Lantolf, J. (2000c). Introducing sociocultural theory. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory 
and second language learning (pp. 1–26). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lantolf, J., & Appel, G. (Eds.). (1994). Vygotskian approaches to second language research. 
Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Lantolf, J., & Thorne, S. (2006). Sociocultural theory and the genesis of second language 
development. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lee, J. (2000). Tasks and communicating in language classrooms. Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

Leontiev, A. (1978). Activity, consciousness and personality. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice 
Hall. 

Leontiev, A. (1981). Psychology and the language-learning process. Oxford: Pergamon. 

Lightbown, P. (1998). The importance of timing in focus on form. In C. Doughty and J. 
Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 177–196). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Little, D., Singleton, D., & Silvius, W., (1984). Learning second language in Ireland: 
Experience, attitudes and needs. Dublin: Trinity College, Centre for Language and 
Communication Studies. 

Long, M. (1981). Input, interaction and second language acquisition. Annals of New York 
Academy of Sciences, 379, 259–278. 

Long, M. (1983). Native-speaker/non-native speaker conversation and the negotiation of 
comprehensible input. Applied Linguistics, 4(2), 126–141. 

Long, M. (1985). A role for instruction in second language acquisition: Task-based language 
teaching. In K. Hyltenstam & M. Pienemann (Eds.), Modelling and assessing second 
language acquisition (pp. 77–99). Clevedon (UK): Multilingual Matters. 

Long, M. (1991). Focus on form: a design feature in language teaching methodology. In K. de 
Bot, D. Coste, R. Ginsberg & C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign language research in cross-
cultural perspective (pp. 39–52). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Long, M. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In W. 
Ritchie & T. Bhatia (Eds.), Handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 413–468). San 
Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Long, M. (2005). TBLT: Building the road as we travel. Plenary address, 1st International 
Conference on Task-based Language Teaching. University of Leuven. 

Long, M. (2009). Methodological principles for language teaching. In M. Long & C. Doughty 
(Eds.), Handbook of second language teaching (pp. 373-394). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 

Long, M. H., & Robinson, P. (1998). Focus on form: Theory, research, and practice. In C. 
Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition 
(pp. 15–41). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Long, M., & Crookes, G. ([1992] 2009). Three approaches to task-based syllabus design. In K. 
Van den Branden, M. Bygate, & J. M. Norris (Eds.), Task-based language teaching: A 
reader (pp. 57–82). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 



 

191 
 

Lortie, D. (1975). Schoolteacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Lyster, R. (2001). Negotiation of form, recasts, and explicit correction in relation to error 
types and learner repair in immersion classrooms. In R. Ellis (Ed.), Form-focused 
instruction and second language learning (pp. 265–301). Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishers. 

Lyster, R. (2007). Learning and teaching languages through content. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins. 

Lyster, R., & Mori, H., (2006). Interactional feedback and instructional counter-balance. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28(2), 269–300. 

MacDonald, J. R., Clément, R., & MacIntyre, P. D. (2003). Willingness to communicate in a L2 
in a bilingual context: A qualitative investigation of Anglophone and Francophone 
students. Unpublished manuscript. Cape Breton University, Sydney, NS (Canada). 

MacDonald, M., Badger, R. & White, G. (2001). Changing values: What use are theories of 
language learning and teaching? Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(9), 949–963. 

Mackey, A. (2014). Exploring questions of balance in interaction research, in Bridging the 
gap: Cognitive and social approaches to research in second language learning and 
teaching. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 36(4), 380–383. 

Mackey, A., & Goo, J. (2007). Interaction in SLA: A research synthesis and meta-analysis. In 
A. Mackey (Ed.), Conversational interaction in second language acquisition: A collection 
of empirical studies (pp. 407–452). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Mannheim, K. ([1936] 2010). Ideology and utopia: An introduction to the sociology of 
knowledge. San Diego, CA: Harcourt. 

Mathews, R. C., Buss, R. R., Stanley, W. B., Blanchard-Fields, F., Cho, J. R., & Druhan, B. 
(1989). Role of implicit and explicit processes in learning from examples: A synergistic 
effect. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 15(6), 1083–1100. 

McClelland, N. (2000). Goal orientations in Japanese college students learning EFL. In S. 
Cornwell & P. Robinson (Eds.), Individual differences in foreign language learning: 
Effects of aptitude, intelligence, and motivation (pp. 99–115). Tokyo: Aoyama Gakuin 
University. 

McDonough, K., & Hernández González, T. (2013). Language production opportunities 
during whole-group interaction in conversation group settings. In In K. McDonough & A. 
Mackey (Eds.), Second language interaction in diverse educational contexts (pp. 293–
314). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

McDonough, K., & Mackey, A. (Eds.). (2013). Second language interaction in diverse 
educational contexts. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

McDonough, K., Crawford, W., & Mackey. A. (2015). Creativity and EFL students’ language 
use during a group problem solving task. TESOL Quarterly, 49(1), 188–199. 

McLaughlin, B. (1978). The Monitor Model: Some methodological considerations. Language 
Learning, 28(2), 309–332. 

McLaughlin, B. (1980). Theory and research in second-language learning: An emerging 
paradigm. Language Learning, 30(2), 331–350. 



 

192 
 

McLaughlin, B. (1987). Theories of second language learning. London: Edward Arnold. 

McLaughlin, B. (1990). Restructuring. Applied Linguistics, 11(2), 113–128. 

McLaughlin, B., Rossman, T., & McLeod, B. (1983). Second language learning: An 
information processing perspective. Language Learning, 33(2), 135–158. 

Medgyes, P. (1996). Foundations. In P. Medgyes & A. Malderez. (Eds.), Changing 
perspectives in teacher education (pp. 1–11). Oxford: Macmillan Heinemann. 

Medgyes, P. (2011). Aranykor – nyelvoktatásunk két évtizede: 1989–2009 [Golden age: Two 
decades of language teaching in Hungary (1989–2009)]. Budapest: Nemzeti 
Tankönyvkiadó. 

Medgyes, P., & Malderez, A. (Eds.). (1996). Changing perspectives in teacher education. 
Oxford: Macmillan Heinemann. 

Medgyes, P., & Nikolov, M. (2014). Research in foreign language education in Hungary 
(2006–2012). Language Teaching, 47(4), 504–537. 

Muchnick, A., & Wolfe, D. (1982). Attitudes and motivations of American students of 
Spanish. Canadian Modern Language Review, 38(3), 262–281. 

Müller-Hartmann, A., & Schocker-von Ditfurth, M. (2011). Teaching English: Task-supported 
language learning. Paderborn (Germany): Schöningh. 

Murphy, J. (2003). Task-based learning: The interaction between tasks and learners. ELT 
Journal, 57(4), 352–360. 

Nagy, B., & Nikolov, M. (2007). A qualitative inquiry into Hungarian English majors’ 
willingness to communicate in English: Classroom perspectives. In J. Horváth & M. 
Nikolov (Eds.), UPRT 2007: Empirical studies in English applied linguistics (pp. 149–168). 
Pécs (Hungary): Lingua Franca Csoport. 

Németh, M. & Habók, A. (2006). A 13 és 17 éves magyar tanulók viszonya a tanuláshoz [13- 
and 17-year-old Hungarian students’ attitudes to learning]. Magyar Pedagógia, 106(2), 
83–105. 

Nicholas, H., Lightbown, P. M., & Spada, N. (2001). Recasts as feedback to language learners. 
Language Learning, 51(4), 719–758. 

Nikolov, M. (1999). Osztálytermi megfigyelés átlagos és hátrányos helyzetű középiskolai 
angolos csoportokban [Classroom observation in average and remedial secondary EFL 
groups]. Modern Nyelvoktatás, 5(4), 9–31. 

Nikolov, M. (2000). Kódváltás pár- és csoportmunkában általános iskolai angolórákon [Code-
switching in pair and group work in primary EFL classes]. Magyar Pedagógia, 100(4), 
401–22. 

Nikolov, M. (2003). Angolul és németül tanuló diákok nyelvtanulási attitűdje és motivációja 
[Attitudes and motivation among EFL and German as a foreign language learners]. 
Iskolakultúra, 13(8), 51–73. 

Nikolov, M. (2008). ‘Az általános iskola, az módszertan!’: Alsó tagozatos angolórák empirikus 
vizsgálata [‘Primary school, that’s methodology!’: An empirical study of lower school 
EFL classes]. Modern Nyelvoktatás, 14(1–2), 3–19. 



 

193 
 

Nikolov, M., & Józsa, K. (2003). Az idegen nyelvi készségek fejlettsége angol és német 
nyelvből a 6. és 10. évfolyamon a 2002/2003-as tanévben [Foreign language skill levels 
in English and German among 6th- and 10th-graders in the 2002–‘03 school year]. 
Budapest: OKÉV. 

Nikolov, M., & Nagy, E. (2003). ‘Sok éve tanulok, de nem jutottam sehova’: Felnőttek 
nyelvtanulási tapasztalatai [‘I’ve been learning it for years but have never got 
anywhere’: Adult language learning experience]. Modern Nyelvoktatás, 9(1), 14–40. 

Numrich, C. (1996). On becoming a language teacher: Insights from diary studies. TESOL 
Quarterly, 30(1), 131–153. 

Nunan, D. (1989). Designing tasks for the communicative classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Nunan, D. (1991). Methods in second language classroom-oriented research: A critical 
review. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 13(2), 249–274.  

Nunan, D., & Bailey, K. (2009). Exploring second language classroom research: A 
comprehensive guide. Boston: Heinle. 

Odlin, T. (1990). Word-order transfer, metalinguistic awareness and constraints on foreign 
language learning. In B. VanPatten & J. Lee (Eds.), Second language acquisition – foreign 
language learning (pp. 95–117). Clevedon (UK): Multilingual Matters. 

OECD (2003). Learners for life: Student approaches to learning. Results from PISA 2000. 
Paris: OECD. 

Ohta, A. S. (2000). Rethinking interaction in SLA: Developmentally appropriate assistance in 
the zone of proximal development and the acquisition of L2 grammar. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), 
Sociocultural theory and second language learning (pp. 51–78). Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Ohta, A. S. (2001). Second language acquisition processes in the classroom: Learning 
Japanese. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Paulston, C. B., & Bruder, M. N. (1976). Teaching English as a second language: Techniques 
and procedures. Cambridge, MA: Winthrop. 

Phillipson, R. (1992). Linguistic imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Philp, J. (2009). Epilogue: Exploring the intricacies of interaction and language development. 
In A. Mackey & C. Polio (Eds.), Multiple perspectives on interaction (pp. 254–273). New 
York: Routledge. 

Philp, J., & Mackey, A. (2010). Interaction research: What can socially informed approaches 
offer to cognitivists (and vice versa)? In R. Batstone (Ed.), Sociocognitive perspectives on 
language use and language learning (pp. 210–228). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Philp, J., Adams, R., & Iwashita, N. (2014). Peer interaction and second language learning. 
New York: Routledge. 

Pica, T. (1993). Communication with second language learners: What does it reveal about 
the social and linguistic processes of second language learning? In J. Alatis (Ed.), 
Language, communication, and social meaning (pp. 434–464). Washington, DC: 
Georgetown University Press. 



 

194 
 

Pica, T. (1994). Research on negotiation: What does it reveal about second-language 
learning conditions, processes, and outcomes? Language Learning, 44(3), 493–527. 

Pica, T., & Doughty, C. (1985). The role of group work in classroom second language 
acquisition. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 7(2), 233–248. 

Pica, T., Kanagy, R., & Falodun, J. (1993). Choosing and using communication tasks for 
second language instruction. In G. Crookes & S. Gass (Eds.), Tasks and language 
learning: Integrating theory and practice (pp. 9–34). Clevedon (UK): Multilingual 
Matters. 

Pica, T., Young, R., & Doughty, C. (1987). The impact of interaction on comprehension. 
TESOL Quarterly, 21(4), 737–758. 

Pienemann, M. (1985). Learnability and syllabus construction. In K. Hyltenstam & M. 
Pienemann (Eds.), Modelling and assessing second language acquisition (pp. 23–75). 
Clevedon (UK): Multilingual Matters. 

Pintér, A. (2007). What children say: Benefits of task repetition. In K. Van den Branden, K. 
Van Gorp, & M. Verhelst (Eds.), Tasks in action: Task-based language education from a 
classroom-based perspective (pp. 131–158). Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Pohl, U. (1994). The process side of language awareness: A Hungarian case study. Language 
Awareness, 3(3&4), 151–160. 

Pohl, U. (1996). Theorizing for the classroom. In P. Medgyes & A. Malderez. (Eds.), Changing 
perspectives in teacher education (pp. 47–57). Oxford: Macmillan Heinemann. 

Postman, N., & Weingartner, C. (1969). Teaching as a subversive activity. New York: Dell. 

Prabhu, N. S. (1987). Second language pedagogy. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Rádai, P., & Shanklin, T. (1996). Language matters. In P. Medgyes & A. Malderez. (Eds.), 
Changing perspectives in teacher education (pp. 25–35). Oxford: Macmillan Heinemann. 

Reber, A. (1989). Implicit learning and tacit knowledge. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
118(3), 219–235. 

Reber, A. (1993). Implicit learning and tacit knowledge: An essay on the cognitive 
unconscious. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Richards, J. C. (1996). Teachers’ maxims in language teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 30(2), 281–
296. 

Richards, J. C., Ho, B., & Giblin, K. (1996). Learning how to teach in the RSA Cert. In D. 
Freeman & J. C. Richards (Eds.), Teaching learning in language teaching (pp. 242–259). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Robinson, P. (1996). Learning simple and complex second language rules under implicit, 
incidental, rule-search, and instructed conditions. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 18(1), 27–68. 

Rubin, J., & Wenden, A. L. (1987). Learner strategies: Theory, research and applications. 
Engelwood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall International. 



 

195 
 

Rulon, K. A., & McCreary, J. (1986). Negotiation of content: Teacher-fronted and small-group 
interaction. In R. R. Day (Ed.), Talking to learn (pp. 200–222). Rowley, MA: Newbury 
House. 

Rutherford, W. (1987). Second language grammar: Learning and teaching. London: 
Longman. 

Samuda, V., & Bygate, M. (2008). Tasks in second language learning. Basingstoke (UK): 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

Sariscany, M. J., & Pettigrew, F. (1997). Effectiveness of interactive video instruction on 
teachers’ classroom management declarative knowledge. Journal of Teaching in 
Physical Education, 16(2), 229–240. 

Seedhouse, P. (1999). Task-based interaction. ELT Journal, 53(3), 149–156. 

Seedhouse, P. (2004). The interactional architecture of the language classroom: A 
conversation analysis perspective. Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

Seidlhofer, B. (2011). Understanding English as a lingua franca. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Sheen, R. (2003). Focus on form – a myth in the making? ELT Journal, 57(3), 225–233. 

Skehan, P. (1996). Second language acquisition research and task-based instruction. In J. 
Willis & D. Willis (Eds.), Challenge and change in language teaching (pp. 17–30). Oxford: 
Heinemann. 

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Slimani, A. (1992). Evaluation of classroom interaction. In J. C. Alderson & A. Beretta (Eds.), 
Evaluating second language education (pp. 197–220). Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.  

Slimani-Rolls, A. (2005). Rethinking task-based language learning: What we can learn from 
the learners. Language Teaching Research, 9(2), 195–218. 

Spada, N., & Lightbown, P. (2009). Interaction research in second/foreign language 
classrooms. In A. Mackey & C. Polio (Eds.), Multiple perspectives on interaction (pp. 
157–175). New York: Routledge. 

Stafford, C. A. (2013). What’s on your mind? How private speech mediates cognition during 
initial non-primary language learning. Applied Linguistics, 34(2), 151–172. 

Stern, H. (1983). Fundamental concepts in language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Sullivan, P. (2000). Playfulness as mediation in communicative language teaching in a 
Vietnamese classroom. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language 
learning (pp. 115–132). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Suszczyńska, M. (1999). Apologizing in English, Polish and Hungarian: Different languages, 
different strategies. Journal of Pragmatics, 31(8), 1053–1065. 



 

196 
 

Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and 
comprehensible output in its development. In S. M. Gass & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in 
second language acquisition (pp. 234–245). Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

Swain, M. (2000). The output hypothesis and beyond: Mediating acquisition through 
collaborative dialogue. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language 
learning (pp. 97–114). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (2000). Task-based second language learning: The uses of the first 
language. Language Teaching Research, 4(3), 251–74. 

Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (2001). Focus on form through collaborative dialogue: Exploring task 
effects. In M. Bygate, P. Skehan, & M. Swain (Eds.), Researching pedagogic tasks: 
Second language learning, teaching and testing (pp. 99–118). Harlow (UK): Longman. 

Takács, Z. (2015). Hungarian minority elite formation and the role of new universities. In F. 
Bieber & H. Heppner (Eds.), Universities and elite formation in Central, Eastern and 
South Eastern Europe (pp. 285–313). Vienna: LIT Verlag. 

Talaván Zanón, N. (2006). Using subtitles to enhance foreign language learning. Porta 
Linguarum, 6, 41–52. 

Tóth, Z. (2007). Foreign language anxiety: A study of first-year English majors. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Eötvös Loránd University, Budapest. 

Ur, P. (1981). Discussions that work. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Ushioda, E. (2007). Motivation, autonomy and sociocultural theory. In P. Benson (Ed.), 
Learner autonomy 8: Teacher and learner perspectives (pp. 5–24). Dublin: Authentik. 

Ushioda, E. (2009). A person-in-context relational view of emergent motivation, self and 
identity. In Z. Dörnyei & E. Ushioda (Eds.), Motivation, language identity and the L2 self 
(pp. 215–28). Bristol (UK): Multilingual Matters. 

Vágó, I. (1999). Az élő idegen nyelvek oktatása: Egy modernizációs sikertörténet [Teaching 
living foreign languages in Hungary: A success story of modernization]. Budapest: OFI. 
Available at: http://www.ofi.hu/tudastar/tartalmi-valtozasok/elo-idegen-nyelvek (23 
August 2014). 

van Comperolle, R. A., & Williams, L. (2012). Teaching, learning, and developing L2 French 
sociolinguistic competence: A sociocultural perspective. Applied Linguistics, 33(2), 184–
205. 

Van den Branden, K. (Ed.). (2006). Task-based language teaching: From theory to practice. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Van den Branden, K., Van Gorp, K., & Verhelst, M. (Eds.). (2007). Tasks in action: Task-based 
language education from a classroom-based perspective. Newcastle: Cambridge 
Scholars Publishing. 

Van Ek, J. (1975). The threshold level in a European unit/credit system for modern language 
learning by adults. Systems development in adult language learning. Strasbourg: 
Council of Europe. 

Van Ek, J., & Alexander, L. (1977). Waystage. Strasbourg: Council of Europe. 



 

197 
 

van Lier, L. (1996). Interaction in the language curriculum: Awareness, autonomy and 
authenticity. London: Longman. 

van Lier, L. (2000). From input to affordance: Social-interactive learning from an ecological 
perspective. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language learning (pp. 
245–259). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Vanderplank, R. (1988). The value of teletext sub-titles in language learning. ELT Journal, 
42(4), 272–281. 

VanPatten, B. (1990). Attending to form and content in the input. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 12(3), 287–301. 

VanPatten, B. (2003). From input to output: A teacher’s guide to second language 
acquisition. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

VanPatten, B. (2004). Input processing in second language acquisition. In B. VanPatten (Ed.), 
Processing instruction: Theory, research, and commentary (pp. 5–31). Mahwah, NJ: 
Erlbaum. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. 
M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner, & E. Souberman (Eds.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1987). The collected works of L. S. Vygotsky, Volume 1. Problems of general 
psychology. Including the volume Thinking and speech. R. W. Rieber & A. S. Carton 
(Eds.). New York: Plenum Press. 

Warford, M. K., & Reeves, J. (2003). Falling into it: Novice TESOL teacher thinking. Teachers 
and Teaching, 9(1), 47–66. 

Wenden, A. (1986). What do second language learners know about their language learning? 
A second look at retrospective accounts. Applied Linguistics, 7(2), 186–201. 

Wenden, A. (1987). How to be a successful learner: insights and prescriptions from L2 
learners. In A. Wenden & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 
103–117). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Wertsch, J. (1979). From social interaction to higher psychological processes: A clarification 
and application of Vygotsky’s theory. Human Development, 22(1), 1–22.  

Wertsch, J. (1985). Vygotsky and the social formation of mind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Wertsch, J., Minick, N., & Arns, F. (1984). The creation of context in joint problem solving. In 
B. Rogoff & J. Lave (Eds.), Everyday cognition: Development in social context (pp. 151–
171). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

White, L. (1991). Adverb placement in second language acquisition: Some effects of positive 
and negative evidence in the classroom. Second Language Research, 7(2), 133–161. 

White, L., Spada, N., Lightbown, P.,  & Ranta, L. (1991). Input enhancement and L2 question 
formation. Applied Linguistics, 12(4), 416–432. 

White, R. (1988). The ELT curriculum: Design, innovation and management. Oxford: 
Blackwell. 



 

198 
 

White, R. (2000). Language curriculum design. Reading (UK): The University of Reading. 

Williams, T. (2007). Whither Hungarian TEFL? Changes in the field and their implications for 
Hungary. Hungarian Society for the Study of English Conference, University of Szeged 
(Hungary).  

Williams, T. (2013). Beyond the black box: A sociocultural exploration of speaking task 
performance. In J. Dombi, J. Horváth & M. Nikolov (Eds.), UPRT 2013: Empirical studies 
in English applied linguistics (pp. 3–15). Pécs: Lingua Franca Csoport. 

Willis, J. (1996). A framework for task-based learning. Harlow: Longman. 

Wong, W., & VanPatten, B. (2003). The evidence is IN: Drills are OUT. Foreign Language 
Annals, 36(3), 403–423. 

Ziegler, N., Seals, C., Ammons, S., Lake, J. Hamrick, P., & Rebuschat, P., (2013). Interaction in 
conversation groups: The development of L2 conversational styles. In K. McDonough & 
A. Mackey (Eds.), Second language interaction in diverse educational contexts (pp. 269–
292). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.  



 

199 
 

Appendices 

Appendix A. The questionnaire 

Questionnaire  Code:_____________ 

  1) How old are you? 

 

 

  2) Are you a woman or a man? 

 

 

  3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies? 

  (e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),     

  English minor–German major, Erasmus student (History major at    

  University of Reading (UK) etc.)  

 

 

4) What is the highest level of education your parents completed? (Underline the level.) 

 

  Your dad:     Your mum: 

  primary school    primary school  

  trade school (3 yrs.)    trade school (3 yrs.) 

  technical school (4 yrs.)   technical school (4 yrs.) 

  grammar school    grammar school  

  college     college 

  university      university 

 

5) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which one/ones, for how 
many years and what level have you reached?  
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 6) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 7) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = very much) 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

  8) How many years have you been learning English? 

 

 

 

  9) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in past years? 

 

 

 

10) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your English 
lessons? 

 

 

 

11) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom that require 
English? If so, what are they? 

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). 

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio stations. 

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. 

I have or have had private lessons. 

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.  

I lived in an English-speaking country. 

I write letters or e-mails in English. 

I chat in English on the internet. 

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary): 
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12) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning English or any 
foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work, going over multiple-choice tests 
etc.)? Why?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with English and/or 
other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what other ways of learning have 
you experienced? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your help! 
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Appendix B. The speaking tasks 

The two speaking tasks performed in dyads during the task performance phase of the study 

require complex decision-making toward a convergent outcome. They are borrowed from 

Ur (1981, pp. 74–77). 

Lord Moulton’s millions 

Convergent goal: To agree on which of the following potential heirs should inherit all of the 

late Lord Moulton’s millions. There can only be one heir, and Lord Moulton has not left a 

will. 

Lady Searle  Lord Moulton’s widowed cousin, his only living relative, aged 66, living alone in 

a small village in comfortable but not luxurious circumstances. The money would enable her 

to hire a nurse (she is often ill), travel, move into pleasanter surroundings. She has no 

immediate family, is not very popular in her neighbourhood. Has not been on speaking 

terms with Lord Moulton for years, following a quarrel. 

Miss Langland  The nurse who attended Lord Moulton for the last four years of his life, 48 

years old, loves her work and is professionally very able. Was very well paid by Lord 

Moulton, and her savings will enable her to take a long holiday before taking up another 

similar post. An affectionate and loyal attendant, she undoubtedly eased Lord Moulton’s 

latter years. 

Tim Brodie  The son of Lord Moulton’s gardener. Lord Moulton took a liking to him, paid for 

his education and took a constant interest in his welfare. Tim, who has a flair for languages, 

desperately wants to study abroad, but has no money so will have to get a job and save if he 

can. An attractive and popular young man, drives a motorbike much too fast, lots of 

girlfriends, not very honest. 

Jane Smith  A penniless young unmarried woman with a small baby who has recently 

appeared on the scene claiming to be Lord Moulton’s daughter. Has a letter which appears 

to be in Lord Moulton’s writing and signed by him, addressed to her mother (now dead) 

admitting paternity and proposing marriage. Refuses to give any further details of her past 

life, and has no references. 

The local orphanage  A charity which receives no help from the State, though new 

legislation might change this. It has occasionally received donations from Lord Moulton in 

the past and is certainly badly in need of funds. However, it is badly run, and there is a 

possibility that much of the money might find its way into the pockets of officials rather 

than being used for the orphans. 
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The scholarship 

Convergent goal: To agree on which of the following candidates should win a scholarship to 

study law at your university. Only one candidate can win it.  

Albert Smith  Aged 37, not of outstanding natural ability but very hard-working. Married 

with three children; until now a taxi driver. His applying was probably due largely to his 

wife’s ambition. Albert made a good impression, but seems a little nervous at the whole 

idea of law school and the effects his new career might have on his social life and family. If 

he fails the scholarship he will go back to taxi driving.  

Basil Katz  Aged 19, brilliant but not very hard-working. A likeable personality, of left-wing 

sympathies, has taken part in some more or less violent demonstrations and has been in 

prison at least once as a result. Lots of girlfriends, has a reputation for treating them badly. 

Very musical, has founded and runs a pop group. Will probably make this his career if he 

fails the scholarship, which would be a ‘terrible waste’ according to his school tutor who 

recommends him. 

Carole Anderson  Aged 20, a quiet, attractive girl, responsible and able, but rather pliable in 

character, engaged to be married to a doctor, would like to finish her university studies 

before settling down. Her fiancé says: ‘I want Carole to fulfil herself in every way, but of 

course once she is married, home and children will occupy her first and foremost.’ Her 

parents cannot afford to finance the course. 

Daphne Braun  Aged 21, single, the daughter and granddaughter of lawyers. Enthusiastically 

Women’s Lib., ambitious and career-minded. Academic record erratic, some very good 

results, some mediocre. Had a mental breakdown last year, was in hospital for three months 

but appears to have made a complete recovery. Fined recently for being in possession of 

marijuana. Parents cannot finance her studies. In character rather aggressive and quick-

tempered, but generous, a good friend. 

Edward Mbaka  Aged 24, has been in the Army and seen active service. Divorced, no family. 

Highly motivated, wants eventually to go into politics. ‘I want this course more than 

anything,’ he says, ‘and only the scholarship can get it for me.’ While in the army he was 

once found guilty of accepting bribes. Charming personality, fluent and eloquent speaker. A 

citizen of this country, but retains the nationality of his native African state, to which he may 

eventually return. 
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Appendix C. The questionnaire data  

Data file 1 
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Data file 2 
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Data file 3 
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Data file 4 
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Data file 5 
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Appendix D. The interview data 

Data file 1: Lili 
 
T:  Have your teachers done any speaking and writing in classes? 

Yes, they have. Mainly my English teacher, not my French teacher. 
 
T:  Have they focused a lot on grammatical correctness? 

Yes, they have. 5 
 
T:  How did they do that? 

You mean with speaking or writing? 
 
T:  Both. 10 

In primary school we had to write a lot of compositions. Yes. So the teacher correct it 
and she gave it back and that was the way in primary school. In high school it was the 
same with my teacher and when we did a speaking task in high school she corrected it. 
She corrected us if we did any grammatical mistakes.  

 15 
T:  With the speaking, did they correct you after a few minutes? 

No, no, she let me speak and after that she corrected or if I did a big mistake she said no 
no no it’s not ‘do’ it’s ‘does’. But she let me speak after my mistakes.  

 
T:  It didn’t get in the way of communicating? 20 

No. 
 
T:  What about group or pair work? 

Yes, we did because we learned the book called Headway, and there were a lot of tasks 
like this. So we did.  25 

 
T:  Was it useful? 

I think it’s useful if you have a partner like you, if she doesn’t want to speak, then I can’t 
make the task with him. I cannot make him speak. So it’s a good way to improve if your 
partner has the same level of knowledge as you. So I think it’s good, but in other ways 30 
not really. And it’s not good either if I speak a lot and it’s OK for me, but it’s not useful 
for him or her.  

 
T:  Or maybe they know as much as you, but they’re very shy. 

Yes, that’s why I was afraid of the language exam when there are some, for example, 35 
two strange people went in and they have to do the tasks with each other and I was 
afraid so what kind of people should I, not should I, what kind of people will I get? What 
if I get a people who doesn’t want to speak any words but I haven’t done this exam? I 
did another one. 

 40 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. Is that familiar? 
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No, my teacher gave some material and after that we did tasks and so we did practise 
this grammar point, and, after that, when we went on–on the grammar rules, we revised 45 
it. So we did tasks with that we learnt, so we revised all the time everything. 

 
T:  What was the first handout? 

The teacher was speaking and writing on the board, and we have to take notice and 
that’s it. We didn’t get handouts. So she explained it and we had to write it down and 50 
when we were just practising we could use the grammar exercise book so what we 
wrote down we could see it and for the big test we had to know it. 

 
T:  Did you teacher cover everything about a grammar point at once? 

Yes. So we didn’t do the exercises in the Headway book. She gave us other sheets for the 55 
grammar. She made those. We were just reading the texts from it, we were learning the 
words but we didn’t use the grammar in the book because she taught us in another way.  

 
T:  What was different about it? That she wanted you to know everything about that point? 

Yes, yes. So if we were learning about the present perfect, she told us everything about 60 
present perfect so we didn’t have to go back and again tell everything that, OK, you use 
present perfect for this, this, this and this, so she did this way. 

 
T:  Your grammar seems very good so did you think that was a good way to do things? 

Yes, I liked it because my sister has another teacher but she’s learning from Headway 65 
and they are doing that way which is in the book and she’s confused about things. And I 
can help her to tell her about things. It’s like this and that, and it’s OK for her. But the 
book is not really understandable on grammar. 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 70 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
I completely agree with this point.  

 
T:  Have teachers encouraged this? 

Yes, she did. 75 
 
T:  The English teacher. 

Yes. She recommended us films, for example, to see or she said that we should listen to 
songs and we should read articles on the Internet and I did those what she 
recommended us.  80 

 
T:  Did she ask about them? 

Yes. 
 
T: What did you do on your own then? 85 

I read novels in English, for example, Harry Potter. I read those in English. 
 
T:  After having read them in Hungarian? 

The first four I read in Hungarian first and then in English. And the fifth, sixth and 
seventh, I read it in English. 90 
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T:  Was it hard? 

Yes, a little bit because there were many unknown words for me, but the teacher said 
you don’t have to look everything up in the dictionary because you can get through with 
it. I learnt it and I read the books. So it was OK. And I liked the English one more than the 95 
Hungarian one. I think it’s better.  

 
T:  How do you compare? 

So I wouldn’t say it’s better. I liked the English phrases and the English grammar. I mean 
like conditional and passive, like these, I liked these very much. So that’s why I would say 100 
I liked the English more.  

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Or has she shared other materials?  

She gave us other texts, for example, about economy, about science, yes. She gave 
another topics and another text–other texts.  105 

 
T:   Were there photocopies from other books or something she had created? 

Yes, it seemed.  
 
T:  But I guess the science texts were from the Internet or something. But did she add 110 

questions? 
Yes, so we were sort of doing reading stuff with questions and with summary and we 
had lots of tasks we did. 

 
T:  Were the materials and topics useful and interesting? 115 

Yes, I liked them very much. 
 
T:  Were the vocabulary and grammar useful? 

No, we had to learn the vocabulary from Headway. I think it was a good stuff. Because in 
the texts there were so many unknown words that we had to learn and my teacher gave 120 
us another vocabulary–other vocabulary sheets.  

 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
I think it was interesting. I like doing argumentative tasks when you have to convince the 125 
other partner of your opinion, so I liked it. But it was a bit hard because in every person I 
found good and bad features, so it was a bit hard to choose with that one, but I like it–
but I like this kind of task.  

 
T:  Were you really arguing and trying to convince each other? 130 

It was a little harder with one partner. He didn’t want to speak a lot. I listed my 
arguments, and he was like, yes, OK, but I think. So it was not really useful. But with the 
other girl it was really good to speak with her and it was fun. I liked it. I liked it and we 
were practising a lot for the Matura examinations in English because I had to do so the 
upper level. And there was a task like this when you have a statement and you have to 135 
argue about it. So we were practising a lot. With phrases, like I completely agree with 
you, I can only agree with you on this with reservations, so we were practising a lot.  
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T:  Do you think a class made up of such tasks would be effective? 

I think it’s better if you learn a little bit or so a little bit of everything because we 140 
shouldn’t go at the edge. 

 
T:  What do you mean? 

A végletekben gondolkozni. 
 145 
T:  Oh, so go to extremes. 

I think it’s better if you learn grammar, you do activity and speaking tasks, you do 
listening tasks, but they have to be the same quantity.  

 
T:  In the same proportion. 150 

Yes, I think that’s the best way. 
 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

I mentioned a lot. I liked her vocabulary lists and I liked her grammar tasks. They were 
very hard and difficult but it was good. We got used to that level. And maybe these. I 155 
can’t say another thing. I liked everything. I liked vocabularies. I liked speaking tasks. I 
liked them. It wasn’t boring. So we always did something different from the other 
lessons. So I liked it. 

 
T:  These vocabulary lists, were they based on some story or text you had covered? 160 

Both of them. I mean we got gerund lists or infinitive lists and we had vocabulary lists 
from the texts and from other topics I mean family, education or like these, so we had 
all kinds of lists for vocabulary.
 

 
 
Data file 2: Albert 
 
T:  The first question is that you said it on your questionnaire that you think that grammar 

tests are useful to develop grammar, and, when you said that, did you mean ABCD 
multiple-choice tests? 
Well, either that or the fill-in tests or anything that is with the grammar. 

 5 
T:  And when you’ve had language classes in the past, you said you had German, you said 

that this wasn’t so successful, why was that? Because you weren’t so interested? 
Well, I think the main thing was I wasn’t really interested, yeh, but I learned five years in 
my school and then in the secondary grammar school I learned four more and I got a 
really good teacher and I liked her and everything but German language is not for me, I 10 
think. After I learned five years of German, I learned two years of English and I 
understood English better and I spoke English better than German, I think. I just like 
English, not German. 

 
T:  OK, a lot of people have a good feeling about English and a kind of a negative feeling 15 

about German. OK. And in the language teaching that you have had, how important was 
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grammatical correctness? So if you made a mistake in speaking or writing, did the 
teacher talk about it right away, point it out? How was that generally? 
Well, it happened that I learned English four lectures per week and three lectures per 
week German, so, if I can say, English was my major and German my minor in secondary 20 
grammar school. In the German classes, the teacher didn’t really care about it, so 
sometimes when I said a very, very bad sentence she corrected me, well, put a little 
word order in it, so it was so bad she corrected me. But anyway she didn’t really care 
because she knew that we learned rather English, but on the English classes I think the 
teacher–the teacher tried to keep a level. She wasn’t so strict, but if we made a great 25 
mistake she corrected us. 

 
T:  So you’d say something and would she sort of tell you in the middle of your sentence or 

after you’d finish speaking or…. 
After I’d finish speaking, but she told me, put a little word order into it. 30 

 
T:  That was the English teacher… 

No, that was the German, but it was because I couldn’t speak German so…. 
 
T:  And you thought that was OK because grammar is important and it was OK to correct 35 

you. 
I think that I was lazy to learn it. I could have had a certificate, but I was lame. 

 
T:  We did this speaking task in class. How much have your foreign language teacher used 

group or pair work in the classroom? 40 
Don’t really remember if we did things like this. Maybe in the English. In German 
sometimes we had to memorize some conversations and we had to perform it in each 
class.  

 
T:  So it was all written down. You had a script, you had to memorize it and then you did it. 45 

It was just to learn how German grammar works, so it was like Anna ist eine ungarisches 
Mädchen. It was the first sentence we had to learn, and everyone knew it because we 
had to memorize it. And it was good because we remembered always that sentence. If 
you forget that how is ‘Hungarian’, oh, it’s ungarisches, and we knew that from the 
sentence. So it was good in that way, but we were always afraid that we can’t perform 50 
it, forget it or something. It was a burden. Actually, it was good in one aspect. 

 
T:  But the kind of thing where you worked in pairs … 

We rather worked individually. We got a task, we had to do it, and we spoke about it. I 
don’t remember that we did anything like this. 55 

 
T:  How was grammar taught? 

When we learned a new tense, we came to know everything about it. So I think it’s OK 
because for me I like to learn everything about that tense and I like to know how to use 
it properly. But I think it’s also a little bit confusing for someone who didn’t even hear 60 
about it and we use it then and then and then and these are the definitions and 
everything and that’s too much for once. But I think we used it after that so it wasn’t 
that we learned it and just leave it so we used it continuously so once we learned then 



 

297 
 

we read a text and in the text there was something about that tense we just shouted 
that’s a use of it and that’s great. 65 

 
T:  So if you were to become an English teacher, would you cover grammar that way? 

I think I would gather all the information and just put it here or just give a handout to 
the students or I just say to them write it down and then we practise and if they don’t 
know anything then they can see what they wrote down or look at the handout but I 70 
wouldn’t just leave it I think practicing is really important. 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this? 
I think it’s perfectly true because that was the problem with my German so I was lazy to 75 
do anything outside the classroom and that’s why I don’t speak German now but with 
English it’s the opposite so when I don’t know a word I try to look it up and try to get to 
know it how do I say it or what does it mean exactly. And I listen to American music, I 
watch films in English, so I think it’s really true and because of this a student can really 
improve himself. 80 

 
T:  Is it that there is more English out there and not a lot of German? 

I think I can gain access to German things if I really want to but I don’t really want to. 
 
T:  Why are you motivated in one and not the other? Is it about English speakers vs German 85 

speakers? 
No, I think it was just the learning of the German. So I have a friend from Germany and I 
like her a lot because she’s funny and we can speak about anything and we speak 
English through letters but sometimes I use a German word and make her laugh because 
I know now that word, so I don’t have problem with the German language. So if I got to 90 
Germany and I had to live there I think it would be OK, but to learn it with a lot of 
articles, der die das, it’s too much for me. So that’s why I prefer English. I think English is 
better for me because my favourite band is American, my favourite series is American … 
I also like to watch that in English they use a lot of phrases that I don’t know and I look 
them up in the dictionary. I try to memorize it, but I think it’s good that I can work on my 95 
own. 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? 

Headway and the exercise book for Headway. 
 100 
T:  Do you think that’s good or bad? 

I think it’s a great book and it can teach a student everything then it’s OK, but of course 
every book has benefits and drawbacks so once we finished that book I think it’s good 
that we got some handout. Maybe that OK these are materials that are not in the 
Headway book, for example, I think it could be a way of teaching. 105 

 
T:  Do you find the Headway book and the other materials and topics interesting and 

relevant? 
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Yes, there were many different and great stories. I don’t really remember, but it was 
about Indians and a burglar and an old lady who lived in an airplane, funny stories, and 110 
we loved to read them. 

 
T:  So they were motivating. 

Yes, they were interesting. 
 115 
T:  So the vocabulary and grammar were stuff you would need. You say you want to 

translate books? 
I’ve felt that everything I’ve learned in English was useful in one way or another. 

 
T:  The speaking task, what did you think of it? 120 

Well, it was good for speaking because we could argue about these and we had many 
options about that but I had always a strange feeling about working in groups because 
my experience, especially in the grammar school, was that everyone started to speak in 
Hungarian, OK, what did you see on TV last week? We didn’t do the task properly.  

 125 
T:  What was the task? 

It was like this. I don’t remember, but I know if we had to do something it was like that. 
 
T:  Why didn’t people speak Hungarian here? 

Here not because everyone came here to learn English and it’s much better here but in a 130 
school where students don’t really want to learn languages they don’t have the 
inspiration to speak so it would be better if the teacher would tell them, OK, you and 
you, just go and speak about something and if they made a mistake or something then 
the teacher could just go and correct them. I just mean that they should be watched 
what they’re doing because sometimes students tend to forget their task and speak 135 
about anything else and they comprehend that it’s done. 

 
T:  But I wonder if it’s the nature of the task? 

It’s the nature of the students. 
 140 
T:  It’s the nature of the students? OK, because I’ve given students tasks to do because they 

were in the book and this is what’s used on tests and this is what everybody knows and I 
realised years later that the task is simply crap, you know, and no wonder people start 
speaking Hungarian or start saying, Hát, mit kellene csinálni? I mean it doesn’t motivate 
them, it doesn’t inspire them. That could be a point. So students’ motivation is very 145 
important. 
I would emphasize not here because everybody came here to study English also not in 
the Communication Skills course because when people came here they have something 
to study and not here but I think that’s in secondary school that it’s a problem where 
they can’t work in pairs. 150 

 
T:  OK, you said that tasks like this work here because people here are motivated to learn 

English and they’re here to communicate. Is there anything else about this that worked 
for you or you think works? 
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I think it’s good that we argued about things that OK, I like it, I don’t like it, I got an idea 155 
about already about five. A not so good thing is that we are both Hungarians and if we 
make a mistake then the other think it’s good that’s why I prefer to speak with a teacher 
because he or she can correct us and if we speak with another Hungarian we can make 
mistakes and nobody to watch, OK, that was a really worst sentence. 

 160 
T:  OK, but I suspect that if you’re partner made a mistake you noticed it and if you made a 

mistake he noticed it because presumably you make different kinds of mistakes. 
Of course. 

 
T:  Yes, but yeh then who’s going to tell you? Mm hmm. 165 

And we won’t correct each other. 
 
T:  That’s right. So it’s practice, but it’s not necessarily checking the grammar. 

Yes, but it’s indeed good for speaking and for arguing, I think. If that’s the point in this 
task, then it’s a really good task. 170 

 
T:  What has been the most successful technique/activity/approach you have experienced? 

It’s a very good question. Poo. I don’t know. There are many kinds of tasks and each is 
good for something so what I said that this task is particularly good for communicating 
and arguing but a grammar test is good for improving grammar or reading a text is good 175 
for pronunciation and vocabulary learning so I think it should be a collage of them. 

 
T:  I wonder, though, are grammar tests good for improving your grammar when you speak 

or when you write or are they good for improving your test-taking ability? 
I think it’s good for writing skills because we see it again on the paper, I mean for most 180 
people but not for me because I forgot everything when I filled the gap in this task and I 
check it and I wonder I do it right or I do it wrong what’s the problem. I notice that but 
after that I forget it sometimes so that’s why it doesn’t really work for me so I would 
prefer for myself to learn or read English texts or books because maybe I can memorize. 
I think it can improve either writing skills or probably communication skills too because 185 
if we see it a lot of times put on paper, then we can say it if we communicate we just 
need to read, hear it. 

 
T:  You want to be a book translator. You’re not planning to be a teacher, is that right? 

I would like to because I like books, I like to read English texts and I also like to work 190 
alone and I think it would be nice just to sit down, get a book and translate it and when I 
translate it I get the money for it. I think it would be a nice job for me, and I even have a 
dream that I could work at home and I have a little office or something because I like 
that way of working it will turn out. 

 195 
T:  It sounds good. Why not?
 
 
Data file 3: Anett 
 
T:  How important has the correctness of grammar been to your foreign language teachers? 
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Yes, I think it was so important I just learned English so it was very important for my 
English teachers and I learned Latin but it’s a kind of different language because it’s a 
very hard language and it’s a dead language so it’s not the same as English but it was 
also important. 5 

 
T:  Do you think learning Latin helped you with your English. 

No. 
 
T:  How has grammar been corrected? 10 

When I said something they corrected me right away or when I wrote something down 
she or he corrected me in tests and if the problems were too much with my grammar 
then I got a bad mark and everything else.  

 
T:   Was that useful or productive? 15 

Erm yes, sometimes because it was productive for some types of people and it wasn’t 
productive for other types of people who couldn’t really speak English anyway. 

 
T:  What was the difference? They weren’t as interested in learning English? Why didn’t 

they speak as well? 20 
They didn’t have the talent for learning languages and it was much harder for them to 
learn these things and they couldn’t learn it anyway. 

 
T:  Have your teachers used group or pair work? 

Yes, we had these kinds of lessons. 25 
 
T:  Did it depend on the teacher? 

Yes, one of my teachers really liked these kinds of things. 
 
T:  How was it? A pair would work together and then report to the whole class? 30 

Yes, and sometimes it was bigger groups and we have to do some kind of presentation 
five of us or something like that and then two of us (inaudible). 

 
T:  Can you give me an example? 

We were given a topic and then we had to give our opinion, but in bigger groups – I 35 
don’t know why, but it was always in bigger groups of four or five. 

 
T:  Did you work together in English? 

Yes, we had to talk about the topic and then we had to tell everyone what our opinion 
is. 40 

 
T:  And what kind of topic was it? Public transport? 

I don’t know, for example, women’s role in society. 
 
T:  This is when you were in secondary school. 45 

Yes. 
 
T:  So young adult kinds of topics. 
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And those were motivating, I think, because everyone has a strong opinion on those 
kinds of topics. 50 

 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
Yes, most of the time in secondary school that was the normal way of learning grammar. 55 
I learnt the grammar of verbs and these kinds of things like present perfect and 
everything else in a language school because they were teaching in a different way. They 
taught us, OK, here’s the past, the present, future, present perfect and the present 
simple. And I was, oh, now I understand it because in secondary school and in primary 
school…. So at the language school they showed us the logic of these things, but in 60 
secondary school they didn’t show us the logic of the verb tenses and everything else. 

 
T:  But you had learnt all of those things or some of the things. 

We did but one month we learnt the present perfect and then two months later we 
learnt the future perfect continuous or I don’t know so it was really a random thing. 65 

 
T:  And when you learnt the present perfect, say, in school, you learnt everything there was 

to learn about the present perfect and then moved on to something else.  
Yes. 

 70 
T:  Did you ever go back to the present perfect? 

If we had some serious problem with these things, then yes. 
 
T:  At the language school it was good (yes) because they reviewed everything and put it 

into a neat logical structure.  75 
Yes. 

 
T:  And why did you feel you needed to go to the language school because you felt you 

weren’t getting enough at school? Of the grammar? 
Yes, and I wanted to take an advanced language exam and that’s why I went. It was the 80 
IELTS. I learned English in England for 1½ months, and they said that IELTS was really 
good. 

 
T:  That’s good. Did you think so? 

Yes, I learned to speak in English but not so much so … 85 
 
T:  Did you think IELTS was a good exam? 

Yes, because it’s international and it’s not like ORIGO because you can go to the 
advanced level exam and if you don’t get the points you get nothing but if you go to the 
IELTS and you can’t get the points for the advanced then you get the lower level. 90 

 
T:  That seems fair. What do you think of this statement?: Learners should take 

responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the classroom.  
I think it’s good. 

 95 
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T:  What do you think it means? 
Maybe learning some language in the classrooms is not enough to be really good at that 
language (inaudible). 

 
T:  Some teachers will say, Find what you’re interested in, action films, comedy series, etc., 100 

go for it. 
Not just the homework, you can watch movies. Nowadays I always watch movies in 
English or in English subtitles if it’s really hard I mean some art movies are not for my 
language skills and I have to use subtitles for it and I read some things on the internet. 

 105 
T:  Have you had teachers say that? 

Yes, one of my teachers said it’s really practical to watch movies or something on TV in 
English and she said that if you like something very much and you watch it in English 
then you will learn a lot about it and that’s why I started to watch Friends in English 
because I’m a really big fan of Friends and I know the subtitles and everything else in my 110 
head and I could realise that Oh, that’s the word in English or I don’t know what because 
I knew it from before. 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a set textbook or other materials? 

A textbook plus other things. Copies of other materials. And stuff that they created. 115 
 
T:  Why depart from the textbook? 

Not everything was in the textbook. 
 
T:  Did you find the topics and materials that the teacher used relevant and interesting? 120 

Yes, these talking tasks were always interesting. 
 
T:  Did they teach you vocabulary and grammar that you felt you needed? 

Sometimes no. I had to learn words about ships in the language school and I thought it 
was really useless. I still don’t know why. Sometimes on the advanced exam we can get 125 
really stupid topics and they can be really (inaudible). Like ORIGO or Euro language 
exams. 

 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task? 

I think it was interesting and if someone is communicative enough it was a really good 130 
argumentative topic or something like that because a lot of these characters are really 
good like an angel or something like that so we could argue about them I think that was 
good. 

 
T:  Yeh, that makes it more difficult if there was one angel and the rest were awful then it 135 

wouldn’t even be worth doing. The point is that this is real world or real life. Do you feel 
it’s like real life? 
When we did this task I didn’t think about it, but now I think so. Like no one’s perfect. 
Many things depend on luck and anything else.  

 140 
T:  And how does luck enter into it here? 
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I think in the class many people voted for Jane Smith or Tim Brodie, and you never know 
who takes the decision about your life. 

 
T:  Can you imagine a language class made up of such speaking tasks? 145 

Yes, but it has some dangers because if we do it in pairs there’s the risk that it’s half 
English and half Hungarian speaking. When the teacher is there, it’s English…. 

 
T:  Although no one was doing it in the group. 

No, it’s just a danger when we had these pair tasks when the teacher was somewhere in 150 
the place then we spoke in English, but when he or she wasn’t there then we spoke in 
Hungarian and she or he couldn’t realise that. 

   
T:  What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you? 

It’s a hard question because I think the most successful in the classrooms were when the 155 
teacher was speaking and he or she gave us questions and all of the class was working 
together and speaking together and writing, that was the best in the classrooms. In my 
language learning, in my speaking, the best thing was when I was in England and I had to 
speak English because I didn’t have any choice because no one was Hungarian there. I 
was there for learning English, but the classes weren’t really good. I speak much better 160 
now than when I was in England, but that’s not because of how I learned but because of 
how I had to live.

 
 
Data file 4: Attila 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
I’ve had that experience and I think it helps you. But I don’t think teachers should 
correct little mistakes. I think they should teach you the grammar and the way you 
should speak the language, but if you make a mistake I don’t think it should be such a 5 
huge problem. They still understand. I don’t think they should focus…. You know, 
Hungarian teachers tend to focus extremely hard on the grammar and these technical 
things, and I think they should focus a little bit more on speaking the language and just 
having fun with the language. 

 10 
T:  You had English before you went to Australia right? 

Yes, I think nine years. 
 
T:  Where did you go to school? 

Deák for two years and then we left. In Year 3 I started in Tisza parti. 15 
 
T:  You say that you think that Hungarian teachers spend a lot of time on grammatical 

correctness (yes) but with that approach weren’t you prepared pretty well for Australia? 
No, I wasn’t. I couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I couldn’t understand what they were 
saying and just was confusing.  20 

 
T:  And how much had you had here? 
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A lot! I started in Year 3 and finished in Year 11 here and literally couldn’t communicate 
at all. So it was really hard. 

 25 
T:  When you were over there, did they put you in an ESL class for a while?  

Yes, I was in a grammar school for three months and then started the actual high in Year 
11 and then graduated in Year 12. 

 
T:  And in the classes that you had here, did you do group or pair work? 30 

Not so much, I don’t think. I can’t remember actually doing group or pair work. 
 
T:  But in the ESL class in Australia? 

There, yes. 
 35 
T:  How was grammar taught? 

It’s familiar. I’m not an expert in teaching but they teach you the grammar, but it doesn’t 
mean that you can use it in real life. You can use it in a test and you can get a good mark 
but it doesn’t mean that you can use it like if you go out you can’t use it in the streets in 
a real conversation because you forget a lot of things. I don’t think it’s the best way to 40 
teach a language. Of course you have to learn the grammar first because you can’t use 
the language if you don’t know these technical stuffs. 

 
T:  How would you cover grammar? 

I’m not sure. I think I would use a couple of techniques first and whatever works best I 45 
would use it. I’m not sure… 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this idea? 
I think that would work. The topic that they would choose they would probably like so 50 
they would get into and enjoy it and probably learn more than in class where they don’t 
pay that much attention to the teachers because they’re not that interested at all. If 
they found a topic that they’re interested in, they would probably enjoy it more than 
sitting in class and doing some stupid exercises.   

 55 
T:  Have your teachers encouraged this? 

No, not at all. 
 
T:  Even the ESL teachers in Australia? 

We had excursions and we went out to the city and we had fun. It wasn’t like sitting in a 60 
room and studying for hours. It was a bit more fun and playful. We had a lot of group 
work as well, and we actually went out to see movies at the theatre so it was fun. 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a set textbook or other materials? 

We usually had one book for each year; we went through it and then had some tests in 65 
the lessons. They didn’t develop their own materials.  

 
T:  Did you find the topics and materials that the teacher used relevant and interesting? 
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Yes, they had some interesting stuff, but basically it was focused on the grammar so it 
was basically a little bit boring. The way we learned English we would read a short text, 70 
just analyse it, do the vocabulary thing, write out the words we don’t know, check them 
in the dictionary and basically that’s the way. 

 
T:  And what did you think of the speaking task? 

Definitely interesting. I loved that we discussed it in class and had a little bit of a debate. 75 
I think it was fun. It makes you think about things you wouldn’t naturally think about. It’s 
a good text. You actually get a lot of information.  

 
T:  How is it real world? 

Basically, the text is using today’s language so it’s not Shakespearean language, that’s 80 
one thing. And  it’s real life because the people are living right in today’s world and you 
know you can get into a situation like that anytime ‘cause you know somebody dies and 
they’re going to have a will 

 
T:  Can you imagine a language class made up of tasks like this? 85 

I think that would be useful. Anything with speaking, having a conversation in class 
would be useful. That’s what makes up most of our English, speaking with people, and 
any communication would be useful ‘cause it can prepare you. 

 
T:  What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you? 90 

What teachers would do they would have a class where they tell you everything they 
have to tell you and you just sit there and listen to the stuff till the class is over and then  
you go out we didn’t have activities that much where you would have a conversation 
with people next you maybe just sit there and write the stuff that wasn’t boring I can’t 
really think of any activities I really liked. In Hungary. But in Australia there was lots of 95 
group work we had to essays and speeches there was a lot of interaction between 
students in class but in Hungary I can’t think of any good activities that we did. Maybe in 
the first five minutes of the class, where we would have a bit of a chat with the teacher.

 
 
Data file 5: Péter 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your teachers? 

Well, they usually gave you fewer points if you made grammar mistakes in the test but 
they didn’t take it very seriously so you had a penalty for making mistakes but it wasn’t 
that serious so and when we were correcting the tests together we revised them and 
the teacher repeated it and so it could be understood. 5 

 
T:  Did your teacher correct you right away in speaking? 

Sometimes, but she usually waited for us to finish the sentence. 
 
T:  What kinds of errors did she correct? 10 

She usually let us choose our own words. If she wanted us to use a synonym or a phrasal 
verb then she wanted us to use that, but she usually corrected all the grammar mistakes 
so verbs which wasn’t correctly used or things like this 
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T:  Was there group or pair work? 15 

We did it every … there were 15 units in a year we did group work in every unit 
sometimes more or less when we prepared for a final exam or a language exam, for 
example, we were working in groups for the oral practice, but sometimes we didn’t 
work in groups because it wasn’t needed. 

 20 
T:  Was it the ORIGO exam? 

Érettségi and language exam as well. I did the TELC. 
 
T:  Did you use a set textbook or additional materials? 

Channel your English. We also used GCSE and Oxford exam ExCels but we used GCSE and 25 
Oxford Exam ExCels for the final exam and final exam and we used Channel for studying 
English in general. 

 
T:  How was grammar taught?  

Yes, our teacher used examples, sketches, drawings and examples from books and all 30 
examples, and she, well, we had to do tests from each of the units and sometimes there 
were more units in a test, but, yes, we had to learn all of them and write a test. 

 
T:  Did you find this helpful? 

Yes, because if I don’t know which tense to use and if the sentence that was mentioned 35 
over and over again comes to my mind it is much easier and I remember that sentence 
was attached to that tense and it is much easier. 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this? 40 
You mean teachers don’t have that much? 

 
T:  I’m thinking of your responsibility and not just in the classroom. 

You mean own practice at home. 
 45 
T:  I mean doing things like watching films and reading books in English that you love. 

Yes, they can be very helpful. I rarely watch a film in English. Well, I don’t watch 
television that often, but if I play a computer game, for example, I play it in English so I 
don’t use Hungarian texts. 

 50 
T:  Have teachers encouraged this? 

They asked it but not very often so if the topic of that class was about that the teacher 
usually asked who read what in English and watched that film in English and so on. Or 
when the conversation had that topic so maybe we started from a very different topic 
but then we ended up there and then the teacher asked. If we said we saw that in 55 
English then we had to tell what it was about and what we liked about it. We could also 
talk about a film we saw in Hungarian but we talked about it in English. 

 
T:  Were there other materials like handouts? 
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She usually brought us thousands of handouts, but we used books most of the time. 60 
Both her own handwriting but mostly from books. 

 
T:  Did you find the topics and materials interesting? 

Yes, for example, at the beginning of each unit, there was a conversation about, for 
example, films or anything else that was interesting and there were short stories in it 65 
and the book was quite interesting and made it easier to learn English and to help you 
have more fancy to learn it–it was interesting. 

 
T:  Were the vocabulary and grammar you were taught something that you felt you 

needed? 70 
We didn’t have that many quotations, but as I said already, it was, for example, the 
activity started as a conversation. It was that are usually based in the present time. It 
had phrasal verbs and words that we use nowadays, and we usually had to learn the 
most important of them. 

 75 
T:  The book that  you used had texts and things that used everyday modern language. 

Well, of course, there was future science fiction and stories about the past as well. 
 
T:  And what did you think of the speaking task? 

I liked it as it was. I like, for example, work that is done in groups so you have to 80 
persuade others and listen to their opinions and share your own ones as well. It helps 
improve your speaking skills as well. It is interesting what others think of certain people  
in this example. 

 
T:  What purpose do you think it serves? 85 

Express yourself and your opinions and what counter-opinions others have and what do 
you react to that and well we don’t meet these people very often and we are almost 
strangers and I think it is a different story if you have this exercise with my secondary 
school classmates. It is different because I had known them for a long time, so here we 
had to talk to strangers. 90 

 
T:  Do these tasks seem like real-world tasks? 
 It is easier to imagine this than a story that is based on another planet, for example, but 

we don’t have many connections with these people and their homeland and it can 
happen anytime so it can be real as well. We might have read about similar stories or 95 
seen them on TV so we might have experiences with it. 

 
T:  Can you imagine a language class made up of speaking tasks? 

I think it’s good as every other English class we have is about writing or re-writing, but 
here we can practise our speaking skills and if you write down what we did well and 100 
what we did wrong and if examples follow them we can learn them immediately, for 
example, but if we write it down as well, I usually write them down and then you can 
learn it at home and hopefully you don’t make that mistake again. 

 
T:  What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you? 105 
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She used easy and very common sentences as an example for certain tasks, and we used 
them very often. She used it if we learnt a new tense and we didn’t understand it then 
she used easy and not complicated sentences.  

 
T:  So she explained grammar in English also? 110 

Yes. If it was very complicated and we didn’t understand it or someone … even if she 
explained it earlier then she usually said it in Hungarian but mostly in English and we had 
to learn many texts in school she often brought in some handouts which was all about 
the texts or some books that had some texts in it. Well, I didn’t understand why she 
wants us to learn it, but later, when I was going for my language exam, I was practicing 115 
for it, I realised and my classmates as well that it helped us a lot, for example, with letter 
writing or in the general tasks we had to learn many texts but in the end it’s worth it so 
we just realised it. We always thought, for example, a conversation has nothing to do 
with us if two people are talking about something we didn’t know or something like that 
but it’s worth it. She used drawings if it was possible or sketches. She organised them 120 
well, so it was easy to understand.
 

 
Data file 6: Alexandra 
 

I had French for five years and Russian for two years. For Russian one teacher for French 
three. I had relatives in England and Australia visiting us since I was little. And I learnt 
English in school for about eight years, with three or four teachers in primary school, 11 
teachers in all. I moved around a lot. 12 hours a week. Five years in school in a program 
with different teachers. 5 

 
T:  Did your teachers think grammatical correctness was important? 

They didn’t correct us but we wrote a lot of grammar exercises and we exercised and we 
exercised a lot our own grammar. 

 10 
T:  In speaking? 

In writing, not in speaking. 
 
T:  Why? 

There wasn’t so much speaking in classes. The classes were mostly the same in teaching 15 
us. I think I had one teacher in one class where I had to speak, but nobody wanted to 
speak so … 

 
T:  Was their pair or group work in those classes? 

Most of them used it because we didn’t want to work alone so we had to do it in pairs. 20 
… Teacher talks and student listens and you do work at home.  

 
T: Gosh! How much have you actually experienced that? 

Maybe there was two or three teachers who do it this way but most of them prefer 
working together.  25 

 
T:  What kind of work? 
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We did exercises together, grammar exercises or activities together, not with the 
teacher, but together or summarizing the video. We had grammar books and we could 
do exercises, but the teacher was very creative. One coursebook, one grammar book 30 
and one exercise book.  

 
T:  You feel that worked? 

Yes. 
 35 
T:  Do you feel you would have learnt as good English without all your relatives coming? 

Would you have spoken as good English without your relatives? 
I think because when I went to grammar school there were a lot of students and they 
were not on the same level of English, of course, but there were total beginners and 
there were, we, and the teachers started to teach English from the beginning and it was 40 
(inaudible) and they promised us that in two years we would have a language exam and 
there was nobody who could do it because they were starting from the beginning.  

 
T:  ORIGO intermediate? 

Any intermediate one. And I was the one in five years to do the advanced English 45 
language exam. Maybe there was a guy in another group to do this in the whole school, 
so it was… 

 
T:  Where? 

In Csongrád. 50 
 
T:  How did teachers teach grammar? 

This is the way mostly every teacher does.  
 
T:  Russian, French too. 55 

No there it’s a bit different. Because in French on the first day the teacher came in and 
she was always speaking French and we had to communicate with her in French so she 
wouldn’t listen to us when we talked to her in Hungarian which is a bit different but I 
love French and I learned it well from her and this was a very good way to teach, I think, 
because from time to time the same words came again and it was good. 60 

 
T:  She wouldn’t cover grammar in this way? 

No, she had a lot of exercises, but we didn’t use the book so much. She was very 
creative in teaching French. 

 65 
T:  What about Russian? 

I’ve been learning Russian for two years and it was very difficult because we had to learn 
the whole alphabet and it took us a year to learn to read and write and we go through 
elementary book for little children to learn the alphabet and after one year we had 
some proper books to learn from. Then we could learn how to read them and then we 70 
could start the grammar. We read texts and little exercises and there were small parts 
and when we didn’t understand something we asked and our teacher explained. When 
we reached a certain level, we learned some grammar and then we had to discover 
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what we don’t understand and we had to think about what that is and why we don’t 
understand because we haven’t learned that part of the grammar yet. 75 

 
T:  Why do they teach grammar in English the way we spoke about? 

I think that it’s because people in Hungary have to learn English for about 10 or 20 years 
and before that they had to learn Russian and there were many Russian teachers and 
just suddenly they had to teach English so they had to learn English and they had to 80 
learn how to teach English and there’s many teachers who teach Russian or English and 
it’s a kind of the effect of the previous system.  

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. Have you been encouraged to think this way? 85 
I don’t think so. Well, I always love reading English and watching movies and I had to 
because some parts of the year my cousins come to–to us to have parties, and they just 
speak to me only in English and they don’t listen to me when I speak Hungarian.  

 
T:  Is it because they don’t know Hungarian? 90 

Not really well, but they know a little bit. Some cousins know it well, but they don’t want 
to talk to me in Hungarian because they want me to learn and communicate with them 
and improve my English. 

 
T:  And have your teachers encouraged you to take responsibility as a language learner? 95 

In English no, in French yes. My French teacher wanted us to know a lot of things about 
the world. In Russian it’s different because it’s very hard to get something to do these 
things because I have a channel on TV and I can’t understand it. 

 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task? 100 

It was useful because we had to speak, but my friend, my partner does not like to speak 
and when we were studying for our exams in grammar school we spoke a lot and I 
wanted to exercise and to communicate with her but she doesn’t like it and she doesn’t 
like to say anything on her own and that was the situation with this and I was just trying 
to speak and trying to make her speak… 105 

 
T:  Maybe she’s intimidated by you. 

Maybe, but it’s not just with me but in the class in general. She’s a shy person. It was 
good for me. I like these kinds of exercises, but it was very hard for her I think. And we 
wrote down these names and the pros and the cons, and I wanted to talk about it. I 110 
prepared in little notes and so did she but she didn’t want to speak about it. 

 
T:  And so in the end, did she agree with everything you said just to get out of speaking? 

Maybe. 
 115 
T:  What do you think the purpose of such speaking tasks is? 

To think about the advantages and disadvantages and to think about the names and to 
think about the connection and to logically get something. But in speaking tasks most 
people don’t want to speak because most students and language learners are afraid of 
making a mistake. I was afraid of making a mistake for five or six years and then finally I 120 
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learned that everybody makes mistakes and somebody will correct you and you have to 
speak. 

 
T:  Why do you think so many students are so anxious? 

Maybe that’s because when we start to learn a language, we have to learn a lot of rules 125 
and we have tests and when we make a mistake, just a little mistake, they don’t want to 
help us in this way, so they don’t correct it but give a mark 1 if you don’t know 
something. It’s so frustrating when somebody tells you this is not good and this is not 
good and this is not good. 

 130 
T:  But you get a lot of that as students. 

Yes. It makes us nervous and anxious not to make a mistake and that’s why. 
 
T:  Do you think it would be good to have a language class based on speaking tasks with 

feedback? 135 
Maybe it would because it improves communication skills but I think most of the 
students who learned in this way in Hungary, they are not, so most of them wouldn’t 
think this is so good because they are afraid of making mistakes and if you know the 
mistakes and take it on board they will ignore or something. 

 140 
T:  So what is your feeling about teachers correcting students’ mistakes? 

Maybe it’s good when you do it not in front of the whole class but for that person to go 
there and that was wrong and that was wrong but not in front of the whole class. 

 
T:  What about waiting a while and telling the group as a whole? 145 

Of course, but everybody would guess who could write that. It’s in Hungary very 
popular. We do these kinds of things. For example, there was once a reading where 
everyone had to type up an exercise, send it by email and the next day class all the 
sentences were criticized, but everybody knew which sentence had been written by 
whom and this was not the best way. It was very frustrating for me. It’s not always the 150 
best. You don’t have to name them but they will guess or say, Oh, she is so clever or she 
is not. If you do it in front of the whole class, it’s not so good, I think, but if you do it to 
the person and go there and say this is wrong it’s better.

 
 
Data file 7: Gabi 
   
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
Most of the time, they teach grammatical, so the main focus is grammatical, but I don’t 
really get what they try to teach [laughs]. 

 5 
T:  Why is that? 

Because I have friends, native American friends, and they use a different language, and 
the past simple is just fine for me for everything… so that’s why. I came really to talk to 
them and we were fine, thus I came back and … Now since I’m here I need to practise it 
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and I have to sleep with the English practical book, and I woke up with the book on my 10 
chest 

 
T:  Wow, because it’s such exciting reading! Well, and one of the differences is that in 

America, we don’t use the present perfect. It really is used in Britain, and Americans 
don’t really care. 15 
Sometimes I tell, Yes, it’s true. why is it so much good and now that I’m here I don’t 
understand. My friends moved to Hungary, they were really natives from Phoenix, 
Arizona, and the girl, 13 year old, starts to attend grammar school here in Budapest, like 
the American grammar school, some Christian thing, and she got some make-up 
sometime from Britain. Every time I she came home from Britain she said something 20 
like, Did you know that torch is light? Oh, it’s so funny, holiday is vacation. That’s the 
way I learned, that’s how I understand you. 

 
T:  Have your teachers corrected their students’ grammatical errors in the classroom? 

Yes, my teachers corrected me. Here in Hungary in grammar school and high school they 25 
don’t teach that. The teachers don’t care if I get it or not. Here is the text and read it–
you understand it?–yes, OK, let’s move on. I guess I had to go private lessons and that’s 
how I learnt. I have to tell that I learnt at a high school and it was a pleasure to be there. 

 
T:  So your English is so good because you have friends in the US? 30 

Yes, and I know that I have problems. I know that I can’t express myself. Every time, I 
talk to them they have the same topics. I mean, I would talk about that. About other 
things, but they do not care about them 

 
T:  And, actually, I can’t imagine anyone would say, Gábor, you can’t do this with the third 35 

person singular! So they’re not going to help you with your mistakes. Yes, but it would 
be a help not just to talk about the weather, what did I do buy today and this kind of 
stuff. 

 
T:  And what do you think about the fact that teachers haven’t focused so much on the 40 

grammar? Do you think it’s good? 
Focus more grammatical things and to hear more native speech is good, and we used to 
hear Hungarian English, or Hunglish or what they call it, so that’s a problem. And that 
the parents here, they don’t know really how important language is. 

 45 
T:  You think so? 

Yes. They know maths and physics, but I don’t think they know how much it is 
important. 

 
T:  Really? (Kindergarten kids) I thought learning English has become somewhat chic. 50 

I don’t know. I’m not a parent. But I know that my dad is very serious about language. 
And he wanted me to learn a lot and wanted me to go private–get private lessons. 

 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 
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No. Never. In primary school, I had English class, we had linguistics lessons a week, we 55 
learned textes [sic!] by heart and to tell back, learn how to write letters, and we had to 
talk about pictures, picture describing, but we never really work in groups. 

 
T:  Even when you did a picture description, you didn’t do it in groups? 

No, we described the objects, yes, and we … 60 
 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
Yes, it is familiar with high school, that’s what we learned. The others who weren’t really 65 
interested in English, they were, yes, we understand it, move on. 

 
T:  Right. Great. 

So that’s what I learned from private lessons. We learn, we do exercise together. I tell 
them what I think about the text, and my imagination about what tenses to be used, and 70 
they, she said that it’s right or not, it’s not correct. I like that way. 

 
T:  So it’s not only grammar now. It’s finding grammar in a text, and then talking about it.  

And there were various exercises: I read out, I tell my imagination, she correct me, and 
we correct what was the matter. 75 

 
T:   OK. 

That’s what in a class students don’t do that, and I understand that. We never say that. 
Or there is a question, Do you understand this? Yes. And half of the group has this no 
idea what’s going on. That’s true. And we–I know I do the same. We never talk back. 80 

 
T:  Why is that? Because you don’t want to look stupid in front of the teacher? 

Yes, and I think that Oh, I can get it at home, and, of course, we don’t deal with it at 
home, and this is kind of society. This means peer pressure or I don’t know why. 

 85 
T:  You have to look clever. 

Yes, be polite. You have to pretend to be smart. 
 
T:  And do you think teachers encourage that? Do they hurry the classes? 

If you look around and watch little bit the teacher come into the room: We have time, 90 
we have to do this, this, this, for that time and, OK, and looking at the hours on the 
watch and, OK, better if I don’t think of it. 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 95 
Yes, that’s what I said, that we don’t read homeworks and like, repeat class at home. 
Thinking about what happened in class, I think the idea is, if you like science fictions 
films or romantic novels, OK. We do read in English, but that’s not all the time. 

 
T:  Do you feel your teachers have encouraged you to do that? 100 
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They told that it’s a good thing that you do that but …. What’s your opinion about, like 
or not, no question like this. Just the today’s open the book and the first passage. 

 
T:  So you do it because you’re studying English and you’re interested and have English- 

speaking friends? 105 
Yes. And you learn things from teachers, you don’t feel that special thing, I don’t know, 
they don’t have that attitude, that I’m not you, OK, just in general. It’s you, it’s not you, 
I’m talking about you, come in smiling, and I know that kids in your class, it’s like to 
attend your courses. 

 110 
T:  Well thank you.  

I’m not telling you because I want…, I know that there are some curses [courses]: Now I 
don’t go in, I don’t like it, it’s boring and some English teachers look at you like, I know 
you don’t know, hahaha, why don’t you don’t know? You should know. Yeh. And may 
just care and in this way he’s gonna be more silent and less question back. 115 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their own materials? 

One coursebook and we had like one unit like listening, some speaking and reading part 
in units and every lesson or every week we do one unit, and there’s like twelve units a 
class, yeh, that’s it, but no other grammar books to look at them. 120 

 
T:  And so no other materials that they developed? 

They think that the CDs and the listening part is the fun part. 
 
T:  What book have you used? Headway? 125 

Headway in primary school, yes, and then it’s called Channel. 
 
T:  Channel your English? 

Yes, we used that one. Yeh, I liked that, yes. I don’t know any other, I didn’t use, that’s 
the main we used. The one with squares on the front. 130 

 
… 
 
T:   To prepare you for the ORIGO exam? 

Oh, every kind of exam. I don’t know, I liked them. There is a key at the back of the 135 
book. And you can copy them. To correct myself. 

 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 
In Channel, yeh, I liked them. I mean, Headway had a story about deities.  … Yeh, the old 140 
one, I know there is a new one, they told me. And the old one was nothing interesting 
for me. That’s what I liked about this book, it was all right. … And there were about 
volcanoes, they were interesting, new songs, I mean, pop music and it had vocabulary 
too, depend on how they read the text, I don’t know what was in the Headway. 

 145 
T:  Isn’t Headway rather meant for older kids? Maybe it wasn’t the right age group. 

We liked that old traditional things. 
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T:  But it was about money, too? 

But the children had to buy the book. 150 
 
T:  Did you feel it was something you need? 

The grammar but every time I sometimes realised that’s why we learn it. So it should be 
useful. But we don’t know that it is. So they have to show you that why are they 
teaching you that. So we don’t know, we’re just sitting there and, OK, present perfect, 155 
and why do we use that, but it’s not the same. 

 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
Mm, it worth it, it was new for me that I had to talk to others. I remember the group. 160 

 
T:  So you haven’t done this? 

No, no. I was a little scared that Oh, I have to talk. And how about her image, I’m so bad, 
man, she wouldn’t understand me, but it was good, I liked it. But we were three, and the 
other girl was the main who talked the most. And I just said two or three sentences, I 165 
don’t know, the third girl, she was totally quiet. 

 
T:  You aren’t much of a talker in class, but you talk very comfortably now, though! 

I don’t know, maybe I’m stressed, so I like, so it’s good. 
 170 
T:  And what’s good about it? 

I mean, we have to compare things, we had to discuss, not just talk about what is the 
fact, there’s no, there’s no solutions to the problem so the conversation keeps going till 
you end up or somebody else. So depend on the text whether it’s fine for the class or 
not, but it’s true you have topics and different topics for different times of class. 175 

 
T:  There’s a way of teaching that takes a text like this, introduces the students to it and has 

them do a speaking task like the one you did. Do you think that could work? 
And it’s good you discuss in the group and maybe you’re asked to say back or decide or 
whatever, and you talk in front of a group, it is a hard, I think, yes, because they are 180 
mean. Yes, that goes around and we don’t want to talk in front of each other, I think, I 
don’t know what the others say, but that’s my problem. … For us, the worst is that you 
say… to a few, do it now. In front of everybody. But if you don’t do that, you don’t know 
what you’re talking about, and they correct you. 

 185 
T:  So you can check it. 

OK they did, but you can’t do it every time 
 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

Maybe when we were watching movies together in English. In the classroom. So maybe 190 
a show that could be interesting. But these were really rarely, and, I don’t know, in 
Italian, the teacher every time brought the laptops in, and saw short videos about Italy, 
and how they, I don’t know, made cheese… 
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T:  I see, and did you like that? 195 
Yes, it was good, but there we didn’t do anything with it. With the short film. I mean, like 
write down what did you see before. We just watched it and, OK, let’s go home. So 
there was no point to watch it. 

 
T:  So this was not good. 200 

No. But we had to find out… 
 
T:  But could you understand them? 

No. Well, they were speaking in Italian. 
 205 
T:  So how did you understand this? 

That was the problem, we didn’t understand it. So maybe that’s why we didn’t have to 
write down what we heard. 

 
T:  So there weren’t really any good methods for you. Sorry to hear that.210 
 
 
Data file 8: Zoli 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
I think it was quite important because I think that’s the basic of the language. If our 
grammar is not correct, then it’s not good, it was basic in both English and Spanish 
classes. 5 

 
T:  They do place importance on it, and you think it’s right? 

I think it’s right, in my opinion.  
 
T:  How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical 10 

errors in the classroom? 
Our English teacher did correct us, yes, and our Spanish teacher did the same as well. 
But they were very different. As far as I remember, she [the Spanish teacher] didn’t 
correct that much. 

 15 
T:  How did they work, did they correct you immediately or wait a while? 

She let us tell what we wanted to tell, and then she corrected us. 
 
T:  Was that grammar or choice of words? 

I think lots of grammar. Yes, especially in Spanish. So the past tenses there for me are 20 
harder than in the English language. There are so many irregular verbs, so for me it was 
extremely hard I think. 

 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 

Well, it wasn’t that common, so… although we did some exercises, when people talked 25 
to one another, so we haven’t really done group exercises. 
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T:  So it was rather the teacher talking and the students answering? 
Yes, sometimes the teacher was doing reading comprehension, and she was impatient, 
she wanted us to translate something. And of course it was frustrating. 30 

 
T:  So group and pair work has not been so common? What do you think of it? 

I think it’s useful because besides working in groups we get to know each other, and I 
think that’s good. Maybe together we can make up something together. Then on our 
own. 35 

 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. Is that familiar? 
Yes, it is. We always discussed it, the different tenses, and then we practised it and then 40 
used them. 

 
T:  When covering grammar, did the teachers look at one part at a time, or rather all at 

once? 
All at once. 45 

 
T:  Is this satisfying or rather confusing? 

I think better for me to learn it all at once than in several parts, and I don’t know, it was 
just better for me. So I had all the tenses in one page and it was better than every other 
page there is another tense, I think it’s better to learn.  50 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
I think it’s good because it helps if someone can practise English beside the classes and 
to get in-depth knowledge and to get bigger vocabulary. 55 

 
T:  Have you been doing this? 

Not really. But it would be the best way. 
 
T:  Have teachers encouraged you to do that? 60 

Not really. 
 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their own materials? 

Yes, they used the given books, so there were obligatory books to use and after we 
finished them then they brought other copies and used them. 65 

 
T:  And these copies were from other books? 

Yes. 
 
T:  Did teachers create their own materials? Or provide handouts for grammar 70 

explanations? 
Sometimes. But most of the time they were from other books. 

 



 

318 
 

T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 
they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 75 
Well, yes, I liked the listening tasks and I liked these simple exercises, it was good, they 
were easy and very fun as well. 

 
T:  What about vocabulary and grammar? Have you had the feeling that the tasks you do 

are irrelevant? 80 
Yes, sometimes I used to think that if we learn so many words we will forget these, but 
now I can come across it in a text and there are several unknown words, then maybe it is 
useful to learn almost every word that we can because I have to admit that most of the 
time, for example, at language exams, I had problems with the reading part, so… 

 85 
T:  I see, so you saw afterwards the good sense of learning all those words. And what did 

you think of the speaking task you did in class? 
I think it was interesting and useful as well because we also learned in pairs and we had 
different ideas than another person and it was good to discuss it with another person. 

 90 
T:  What purpose do you think such an exercise serves? 

Maybe to improve our knowledge, or to be more determined. I think that was the 
purpose of it. 

 
T:  Can you imagine a class structured around tasks like this? 95 

I think it would be useful because we can learn from our mistakes and then maybe it 
would be good to do just one text in whole class but it would be good if in some classes 
we’d do something like that. 

 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 100 

Well, our English teacher used to focus on these kind of … so, for example, what is it you 
call phrases … expressions, idioms. She used to focus on these kinds of expressions, so 
our English would be better if we used these expressions and more colourful. At least, I 
liked these expressions because you like them and you can tell them the total different 
meaning and she would translate it for us. 105 

 
T:  So he’d show you these expressions and make you guess what they mean? 

No, I tried to guess. 
 
T:  Anything else? 110 

Well, I don’t know. 
 
T:  Thank you very much.
 
 
Data file 9: Bálint 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students?  
Well, in English, my teacher was always, well, so. 
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T:  It was important for him? He would always correct you? 5 

No. Sometimes I corrected him. He know I wanted to be an English teacher, and that’s 
why he always watched that I say it perfectly, I write it perfectly, and in the right order, 
and sometimes I corrected him, so just to show him that I do know it. 

 
T:  So then maybe he was proud of you? 10 

Yes, he still is. 
 
T:  How would he correct you? 

If I said something wrong, he just corrected it. 
 15 
T:  Did you ever feel that it kind of got in the way? 

No, I think I needed, so I need others to correct me if I’m wrong, no, so I can be better. 
 
T:  Have you had just one teacher for English? 

No, so far I had four teachers. 20 
 
T:  Four one after the other, or doing different things? 

One after the other. 
 
T:  In how much time? 25 

Well, first one was for two years, next one was for three years, and one for one year and 
the last one for three years. 

 
T:  Oh, that’s not too bad. And have they done group work or pair work? 

Not so much. Well, the thing is that my class was never good. And in English, or at 30 
English, they just chose it over German because, because English is world language and 
for computer games it is suitable, but they wasn’t that good so my teacher just taught us 
the grammar and other things. We never even made lessons like this Communication 
Skills course. 

 35 
T:  Do you think that would have been helpful? Maybe your classmates would have been 

motivated to speak if done in pairs or groups. 
No. My teacher tried, but when he asked a girl to describe a picture she couldn’t even 
say that the sky is blue. 

 40 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. Is this paradigm familiar to you? 
Yes, it was that one. 

 45 
T:  What about students who say that they’d rather practise it bit by bit? 

Well, that was why my classmates complained. They needed more explanations and 
practices, but they never admit that, they just said that this is not good. So I have done, I 
have explained things to them. 

 50 
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T:  How do you think the teacher could have done it better? 
In my opinion, it was the teacher’s fault because he wasn’t that old but he couldn’t 
understand how the students think, well, I guess he was like me that he wanted to know 
how it works, when it works and then it is done. But he didn’t understand that the 
students in the class are just want to graduate from it and then forget it. 55 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
Yes, actually, that helps. I often told them [the other students] that, for example, if they 
watch TV in English and it’s better if it has subwords in English as well, then I think they 60 
can see the words and hear it at one time and then in the listening skills they… well, it’s 
good for their listening practices. That is the prime reason. 

 
T:  Have your teachers made a point to tell you all to read or watch whatever interests you? 

Yes! He mentioned it… one or two times. 65 
 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their own materials? 

Well, officially we had one book, and he offered us to buy English grammar in use book 
and we all agreed, so it became another book for us and we made exercises from them, 
homeworks, and he always brought us some paper that were copies from primarily from 70 
practice books. 

 
T:  Did the teacher make any own materials? 

They were all from all from these books. 
 75 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 
It was for the level of my classmates, so I needed some complicated… 

 
T:  But did you get those? 80 

Yes, I did. 
 
T:  So most of the materials were for you classmates’ level? 

I already know all of them. When we at class learned the conditionals, I have already 
known it for two years. I learnt it from him. 85 

 
T:  You mean you learnt it before? 
 Yes, I learnt it, but the others didn’t. 
 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Do you think it was effective? 90 

Was it fun? Was it enjoyable? 
The task was easy. We all needed to tell each other our opinions. And these five people, 
or four people on the orphanage, were … so some of them, some of them deserved it, 
some of them didn’t deserve, and there was a little argument about it – for the first 
sight we had our opinions for all of them. There was one person we all agreed on… it 95 
was Jane Smith… we said that if she can prove it, then she deserves it the most. So we 
didn’t argue about it so much. It was clear for all of us. 
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T:  What was the purpose? You argued. What other purpose was there? 

Well, I think the purpose is that we told each other our opinions and we so we had to 100 
think about it and as a matter of fact there was one other person who we thought that 
she would deserve the money, that was Lady Seal [sic!], because if the letter isn’t correct 
then she is the only living relative. And she’s often ill, so she needed the nurse. But if 
Jane Smith can prove that she is daughter, then she deserve it more. 

 105 
T:  If I had more time in class, I would have gone around in class and presented the good 

and bad things you all did, maybe did the same thing again. Can you imagine a language 
class centred on such a speaking task? That it would be effective? 
Well, maybe. But I think only arguing is not enough for this. For communication skills, of 
course. 110 

 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

I think that a teacher must make the students more enthusiastic, and – 
 
T:  Did this teacher do that?  115 

I already had all my enthusiasm and the others couldn’t be on it, so my poor teacher 
couldn’t do anything for it. 

 
T:  You think the teacher ought to be enthusiastic? 

Yes, so he should make the exercises fun. Fun, yes, and the topic of those exercises 120 
should be things what, things that the students are interested in. So maybe about cars 
or about fashion or something like that, movies, for example. Yes, and when I will be a 
teacher, if I will be a teacher – I hope so – I will try to understand what my students 
could understand about my lesson and that’s not enough, my teacher always at the end 
of lesson always ask all of us that is it clear, any questions, but there is always silence 125 
because we don’t want to say we don’t understand this, he or she could be look like a 
fool, or why don’t you understand it. But I guess I would ask randomly one of them and 
ask him or her about something that was the lesson, and according to the answer I hope 
that I would understand what he or she could understand. And that what’s the problem, 
what are the hard things about it and explain it to him. 130 

 
T:  Yeh, I heard people are expected never to say, I don’t know. Teachers ask whether there 

are any questions, but don’t really expect an answer. 
 My teacher always asked that Any questions? Well, if there’s no question, then I think 

that you all know it, so in the test, you will be tested. And the other thing is that if 135 
maybe you will say that Any questions? and then you should wait for, for ten seconds 
maybe because the students may be thinking that yes, that was clear, and that was 
clear, and that, that… but maybe they don’t have enough time to think about it. 

 
T:  This was very helpful. 140 
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T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 
either the speaking or writing of their students? 
I think like it was the most important thing. So we only practised grammar. So I think 
that’s what they thought the most important thing was.  

 5 
T:  So more than speaking or? 

Yes. I think that’s the problem. 
 
T:  Uh huh, why? 

Because, of course, grammar is very important, and we didn’t practise speaking too 10 
much and arm I think arm that was the main problem that we learned grammar again 
and again, like tenses and structures. So of course that’s the basis, but for like six years 
of English just a little boring. They could use some more ideas. 

 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 15 

Well, I had a lot of teachers, so I think everybody was different, but the er well erm 
some of my teachers er had grammar like every other class. That was quite good but er 
erm I had a lot of teachers who just did a few times erm but yeh. 

 
T:  What kind of group work was it? 20 

Yeh there were different tasks. There were situations what we had to solve or er well I 
think the – what we had the most times was that there is an exercise book with 
questions related to the topic and we had to discuss these questions. . 

 
T:  What was the book called? 25 

We used – what was it called? – Opportunities. There was a book called Gold something. 
I should look it up. 

 
T:  So there was a standard book? 

I think one of the problems was after we finished a series like upper intermediate, the 30 
next book again was pre-intermediate and like that. 

 
T:  That’s not very motivating. And how have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a 

major grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the students practise it, and then 
move on, assuming it has then been learnt. 35 
I think what they did is start with like present, present simple and when do we use it and 
erm we practised it with many exercises. And then had tests. 

 
T:  But you said the teachers repeated the same thing again and again. Was it the exact 

same explanations again and again? 40 
Yeh, kind of. What I meant was after we finished the book in like half a year or a year 
next year, we started it again. So it’s like every class we did the same thing like the 
whole English learning, what I had like through eight years. In my last school, it was like 
not too motivating, like you said, because the stages were not like up up up and then 
there is a high level or where we practise fun things, but it was like, OK, we finished this 45 
book, let’s do another one and then we repeated things what we already knew so.  
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T:  Did you repeat only grammar? 
Well, yeh, mostly. 

 50 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. Did your teachers encourage that kind of thing? 
Well, yeh. They did, but I think practising English or using it is very important inside the 
class too. But class is not enough, and that’s what helped me a lot. Because I had my 
friends from many countries and I read books and I watched movies and these things 55 
helped me a lot. Erm I don’t know, I don’t remember my teachers saying that OK, you 
should have those friends, but we did sometimes watch movies in the classes.  

 
T:  So there wasn’t a push from the teachers. 

No, it was us. 60 
 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
Well, I think it was fun. Er because it was more like an interesting topic, so it’s not 
academic so or talking about things that we don’t really know. It was just a very not 65 
everyday topic but er it was I think er it was quite interesting so–so I enjoyed it. 

 
T:  So you had to convince your neighbour and argue a point. Was that very successful? 

We tried. Erm, well, it was not that easy. 
 70 
T:  Why? 

Because it was hard to decide and er we didn’t really argue. We had problems deciding 
who should get the money because we didn’t really like either of them. But I think er 
practising argument is very important, so this is good, I think it was very useful. 

 75 
T:  But you said you didn’t have a real argument. 

Well, I think one reason was that it was first time we had this practice with a person that 
we don’t really know. In high school, I knew them like everybody for like eight years, but 
here it was like, OK, I’m a bit afraid to talk and we had to record it and it made us 
nervous. I think most people thought so. That’s the reason. Maybe with time it’s going 80 
to be better.   

 
T:  Do you think a language class made up of such tasks would be effective? 

Yeh, I think it would be a bit more useful. When I say all that is or why I say all that with 
all the grammar issues is that what I see is that people after learning English for like 85 
eight years still have problems with speaking English because they are not used to it and 
they are afraid to use the language. They might know the grammar quite well but they 
have problems with using English because their teacher wasn’t encouraging enough 
because we always had in class that let’s speak Hungarian, most of the teachers didn’t 
care too much. So they didn’t say, No, don’t speak Hungarian, say it in English.  90 

 
T:  So you did pair work in Hungarian. 

Well, sometimes. I mean we did the pair work for like two minutes and then we started 
talking in Hungarian and then the teacher usually didn’t care too much. 
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 95 
T:  But you had finished the task. 

Well, yeh. But yeh. Well, I think yeh these pair works are quite useful, but they are not 
enough if we don’t discuss it more. The teacher doesn’t take it seriously enough.   

 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 100 

Well, I said I had a lot of teachers in high school er because I changed every two years. I 
got four teachers, but I had one teacher who was really, really good and what he did was 
erm we kind of learned everything, not just grammar not just having speaking tasks, but 
a mixture of all these so he kind of found time for everything. And sometimes we had 
erm these fun tasks, like he always found out something crazy, like we had to create a 105 
story and then erm er – what was it like? – we had to leave the room and then 
somebody had to tell the story to the next person and then the next person had to tell 
the story to another person and just to come in the room and then another person. In 
the end, of course, there was a very different story. So it was fun. It was not like we 
didn’t try so I think that was quite good and there were many games things like that we 110 
also enjoyed and was also useful. It was quite good.
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T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
There was a great importance or emphasis on grammatical correctness, but erm it 
became more and more important in Szeged University. And erm erm secondary school 
teachers erm, of course, are right to teach the grammar correctly, but we didn’t learn 5 
everything so. 

 
T:  So here in your English major as well as in your German classes? 

Yes, it is important, but they excuse us in German classes for grammatical correctness. 
 10 
T:  How much have your teachers corrected grammatical errors in the classroom? 

It depended on the type of exercise that we did so if there was a cloze test or grammar 
test she corrected it a lot, but during a presentation or a communication task she didn’t 
corrected it, she didn’t correct me a lot. ... Or after the presentation she emphasized the 
points, problems or things like this. 15 

 
T:  Did you have different teachers in secondary school? 

I had two.  
 
T:  What kinds of errors did they correct? 20 

Conversation, but the first year we had twenty English classes per week so in a bilingual 
class. 

 
T:  So that includes history in English and so on? 

Yes. 25 
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T:  Where was that? 
In Békéscsaba. Széchenyi István.  

 
T:  Was it good? 30 

Yes, it was, since I loved it. 
 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 

There were not any group works. There were some but not much. Not enough. ... I think 
it’s very useful. A communication task, but it was not enough.  35 

 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
We learned the main points about the present perfect and had some practice of course 40 
and a test, but we kept practising the present perfect for years. And any other points 
and rules. 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 45 
Yeh, they wanted us to have fun and, for example, read English books or whatever, but 
it’s erm a weird story in my life because I really love English language and I erm always 
or most of the cases I think in English or I watch the films in English of course and 
everything I can do in English I do it so but not enough. The whole studying English is fun 
for me. So a lifestyle, essential.  50 

 
T:  What got you so excited about English? 

My mother is an English teacher and my second father or my step-father is an American, 
so I have relations and I try to get to use interesting words so pronunciation, for 
example, or phrases or frappáns, funny things, sentences, terms. 55 

 
T:  Have your teachers encouraged you? 

They just asked and not forced. 
 
T:  How can a teacher push students in that regard? 60 

For example, watch films in class or ... and then they do it on their own. And do 
presentations about books, great books, and started to make the students do it. 

 
T:  And did your teachers do that? 

Not much. But my mother do it.  65 
 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?  

We studied from Headway or whatever and erm sometimes there were extra handouts 
and er they were OK and they were from other good books. 

 70 
T:  Any materials they had made? 

There wasn’t any. 
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T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 
they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 75 
Mm. It’s a complicated question. Some were interesting depending on our mood. They 
were quite interesting. Er they were up-to-date. News or music.  

 
T:  Did you think the vocabulary you were taught was useful? 

If the subjects were in English, we had to learn specific words. I felt that these words are 80 
not necessary for me, but mm they were essential, useful for alapintelligencia (laughs). 
And in first year we always had English classes. We were forced to learn a lot of 
vocabulary. The amount of new vocabulary decreased in second, third year. There were 
less English classes and our subject-specific words fewer. It’s another business. 

 85 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
The task was exciting since we had to record it. And it was OK. The story was a bit 
strange but funny too, and it was very interesting to decide, mm it was a moral question. 
We had to start to think about inheritage [sic!] or the situation there and so on, that’s 90 
all. 

 
T:  Did you get into an argument with your partner? 

No we agreed. She was shy, or I don’t know, and she had no idea at all about this topic. 
She didn’t want to talk and argue. It was a hard work.  95 

 
T:  But why do you think she didn’t? Was she shy about her English? 

Maybe. Or maybe it was me. I don’t know.  ... And the situation you asked me or us to 
do is. Or the recording. It is a big problem for her. I don’t know why. 

 100 
T:  Would it have worked out otherwise? 

It’s always a good thing to argue about topics ... in English, of course. Practice, practice. 
 
T:  Did you feel it had some real-world use? 

Yes, I really like fictional stuff. It seems surreal. ... It’s possible. 105 
 
T:  Can you imagine a course with tasks like this? 

Erm there would be a combination of two courses: the communication skills and 
practising tasks like this. So communication skills classes can be more tasks like this. And 
arguments and activities. That would always be helpful.  110 

 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

It was very memorable in last Communication Skills. I do–did my presentation and but 
two presentations and erm I had to work a lot on it and practise it. And I enjoyed it. It 
was hard work but a memorable one. Because of the oral part of the Academic English, I 115 
think it is very helpful.  

 
T:  Anything else from high school? 

No.
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Data file 12: Tomi  
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
In primary school, we didn’t really speak. We were–we had grammar. Grammar was the 
most important to teach us how to use language and vocabulary to learn lots of words.  

 5 
T:  So where did you have the feeling that grammar was important? 

Lots of exercises. Er German is very heavy, not heavy, hard language.  
 
T:  What about English later on? When did you start learning English? 

At the school. There was one year. 10 
 
T:  A ‘zeroth’ year. 

Yes, yes, yes, we had twenty English lessons a week. And we had an English-speaking 
teacher.  

 15 
T:  What about grammatical correctness for the English teachers? 

We had four teachers. There was one teacher who taught only grammar, how to use it, 
the present simple, the past simple, the tenses, and there were two books, one of them 
was to teach us how to write essays, introductions and one of them was to teach us new 
words and with the English-speaking teacher we really speak a lot. It was like 20 
communication class. It was pretty hard to speak for the first time because at first 
English was new to us. 

 
T:  Did he get you to speak on the very first day, this teacher? 

Yes.  25 
 
T:  How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical 

errors in the classroom? 
(inaudible) 

 30 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 

When we were told to discuss something between each other it was not the best. 
 
T:  Why? 

Most of us didn’t want to speak to each other. 35 
 
T:  Because you were all Hungarians? 

Maybe we didn’t want the other to realise how our English is. Something like this. And 
the teacher made us spoke to her.  

 40 
T:  The teacher didn’t make you speak to each other? 

First, she tried, but it didn’t work out. 
 
T:  So what were they trying to do? 
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In the book, there were exercises: discuss this topic with a pair and something like this.  45 
 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
The teacher went back to grammar very often. And even if you didn’t want to learn it 50 
you had to. It just kind of stuck in your head. ... The teacher who taught us grammar in 
the first year was our headmaster and in the following years she was our only teacher, 
only English teacher.  

 
T:  So you said she kept going back to things. How did she do that? 55 

For example, when something was new, he wrote it on the table, the blackboard, and 
there were classes when there were things on the blackboard that he already told us in 
the previous year. And for those who remembered it it was not new, but lots of us wrote 
it down like it was new. 

 60 
T:  So he told you the same thing again. 

Yeh. There were new examples, but all was not new.  
 
T:  Was that effective, do you think? 

It was necessary, yeh. Everybody passed the exam. Even those who weren’t particularly 65 
good.  

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
We have exam topics, a book at the end of every year, so that book, we had to read a 70 
book at the end of every year.  

 
T:  Any book? 

Any book which is not very thin. We have to summarise it, and talk about it, usually 
literature, books from the school library, and the teacher of them, maybe. 75 

 
T:  What are some of the books you chose? 

I read Lord of the Rings. The first half of the book I read in the second year and the next 
in the third year. But that was something I liked to read. I didn’t choose it just to have a 
book to talk about.  80 

 
T:  And were there other things too? 

Sometimes we went to the library. And we watched television, we watched English-
speaking films in class. I think all of us watched films in English because films in English 
are sooner out than in Hungarian. ... They were series, they come out in Hungarian 85 
almost a half-year later. We all realised that films in English are all better. You can hear 
the actors’ real voice.  

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? 

We had lots of books, for example, English Grammar in Use. That’s a good book. And 90 
Headway, maybe. Headway books.  
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T:  Other materials? 

We probably stick to those, the book, the books were great really.  
 95 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 
We had lots of boring topics, and we were preparing to the graduation. And the topics 
were not all exciting. For example, to talk about the European Union. Yes, and religion 
and something like this. We talked a lot about it. It was in the book. ... But there were 100 
other, good topics as well. Talking about wedding, environmental protection, for 
example, is also good. We can say whatever we want to be.  

 
T:  You can talk about your future. 

Yes. 105 
 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
It’s a good task, but talking to a different person is always hard. We really had a short 
amount of time for this. ... The second time was harder not because it wasn’t the same 110 
task but my partner always talked.  

 
T:  So you didn’t have a chance to talk. 

Not really. But in the end we reached a group decision. The other time, my partner was 
similar to me. It was good. 115 

 
T:  How? 

The task was good. The time was short to talk about and maybe we could use a little 
time before we started to speak, to get together the ideas on our own and then discuss 
it with a partner. 120 

 
T:  Do you think this would be a good way to do a speaking task? 

Yes. 
 
T:  Even with other Hungarians and not with the teacher? 125 

Yes, we have to learn to speak. And we are–there are a lot of people in the group. 
 
T:  Which of the teachers in your pre-year did you like the best? 

The one who taught grammar.  
 130 
T:  Why him? 

Maybe it was the fact that he was not just a teacher but the headmaster. And he could 
get the group together. We were split – there were not 25 in the class – we were split 
into three, that’s about seven. The whole class was split into three. Beginners, 
intermediate and advanced. After the pre-year, we had two groups and it was er 135 
probably about our names. We were on the same level, more or less.
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Data file 13: Zétény 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
In speaking, it was not that important because we were talking. In writing, it’s usually 
what they were looking for.  

 5 
T:  You’ve taken German. 

In elementary school and high school too. English only in high school. 
 
T:  Was there a lot of speaking practice? 

Not so much.  10 
 
T:  So the teacher didn’t give you many opportunities to speak. 

If we wanted to we could speak, but usually he was doing the speaking. 
 
T:  Did you do group or pair work? 15 

We didn’t really do group work.  
 
T:  But you just said before that the teacher was happy if you said anything. So how did that 

usually work? He asked and you answered and that was it? 
We had to talk about a text. It was an oral exam. Felelés. 20 

 
T: The felelés. Was that about some subject other than English? 

No, it was about a text from the Headway book. We had to summarise that. ... I had to 
stand up and give an oral exam and talk about things.  

 25 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
I learnt grammar out of Headway. In German, we were always practising. So the teacher 
said a sentence in Hungarian and we had to translate it. Like the perfect tense. That was 30 
what we practised all the time. Simple sentences and more complex sentences.  

 
T:  So grammar was based on Headway? Did you have Headway the whole time? 

No, the first two years we had Headway Pre-Intermediate. And Enterprise.  
 35 
T:  Did you feel the grammar was dealt with similarly? 

Yes, Enterprise is more serious. 
 
T:  Which is code for more grammar, I think. 

Ah, yes, yes. 40 
 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
It’s true. The teacher can’t teach you anything, I mean everything. 

 45 
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T:  What would be an example of that? 
To read something, watch movies, do English or German, do even more exercises than 
they make you do in class.  

 
T:  Have you done that? 50 

I’m watching a lot of movies in English. Every movie. I like good movies. Hollywood 
movies. I also like watching TV series. Like Friends. I like them in English. I prefer them in 
English. Because of the original actors speak. And the Hungarians don’t.  

 
T:  The Hungarian dubbing is often very good. 55 

Yes, but I like the original better.  
 
T:  Have teachers encouraged this? 

Yes, my second teacher did. I had two teachers.  
 60 
T:  What would he or she say? 

To watch movies with subtitles. And also the German teacher said it. I had three German 
teachers. The third one said it. 

 
T:  How did they ask you? 65 

They just recommended it. And we often watched movies with subtitles in class. That 
was English class.  

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? 

Yes, the book was translated by my German teacher into Hungarian. It’s for Hungarian 70 
people. So she translated what you have to do. It’s written in Hungarian. It wasn’t a very 
good book, but he was translating it and we used that.  

 
T:  Did  your teachers use other material too? 

The English teacher gave us some handouts, and the Germans didn’t. The handouts 75 
were interesting, fun things, but the teacher didn’t make them, like ‘I’ve got a hole in my 
pocket’. You know that. 

 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 80 
I think yes, in English. In German, I don’t know. The English books were very good, 
Headway and Enterprise. 

 
T:  So you felt they were interesting and useful. 

Yes.  85 
 
T:  And why didn’t you feel the same about the German materials? 

In German, we usually learned about the circus. There’s always a chapter about the 
circus. And we had to learn these words, like elephant and tramboline [-b-] and stuff 
that was not very useful.  90 

 
T:  So every chapter was about the circus? 
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Yes, we were always coming back. 
 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 95 

you think it was effective? 
It was fun. It was hard to decide. We don’t know anything about them just what was 
here, so we didn’t talk a lot about it. 

 
T:  That’s true, but this pushed you to do more talking. 100 

Two minutes. 
 
T:  Did you agree early on? 

We didn’t agree. We arrived at a decision, but it wasn’t a long process.  
 105 
T:  Why do you think that was? 

It was very hard to decide. We all see the positive and the negative in everybody.  
 
T:  Who did you finally agree on? Based on what? 

Based on the information. We picked the least awful. I don’t think we were happy about 110 
anybody. We thought maybe two people should get it. Both the orphanage and Jane 
Smith.  

 
T:  You two didn’t talk a lot? Who was your partner?  

[Judit] 115 
 
T:  Ah, you’re both very quiet naturally. And what did you think of the speaking task you did 

in class? Did you think it was fun? Do you think it was effective? 
It’s not a bad idea if we are motivated. Maybe it’s better if we talk about our own 
experiences. We don’t know these people. 120 

 
T:  But you get types of people who don’t want to talk about themselves. That’s difficult. 

Not necessarily about themselves but about something they have experience about. 
 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 125 

There was a game we played. He asked the vocabulary. Two of us had to stand up and 
he asked the words and the one who could say it faster stayed in the game and the 
other sat down. It was a competition. And if you won three times you got a five. That 
was the first English teacher.
  

 
Data file 14: Lajos 
 
T:  Have you learnt other languages? 

German for four years at high school. I didn’t get to a certain level because I had so 
many teachers that I didn’t have a chance to learn it properly.  

 
T:  Did you use the same books?  5 

We used different books. I can’t really tell the title. It was such a long time ago.  
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T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
Yes, they put a real priority on grammatical issues and correct use of language but erm–10 
but not many students got to that level that it would actually matter.  

 
T:  How do you mean? 

Let’s just say that we only got the basics of language both at elementary and high 
school. So we didn’t really get too much into learning grammar. We were just reading 15 
and doing the exercises. That was about it. No writing. We rarely spoke. That was one of 
the weak points of teaching.  

 
T:  Why do you think that was? 

I think they didn’t even really care about it. It was like erm ten or eleven in a class. That’s 20 
not very big, so it could have been easily managed. I don’t know.  

 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom? 

Not much. 
 25 
T:  We did that in class. 

It was a totally new experience for me. But a great experience. It was pleasurably 
surprising.  

 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 30 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt.  
We read a few paragraphs about it in class, and it was just all cramming after that. We 
used Headway, I think. Actually, I did my GCSE in English in tenth grade, so after that I 
didn’t attend these classes. And I actually rarely did because, OK, it really wasn’t on my 35 
schedule, on my timetable, I didn’t really think I could improve at that point so. 

 
T:  Your speaking is very natural. Have you ever been abroad? 

No, I can say I have never been abroad. Erm, well, it may sound funny, but I erm I’ve 
been watching a lot of cartoons so I was one or two and I think that has something to do 40 
with it. But luckily there are more interactive and fun ways today.  

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
No, not so much. It would have been better. A lot better.  45 

 
T:  You went out and did it on your own anyway. 

I did. I had to.  
 
T:  But why? 50 

Erm that’s a good question.  
 
T: You didn’t need to get a job in London, for example. 
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But I did. I did want to do that. I was going to do that some day. Yes. And I don’t know. I 
just somehow felt the urge to do so.  55 

 
T:  Did watching Cartoon Network as a kid make you enthusiastic about the culture? 

Probably as a child it did. But erm, actually, after a point when I became a teenager, I 
really thought that erm I don’t know I wanted to open up a bit towards the world and 
meet a lot of foreign people.  60 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Have they used other materials? 

I think it was mostly about using those books and doing all those exercises. I don’t know 
how you call them. Like those exercise books that came with Headway. They were linked 
to a certain topic. The workbook. No tests. And no handouts. It was very rare.  65 

 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 
They certainly weren’t. ... Well of course I did occasionally get my vocabulary up with 
them. I just turned the pages and looking at random words. 70 

 
T:  Did you feel the vocabulary you were taught was necessary? 

Of course I think it’s one of the most important points in language. It probably is the 
most important point. 

 75 
T:  But was all that vocabulary actually useful in your view? 

I think we found a balance.  
 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 80 
It was definitely fun, but at the same time it’s a pretty difficult exercise to do. It was just 
surprising at first.  

 
T:  What made it difficult? 

What made it difficult? It’s a big question. We had to pick one after we read the text. 85 
Erm. I can’t really tell it. It’s probably that we had to – erm it was not about making 
decisions that was really hard but rather channelling thoughts over to each other. The 
communication between the pairs, I think.  

 
T:  Because the other person wasn’t communicative? 90 

Yes, probably that’s it.  
 
T:  Who were you with? 

It was [Hédi], and she’s rather quiet. OK, we got over the exercise, we got over with it, 
but it was very difficult.  95 

 
T:  Did you find one person you could both agree on? 

Yes, we did. 
 
T:  Can you see a teacher making a course out of this? 100 
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Oh, definitely.  
 
T:  Why? Sounds like too much fun. Would you really be learning? 

Of course, a lot. I don’t know. I can just think about exchanging vocabulary with each 
other. Of course there is the chance to practise speaking also. I think it would be rather 105 
effective anyway. I mean, it’s more active this way. It would just probably stick. Not just 
reading texts and words.  

 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

At school, it was like let’s just get over with it among the students and the teachers. Erm 110 
actually, I took some after-school activity erm, which was about – actually, it was 
preparing for my language exam and it was a totally different experience which I think 
really helped much. There was a teacher and a small group of five including me.  

 
T:  What did you do? 115 

Well, virtually we were preparing erm to take – I can’t remember the expression. 
Actually, everything, yes erm, the whole group thing was very good, effective and we 
had a lot of fun. And we studied a lot at the same time. It was erm – and, of course, we 
were all pretty much at the same level.

 
 
Data file 15: Viki 
 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students? 
It was really important both in writing and in speaking. Erm both my English and my 
French teacher wanted us to speak perfectly in every way.  

 5 
T:  How much would they correct you? 

After we had finished. So not interrupting us but noting every mistake and then 
correcting it.  

 
T:  How should teachers correct students? 10 

I think a pattern is very important and er I think no one can focus on every little mistake 
they do. So maybe if you correct only two or three of them when they make another 
mistake then you correct it but erm not all of them because no one can remember all 
what you said so. 

 15 
T:  And then there are the painfully shy people who shouldn’t be discouraged with too 

much correction. 
Yes, that’s true.  

 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work? 20 

We didn’t do any in French lessons. But we had an American teacher and we got that 
sort of communication skills in his class in high school also, and there we did that pair 
stuff and group work and presentations so kind of a similar thing to what we do now.  
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T:  Do you think this is useful? 25 
Yeh, it’s really useful, but I have to admit that in the first two years in high school I really 
hated this presentation stuff because I was one of the shy ones who never wanted to 
open their mouths so I really hated those lessons but after a while when we started to 
do some pronunciation tasks and erm new vocabulary and all, then it became more 
natural so it’s been useful. 30 

 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
Yeh, sort of like this but not with forgetting about all of it. We kept practising all the stuff 35 
that we’ve been through and do it again and do it again and do practices which remind 
us all of the other issues or I don’t know how to say that so er we never completely 
forget about those things. So always get back to that grammar and then go into the next 
so. But it was mainly in English classes so in French it was a little bit different because 
the French grammar is a bit, it’s really different from English. So it was a bit like doing 40 
this and doing that and when we started with the next issue of doing this and doing that 
it was much more the same thing that you said. In English we would learn all the uses of 
the present perfect and then practised it a lot. 

 
T:  Do you think that’s how Hungarians like to learn? Getting everything about a topic at the 45 

same time. 
Yes, they mainly do, yes, so we can handle it, but we have to go through it several times. 
So if we are given one task and then we finish it erm I always think that it’s not all what 
we can do with it. There has to be more practice and more stuff and more vocabulary so 
erm I guess this this is how it works so it was perfect for me when we were doing this in 50 
high school. Erm it’s like because I really liked my English teachers so mainly that was 
the reason.  

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 55 
Our American teacher was like that so we had to speak ten minutes with anybody or 
anywhere in English and we had to present in the next lesson that what we have been 
talking about.  

 
T:  It must have been hard to find an English speaker. Are you from Budapest? 60 

No, it can be a Hungarian or anybody. Just we have to speak in English. 
 
T:  OK, but did you do it? 

No, not always. In first year, I really started to find someone and I was trying to do this 
but after I thought it’s not so easy to find and after all the hard work I really didn’t want 65 
to do this.  

 
T:  What did you do then? 

I watched BBC Prime a lot and BBC World News until it was turned off. I really like to 
listen to English songs and in I think in my ninth grade in high school, in the  first year in 70 
high school, I started a vocabulary for myself to go look up the dictionary the words and 
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try to figure out what the song’s about and yes it was very useful for me and I did it for 
one and a half year and I guess my vocabulary improved a lot. 

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? 75 

Yes Enterprise and Upstream, when we were preparing for the language exam in high 
level, then we bought that Upstream. 

 
T:  Did they use handouts? 

Yes, photocopies from books.  80 
 
T:  Did you find them interesting? 

Mostly yes. I liked all English lessons, I guess. So I was in a special English class in high 
school so we had five English lessons a week so, but I think it was quite interesting 
always. So I liked that.  85 

 
T:  Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really interesting? Have 

they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you feel you will need? 
Yes, sometimes I think that I that these words may not be that useful, but I know when 
we were preparing for the language exam in high level in my eleventh year erm I really 90 
got a really useful vocabulary and I feel that I don’t have it anymore because of the lack 
of practice in the several years. I mean, I don’t think I’ve been speaking English in the 
last few years so it’s really wasted.  

 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 95 

you think it was effective? 
I really liked it, especially my pair was good, so we had a really good argument on the 
topic. But I really liked it. I like to argue on these kind of stuff. So I’m really glad that this 
is the speaking task for the exam. 

 100 
T:  It isn’t going to be on the exam. 

That’s too bad.  
 
T:  Do you think a shy type may not do a task like this well or that they have to get used to 

it? 105 
It depends really on the personality ‘cause if someone really doesn’t like to argue on 
anything and just want to accept everything what is given, then it’s not that easy to 
make them argue and make them disagree and, I don’t know, come up with new things. 
It’s really depends on the personality.  

 110 
T:  Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective? 

I guess it’s because if you want to learn a language you have to learn how to speak a 
language and if you don’t practise it from time to time then you won’t be able to do this 
so if you’re only listening to lectures and teachers speaking then you will never know 
how you speak this and how you say those words or those sentences, how you would 115 
connect them, how would you argue, and I guess it’s very useful and for a language class 
it’s mainly the only way that it’s going to work.  
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T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 
Erm the most, I don’t know, maybe eclectic thing was that this teacher really cared 120 
about us to learn what she said. So it’s not just giving the tasks and giving grades and 
then, I don’t know, corrects your texts and I don’t know just–just really concentrated on 
our understanding and it was really useful to know that there is someone who really 
cares about if you understand this or not and you know this vocabulary or not because 
she had er–was always asking us I guess ten words every at the beginning of every class 125 
so I guess this was the thing that finally made us not only know the words but 
understand them and understand grammar and I guess this is really good.
  

 
Data file 16: Kristóf 
 
T:  Have you learnt other languages? 

Serbian for twelve years in school, I learned German for four years in grammar school, I 
learned Latin for two years, well, Hungarian, of course for twelve years, English for eight 
years, four in primary school, four in grammar school and I also went to private lessons 
from the first grade in primary school. Actually, my first learning experience was from 5 
Cartoon Network. Actually, my parents say I started speaking English when I was four, so 
that’s pretty interesting.  

 
T:  Kids growing up in Vajdaság tend to speak more naturally and confidently. 

Yes, we have contacts with lots of other languages, so we also speak much better English 10 
than most Hungarians. So it’s kind of the situation.  

 
T:  Did you know Serbian before you started taking it in school? 

No, I don’t know it now. I have some Serbian friends, but we speak English. That’s the 
funny thing.  15 

 
T:  I thought people in Vajdaság were generally bilingual. 

Lots of people, but I’m of Hungarian heritage and I grew up with lots of Hungarian 
friends. I know lots of Serbian kids from my childhood, but in some awkward way we 
always spoke English ‘cause like they didn’t know Hungarian, I didn’t know too much 20 
Serbian, so…. 

 
T:  How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in 

either the speaking or writing of their students?  
Well, I had my first private teacher who taught me during the first four years of primary 25 
school. I didn’t like him too much because he focused on the grammar very much, he 
taught me the basics so basically I knew how to speak but I didn’t know how to write. I 
wrote d-i instead of t-h-e, so I didn’t know anything. He taught me to read and write but 
then I moved on to another teacher, who is one of my idols, so to say. He taught me for 
eight or seven years. He prepared me for the FCE test later on, and he taught me pretty 30 
much everything else. We practised a lot, so I’m really thankful for him. Well, I was 
actually in the group of people who were two years older than me, so that was kind of 
weird.  
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T:  So it was several of you. 35 
It was like five or six of us. They were all older. I didn’t like it at all. But at this other 
teacher I went to him when I was in fifth grade, they were all my age and there were 
Serbian kids, Hungarian kids, so we interacted, we communicated a lot, and we learned 
from each other and everything. So I corrected my mistakes and grammar. Well, 
generally I’m a lazy person, so I didn’t always do the homework  and things. But I had 40 
time to correct grammar and things I wasn’t so good at. It was basically fun and useful. 

 
T:  How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical 

errors in the classroom?  
I have no idea. Probably during tests. I think so and when we were generally just talking 45 
we talked a lot about various things. We were just like chatting and doing some exercise. 
Our teacher always told us that this is wrong, you should say it this way or he gave us 
some ideas regarding vocabulary, the words, because I always asked him for obscure 
words that I didn’t know. And he told me to buy a dictionary and never wanted to 
answer me, like I don’t know, I always had lots of questions.  50 

 
T:  This is the idol. 

Yeh. But it was pretty cool. 
 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 55 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 
been learnt. 
I always read a lot and I never noticed particular things like, I mean, I used it, but I didn’t 
know that it was called present perfect, past perfect or past simple or anything. So I 
needed to be told what is what and when I need to use it and then it was OK. Then I just 60 
incorporated it into my everyday speak or how you say it.  

 
T:  So you used the grammar intuitively. 

Yes, I used it naturally before. I just needed some clarification on the proper uses. 
Presumably, I made mistakes. 65 

 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
So most teachers don’t really care about what their students do. I think it’s really the 
students’ responsibility, so if he wants to use English then he or she would probably 70 
want to research it by himself. So that’s it, I guess. It’s the responsibility of the student.  

 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? 

Sometimes. They used Headway, I think. This is changing. All sorts of private teachers 
and schoolteachers prefer different books. I used Headway. I’m not sure.  75 

 
T:  Did they give you handouts? 

Sometimes.  
 
T:  Their own handouts? 80 
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Yes, some of them were like manually selected and not er not everything was made by 
themselves. They were selected by the teacher. 

 
T:  Did you find the materials interesting? 

Well not always, not really? I’m totally not sure. It all seemed unimportant to me. But I 85 
paid attention because I don’t know, I just wanted to go through with it.  

 
T:  Did you think the vocabulary was useful? 

Oh no, not me. Honestly, I never did because I researched vocabulary, not so much 
grammar, but I researched lots of vocabulary at home on the Internet, stuff like that, 90 
watching movies, doing anything, or I just look up some obscure-sounding words that I 
think I might use later on because that’s something I like in English. There are lots of 
synonyms, lots of words for complex things you can’t really describe in Hungarian, only 
with lots of words, so I like this. I find this interesting, actually. 

 95 
T:  What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do 

you think it was effective? 
I enjoyed it, actually. It was pretty cool.  

 
T:  Were you able to arrive at one decision with your partner? 100 

We were basically on the same opinion. We talked through the whole thing. We 
considered other possibilities and said why or why not they should be chosen, but we 
basically agreed on the same two guys. That’s it. 

 
T:  What makes this cool or useful or effective? 105 

Well, we converse. That’s already pretty good. We didn’t really do that much in 
grammar school classes. I mostly slept or drew through my classes and other things 
because it was really boring. It’s always a very positive thing that students talk to each 
other so they correct each other, we learn from each other, it’s very – how do you say? 
– the word doesn’t come to my mouth, it’s very immediate, I would say. So I think it’s 110 
really good.  

 
T:  In elementary school, you said you didn’t do a lot of pair work. 

Seldom. 
 115 
T:  You did some. 

Yeh, in English class. Really, not too often, mostly we read texts, we did various grammar 
tests, and I don’t know I wasn’t really amused by that.  

 
T:  Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective? 120 

Well, I think that’s good. It’s definitely a change from what I’ve mostly experienced. 
What I’ve experienced isn’t always that good. I’m talking about grammar school 
particularly and primary school. I didn’t like those classes. Private lessons were all right 
because we talked a lot but not so much in grammar school. It was definitely a breath of 
fresh air.  125 
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T:  I wonder if the teachers in the private lessons had it easy because they knew that 
grammar and translation were taken care of by teachers in school. 
We did grammar and translation in the private lessons too. It was like – how do you say? 
– we had a much wider array of activities. 130 

 
T:  Why was that? Was it the class size? 

I’m not sure about the class size. I think it’s more about the teacher and the teacher’s 
attitude, the teacher’s methods of teaching. That’s it. 
 135 

T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 
I’ve no idea really because I can’t judge on–I can’t judge based on myself. Maybe I could 
say this if I had examined other people, but I have no idea about them so I think it’s very 
useful for people to read and do the stuff they’re interested in, and talking is always a 
very simple way of doing so. That’s how I felt. Tests are also necessary and good, 140 
grammar and to focus on the things people generally don’t enjoy doing but er they have 
to do everything, not just grammar and not just speaking but kind of both. That’s the 
most effective, I think.
    

 
Data file 17: Lari 
 
T:  Have you learnt other languages? 

Yes, I have learnt French for four years.  
 
T:  Did you enjoy it? 

Yes, I enjoyed it, but I think that this language is quite difficult for me. 5 
 
T:  Why? 

Because, well, there are a lot of irregularities in this language.  
 
T:  Maybe the teacher made it seem hard. 10 

Mm I loved my teacher because he was a funny guy. 
 
T:  Oh, well, that’s very important. Did they have you do speaking in class? 

Yes. Every week we have a lesson er where er we erm discussed er er a book erm so er 
we had to read er a book and er we discussed it. 15 

 
T:  Every week, you had to read a book and discuss it? 

No, just a part. 
 
T:  Did you like that? 20 

Yes, I liked it. 
 
T:  And was it a book that the teacher chose? 

Mm no she offered some books and we can–we could choose one of the books.  
 25 
T:  So different students read different books. 
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No, we voted. We read Ten Little Niggers and Bridget Jones’ Diary [sic!].  
 
T:  Did the teacher correct you a lot? 

No, not really. I think she didn’t want to interrupt the discussion, erm I think she thought 30 
that speaking is more important than erm grammar. 

 
T:  When did the teacher deal with grammar? 

Yes, we got a book and er we er got er exercises er from the book and er we always 
checked the next lesson. These were the grammar exercises.  35 

 
T:  You never had something where you would speak or write and the teacher would 

correct your grammar. 
No, I had an exercise book. I only wrote two pages.  

 40 
T:  How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?  

Yes, we did a lot. Erm there were pictures which er the teacher provided and then we 
could talk about these pictures in pairs. 

 
T:  Like doing what exactly, describing the pictures? 45 

Yes. 
 
T:  How did that work? 

We helped each other and after the discussion, one person had to summarise what we 
discussed. 50 

 
T:  So you started talking about what the picture made you think of? 

Yes. 
 
T:  Did you think it was useful? 55 

Yes, I think it was useful. 
 
T:  Why? 

Because we could learn from each other.  
 60 
T:  What about learning each other’s mistakes, though? 

Yes. 
 
T:  How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major grammar point, say, the 

present perfect, have the students practise it, and then move on, assuming it has then 65 
been learnt. 
Yes, I think we learned grammar in this way. Because in the book there were erm parts 
er of different grammars and er we went through this and after we did exercises and 
that was it. 

 70 
T:  Did you feel you never went back to the same grammar point? 

I think we went back rarely. 
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T:  Did you use a coursebook or textbook? 
Yes, we used Opportunities.  75 

 
T:  Did you like it? 

Yes, I liked it. 
 
T:  Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the 80 

classroom. What do you think of this statement? 
I think it’s important and in the classroom we didn’t get marks erm so er it was our er 
our responsibility to do homeworks. 

 
T:  But outside of the homework? For example, listening to songs and learning vocabulary 85 

from the lyrics? 
Yes, I like doing it. Er erm if I listen to music I heard new words I look it up in the 
dictionary. 

 
T:  But did the teacher ever encourage you to do these things? 90 

I think our teacher loves movies and music, and we talked a lot about new movies and 
new songs in English. 

 
T:  So new songs, new movies, but I guess you saw the movies in Hungarian only. 

Yes.  95 
 
T:  But still you talked about them in English. 

Yes. 
 
T:  Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Have they used other materials? 100 

Yes, she used other books. She provided us a lot of photocopies from other grammar 
books.  

 
T:  Did you think the materials or topics were interesting or fun? 

Yes, I think they were always interesting because our teacher was interested in the same 105 
topics, like films and pop songs, as we were.  

 
T:  Was the vocabulary and grammar useful? 

I find it interesting because we had two pages and we wrote idioms and expressions in 
English and I think these were interesting.  110 

 
T:  What did you think about the tasks? 

I liked it, but my partner, you know, spoke a lot.  
 
T:  Were there other problems? Did you arrive at a decision? 115 

Yes, we had a person. We agreed on the same person. 
 
T:  Did you argue? 

Yes, I think we just went through the names, and in the end we had the same 
conclusion. 120 
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T:  Did you think the task was useful? 

Yes, I think it’s useful that we have to convince each other. I think I have to train myself. 
 
T:  Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective? 125 

Yes, I think it’s effective, but in secondary school I got partners who spoke less than me.  
 
T:  What if the teacher pushed you a bit more to talk? 

Yes. 
 130 
T:  So shyness may stand in the way. 

Yes, I would like to change it.  
 
T:  What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you? 

Yes, we did a lot of things. Before holidays we watched films with subtitles, and I think it 135 
was good. We listened to–listened to music. We’ve got the lyrics and there were gaps in 
it and we have to–had to fill them mm and we played a lot in the class, like Pictionary 
and other activity games. 

 
T:  That was the English classes, I guess. 140 

Yes. 
 
T:  Anything else? 

And we read the book, like Ten Little Niggers. There were a lot of funny games in 
connection with the book. I mean we had to make little performances from the different 145 
parts. So we have to make dialogues. 

 
T:  To write them or just to say them? 

No, write them.
  

 
Data file 18: Laura 
 

… 
 
We talk about the test and then learn some other ones and then and er try to write the 
two smaller parts.  

 5 
T:  Er, in other words, you don’t learn all of it at once and then do a test and forget it. You 

go back to it again and again. And when you say test, you mean one of these multiple-
choice tests like A, B, C, D? 
Not really er but er a test where I had to find the correct answer so I had a sentence and 
er a line and I had to write down the correct form of the verb. 10 

 
T:  OK, and is this a good way, do you think, to cover grammar? Is this, if you become an 

English teacher, is this what you might do? 
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Er, yes, I think it’s useful, but I prefer hearing so I would like to–to have more English 
speaking. I think that’s the most em powerful way of learning a language. 15 

 
T:  Yes, listening to spoken English. 

... and repeat it after that. 
 
T:  OK, here’s a statement. Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both 20 

inside and outside the classroom and I think here they mean something like do extra 
studying on your own and watch movies in English. What do you think of that? 
It’s important I think because we have quite a few lessons during the week and er I think 
it’s important to prepare for these lessons. 

 25 
T:  And have your teachers encouraged this? Has this idea come from you and or from 

teachers? 
First from my teachers, and then I realise that it’s important and that I should prepare 
myself for the test. 

 30 
T:  In the past when teachers have taught you, do they have a given textbook like Headway 

and have they stuck to that or have they used other materials or no textbook and just 
different materials? 
We had a textbook, except for one year when I started the high school. I went to a 
special year. It is called 0 class, and there we had a book. But it wasn’t important, so the 35 
teachers tried to find other ways to teach us. 

 
T:  Did she use that textbook at all then or not really very much? 

We had three teachers and one of them used the textbook and the other ones tried to 
communicate with us or do the listening part of the teaching. 40 

 
T:  When you talk about different teachers, so you had one teacher for a while and then 

another one and then a third or they were all teaching at the same time? 
Yes. 

 45 
T:  So did they split up the things they were going to cover? 

Yes, one of them did the grammar part. the other one the listening, the third one did the 
communication. 

 
T:  And the grammar bit came from the book I guess. (Yes.) What was the book? 50 

It was Enterprise.  
 
T:  What did you think of that book? 

Er I liked it, it was OK, but I preferred the other two teachers and the way they taught 
us. 55 

 
T:  Is it because grammar is not as interesting maybe? 

Well, yes maybe. 
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T:  And maybe the style was also different? And so those other two teachers, did they use a 60 
lot of materials then? 
Yes. 

 
T:  And did those materials seem to be ones that they created or that they photocopied 

from different places? 65 
Usually they created them but sometimes they gave us photocopies. But most of them 
were homemade. 

 
T:  And when you covered the materials and the topics, you basically found them 

interesting except for the grammar, right? 70 
Yes. 

 
T:  And did you feel you were learning vocabulary and grammar that you needed, that 

would be useful to you? 
Yes, I had to learn a lot of vocabulary. Unfortunately, I forgot most of them but I knew 75 
them. And we prepared for the language exam  

 
T:  ORIGO… 

Not ORIGO, then Pannon.  
 80 
T:  Pannon, oh I don’t even know that one. Is that a monolingual exam? 

No it’s bilingual. 
 
T:  Where did you go to school? 

Hévíz. 85 
 
T:  It’s a national exam. 

Yes. We had to translate so. 
 
T:  So there’s translation, the ABCD type of grammar test and er. 90 

And the rest I don’t remember 
 
T:  Was it difficult? 

No it was OK. I prepared for that. 
 95 
T:  In all three classes. We had this speaking task about Lord Moulton and …. Tell me 

honestly did you think this was useful? Or stupid? Or fun? What were your impressions? 
It was fun I think. And it was useful because I had to listen to my partner’s opinion and 
understand it first and then we could agree or make arguments about it so it was useful. 

 100 
T:  This is about solving a problem, arguing and arriving at one mutual decision. And the 

pair work that you did in the past, was it like this or? 
Yes, sometimes, it was an argument; other times, it was something else, like, well, for 
example, we were in a station and I asked for help or in a shop and one of us was the 
shop assistant and the other one is the customer so something like this. 105 
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T:  When you did the discussion, were you able to convince your partner of your side? Did 
you convince him or did he convince you? 
Both. 

 110 
T:  Oh you convinced each other? Meaning you picked a third one or how did that work? 

Something like this. As I remember, we hesitated a bit, and then decided to give the 
money to the orphans or maybe the old lady and finally we agreed that OK, let’s give it 
to the old lady. So not the young lady.  

 115 
T:  So you think a task like this is useful. How is it useful? 

First of all, to convince other people about our opinion and understand the other’s point 
of view. So that’s why I think it’s important. 

 
T:  So you said you had fun in the speaking and listening classes. Can you imagine a class 120 

mostly made up of this kind of a speaking task? Do you think that would be productive 
or helpful? 
Yes, but I must admit that grammar is important too so we have to do grammar tasks 
but er I think it’s a more powerful way to use this. 

 125 
T:  More powerful than doing grammar? But you need grammar too so…? 

Just read and translate read and translate, that’s not good I think. This is a better way. 
 
T:  And why is there so much reading and translating. What’s that about? 

It’s about vocabulary and grammar too. And lots of teachers don’t really like speaking 130 
English. 

 
T:  Maybe they’re embarrassed their accent isn’t perfect or something? 

Yes, and maybe they choose this method because they have a good fear. 
 135 
T:  And maybe that’s how they were taught. When you say read and translate do you mean 

sentence by sentence? 
Sometimes just one sentence, sometimes you can do a paragraph and translate or 
whole pages. 

 140 
T:  From English to Hungarian, to understand the text?  

Yes. 
 
T:  What do you think have been the most successful things that teachers have done in the 

past? 145 
The speaking part mainly, and they made me like the language. 

 
T:  And why is that so important? 

Because after that it’s much easier to improve myself alone. I don’t really need so much 
help and I can do it alone. And I will do it because I like it. 150 
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Appendix E. The task performance data 

Data file 1: Balázs (B) and Klára (K) (Time: 4:59)  

B:  Well, who [wu:] do you think should get the money?  

K:  Well, hard question. I think Miss Langland (pause) deserves the money (pause) much 
more. 

B:  Yes, the most. 

K:  The most, thank you. 5 

B:  Well, I think money. It’s not a problem if you have a bit more money than you need. 
Maybe Jane Smith should get the money because if we are if we believe her she’s Jane 
she’s Lord Moulton’s daughter. 

K:  But if we not believe her then she’s just a liar. 

B:  We believe in people. 10 

K:  She was kind of a (inaudible) get money for herself. 

B:  We must admit that she is brave that she goes there and she says [sai:z] that she is Lord 
Moulton’s daughter 

K:  …(inaudible) If she is not the son of Lord Moulton maybe she won’t give the money to 
her child. Maybe she will spend it for unnecessary things.  15 

B:  Yes and when we arrive to town maybe Tim Brodie should get the money, but I don’t 
think so 

K:  Yes because he’s (inaudible). 

B:  Yes, I don’t like him from his description [des-]. 

K:  (laughs) Yes why? 20 

B:  Not the kind of people I usually get on well with. 

K:  You mean the motorbikers? 

B:  No, motorbike is not a problem. I have many friends from school that usually motorbike. 
They crashed into a tree sometimes, but it’s not a problem. [K laughs.] And what about 
local orphanage? 25 

K:  Well, I don’t know. I don’t really like corruption. 

B:  But it’s just one it’s not sure it will go (pause) to corrupt [ˈcor-] officials [ˈou-] . Maybe 
they spent on the orphanage. 

K:  Yes, if I’m not sure that this charity will use my money for … 

B:  for good reasons. 30 

K:  for good reasons, then you know it’s sad because if OK I don’t know what its name is you 
know when 1% of your tax is for charity. There were a charity for children with cancer 
and it turned out that they spent the money for their… 

B:  Well that’s why I don’t like charity cases. 
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K:  Yes, that’s why I don’t want to give my money.  35 

B:  Yes, I must admit that you are right. But what about Lady Searle? 

K:  I just can imagine her as hysterical or too much you know. 

B:  Yes, but maybe Searle is Lord Moulton’s only living relative so maybe 

K:  Yes 

B:  his closest relative so if we see things that way she should get the money. 40 

K:  but they didn’t get on well so that’s why I say Langland or I don’t know. 

B:  if she would get the money she would hire a nurse. 

K:  Yes. 

B:  Or she could hire Miss Langland. 

K:  Yes (laughs). It’s good, ok, give the money for Lady Searle and she will hire Miss 45 
Langland. 

B:  Yeh.

 

Data file 2: Anna (A) and Vera (V) (Time: 4:09) 

A:  So [Vera], have you heard about the death of Lord Moulton? 

V:  Yes, I heard about it. 

A:  It’s so sad. And I heard that he had a lot of money but he didn’t leave a letter how–who 
to leave the money. What do you think? 

V:  I think Lady (inaudible) should got the money [A: Mmm.] because she is the only living 5 
relative of him. It’s very important. 

A:  Yes, it is true, but I heard that they had a huge fight and they haven’t talked in years. 
And I also heard that there is a boy called Tim Brodie, who had a good relationship with 
Lord Moulton and he paid for Tim Brodie’s education for one years and … 

V:  Yes, but (unclear: talking over each other) he no really and he was just a gardener and 10 
he has a lot of girlfriends But he had he’s not very honest and Lady Searle is living alone 
so I think she’s…  

A:  she could use the money 

V:  Yes, could use the money for example, for a nurse, she’s often ill and it would help her. 

A:  Yes, that might be true but I think Tim is just a young boy and he you know of course 15 
well he has a lot of girlfriends and he’s not too honest and it’s kind of sad but if he gets a 
lot of money and it can have a huge effect on his whole life and he but you know Lady 
she’s very old 

V:  Do you really think that he could change? 

A:  Yes, I think and I think what is most important Tim is you know if Mr Moulton would be 20 
still alive he gave the money to Tim Brodie because 
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V:  Oh, I don’t think so because his cousin has no immediate I think but it would be some 
help for her I don’t know 

A:  Yes It’s a very hard question I wonder why he didn’t leave any record. Maybe or I have 
no idea. 25 

V:  So we should 

A:  I think it’s old Lord Moulton 

V:  OK  

A:  Let’s respect his wishes, his decision. 

V:  Yay! The money is Tim’s.30 

 

Data file 3: János (J) and Lilla (L) (Time: 9:54) 

J:  OK. 

L:  So what do you think about the lady? 

J:  The lady’s her only relative. That’s definitely a pro. Er. 

L:  But she hasn’t speaking [J: yes] for years. 

J:  Yeh, that’s a contra. And er she has no family and er…  5 

L:  She’s often ill 

J:  Yeh yeh yeh so she will die 

(laughs)  

L:  That’s a pro or a contra?  

J:  I think er she because she hasn’t been speaking for years and er she quite a (inaudible) 10 
maybe she shouldn’t get the money 

L:  I agree.  

J:  OK.  

L:  Langland.  

J:  She’s affectionate and loyal but she’ll get savings. She was well-paid by Lord Moulton. I 15 
think she can get the money but let’s see the others. 

L:  I think we should choose the one who needs the most of the money 

J:  Let’s see the others 

L:  I think Miss Langland is a maybe, a wannabe. 

J:  She doesn’t need. 20 

L:  Yeh. 

J:  Tim Brodie er well 

L:  He’s just the son of the gardener [ˈɡɑ:rtənər], but er but er Moultons liked her  

J:  Him–him 
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L:  Yes him 25 

J:  And he’s got talent I think so he wants to study and that’s a good thing erm because er 
well…. 

L:  But probably he will die in a motorbike accident. 

J:  Yeh he will die but er maybe he–he won’t, and lots of girlfriends, it’s–it’s not a problem 
for me 30 

L:  (laughing) But–but not very honest [ˈhɑ:nest], it’s not good, but also… 

J:  But he’s got talent so… 

L:  Yeh, Yeh, maybe–maybe he has to learn [J: Yeh.] – to study. 

J:  He knows languages so that’s, I think he’s–he’s still one of the …  arri- … he’s a maybe … 

L:  OK, he’s an option 35 

J:  Yeh, an option 

L:  She’s penniless. She’s definitely wrong. So I don’t think so. 

J:  She refuses 

L:  She’s lying! 

J:  So I think she’s out. Jane, you’re out. 40 

L:  Yeh, the local orphanage the money will go into the pockets. I don’t know. 

J:  At first glance it seems nice 

L:  It will probably go into the pockets and that’s not good 

J:  So I think the orphans are out 

L:  Because of the … 45 

J:  Tim Brodie and Miss Langland 

L:  Miss Langland is 40 years old 

J:  Maybe they can half the money 

L:  The others think Miss Langland have 

J:  I think it’s important to help young men to study and I vote for Tim Brodie. 50 

L:  He can change and be honest 

J:  Lots of girlfriends, it’s a good thing, I think. I want lots of girlfriends. 

L:  Yeh, yeh, he can support study to go abroad 

J:  He wants to  

L:  And maybe he will change the world one day 55 

J:  Tim Brodie won.  

L:  Tim Brodie’s the winner. 

J:  Yeh.
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Data file 4: Detti (D) and Kinga (K) (Time: 5:48) 

D:  So er Basil [bæzi:l] Katz. Katz. Well … 

K:  If he’s er … He? Or she? I don’t know. 

D:  OK (as if to suggest they should simply move on) 

K:  If he’s not er hard-working, I think it’s er… 

D:  That’s a point. If he’s not hard-working, so he … he or she … 5 

K:  … in a law school hát ez it’s a necessary … 

D:  Maybe he’s brilliant, but he’s not deserve that opportunity because ... 

K:  Yeh. Yeh. Yeh. 

D:  Carole Anderson. 

K:  Well, she’s so little maybe and shy. Well, I don’t know. Er I’m sure she–she would er do 10 
this till the end … does–does this Yeh does (laughs)  

K:  I don’t think so because, as far as I can see, he or she (shared laughter) would do it for 
nothing because she want to be wife, to have children and er [D: Actually, Yeh.] she 
wouldn’t be a lawyer. She–it would–it would be just a waste. 

D:  Yeh, maybe, actually, and if she marries the doctor she will have a good life so… 15 

K:  And his–his [hi:z] husband will be the boss. 

D:  Yeh, maybe. 

K:  He will not allow [əˈləʊ] her to do what … 

D:  And actually I think that a shy people cannot be a lawyer because you have to speak a 
lot [K: Yeh] so … and Daphne Braun well hoo-hoo she has a mental breakdown, using 20 
marijuana, not the best. 

K:  Erm, in my view, she doesn’t deserve that possibility because he had er she had a 
mental breakdown and [D: Yeh, she’s not so…] she’s not able to [D: Yeh.] do this task. 

(inaudible) 

K:  … it would be a highlight for her life but I don’t know if she use it well … uses it well. 25 

(becomes inaudible)

 

Data file 5: Zoli (Z) and Márk (M) (Time: 10:30) 

Z:  OK first let’s check the pros and the cons. All right, with the first. First one here’s (reads) 
‘Lord Moulton’s widowed cousin.’ Well he’s eh oh no Lady. She’s a Lady (laughs), so a 
relative to Lord Moulton. So that’s pro. (Writes it down as he says it) ‘Related… to… 
this… guy’. All right oh she’s 66 year’s old, she’s pretty old. I don’t know if it’s a pro or a 
con.  5 

M:  Probably she would like some ...? 
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Z:  Well this is true. (laughs) All right it would be a con. (Reads on) ‘living alone in a small 
village in comfortable but not luxurious circumstances.’ Well, I think that’s that’s that’s 
common. No you don’t have to be in–live in luxury so that’s no problem. Write it down. 
‘The money would enable her to hire a nurse …, travel, move into pleasanter 10 
surroundings.’ Well I would like to travel a lot and move to pleasanter surroundings, but 
I don’t have such I don’t know uncle not it’s cousin. So that’s a con. ‘She has no 
immediate family, is not very popular in her neighbourhood.’ Well I guess there’s a 
reason why she is so popular, so that would be a con. Not so popular. No don’t have any 
family. Don’t have any. All right. ‘Has not been on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for 15 
years, following a quarrel.’ That’s absolutely a con, so. She’s a icy woman. All right so I 
guess it would be one of the worst examples, so I put an extra star here. She’s a bad 
person. ‘Miss Langland. The nurse who attended Lord Moulton for the last four years of 
his life.’ Well, she’s just an employee, so I guess  

M:  She was the one who took care of him. 20 

Z:  Yes because that was her job.  

M:  But we could leave some question.  

Z:  All right. I’ll write her down: ‘paid … at-ten-tion.’ ‘48 years old, loves her work and is 
professionally very able. Was very well paid by Lord Moulton, and her savings will enable 
her to take a long holiday before taking up another similar post. An affectionate and 25 
loyal attendant, she undoubtedly eased Lord Moulton’s latter years.’ All right then. It 
would probably. She has a chance to get the money. ‘Tim Brodie. The son of Lord 
Moulton’s gardener. Lord Moulton took a liking to him, paid for his education and took a 
constant interest in his welfare.’ All right, I guess this guy really liked this boy. I write it 
as a pro. That’s in my opinion. ‘Tim, who has a flair for languages, desperately wants to 30 
study abroad, but has no money so will have to get a job and save if he can.’ If he can. 
Em that’s a pro. I write it here. ‘An attractive and popular young man, drives a 
motorbike much too fast, lots of girlfriends, not very honest.’ So he’s just a young 
person. It’s not a con. Every young man is like that. It’s not a problem for me. ‘Jane 
Smith. A penniless young unmarried woman with a small baby who has recently 35 
appeared on the scene claiming to be Lord Moulton’s daughter. Has a letter which 
appears to be in Lord Moulton’s writing and signed by him, addressed to her mother 
(now dead) admitting paternity and proposing marriage. Refuses to give any further 
details of her past life, and has no references.’ Well I could say that I’m the son of this 
Lord Moulton as well, so she’s a liar. (Writes it down) She’s – just – a – liar. Probably. Of 40 
course I’m not sure It’s just my opinion. All right then. ‘The local orphanage. A charity.’ 
It’s a good idea to spend your money, so ‘receives no help from the State.’ That’s a pro. 
The cruel State. So evil. (Writes it down) receives – no – help – from – the – State. All 
right.  

M:  (inaudible) 45 

Z:  ‘It has occasionally received donations from Lord Moulton.’ Well this good Lord Moulton 
already give donations to this orphanage in his life, so it’s a pro.  

M:  Yeh. 

Z:  All right. (Writes it down) Already – gave – donations. Donations. All right then. (reads) 
‘However. However, it is badly run, and there is a possibility that much of the money 50 
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might find its way into the pockets of officials rather than being used for the orphans.’ 
That’s a bad thing. That’s a con. Corruption. Yeh, corruption. Bad. Em. There’s no other 
(inaudible) so it would be my idea to give the money to the orphans. Do you have any 
idea. 

M:  Maybe I would give it to Miss Langland. Or to Tim Bro-die [dai]. 55 

Z:  To who?! To Tim. Tim Brodie [i:]. If you give it to Brodie you have one person, but if you 
give it to the local orphanage you have dozens or even hundreds of persons. I think it’s 
much better, even corruption… 

M:  Yeh, but. 

Z:  I know I know corruption is bad but if you can find some other new executive directors 60 
for this orphanage they could (inaudible) corruption the money could be (inaudible) Any 
other ideas? 

M:  if you (inaudible) the chiefs of it 

Z:  p p p p p but if you put someone away who’s corrupt usually you find someone who’s 
not 65 

M: helpful. 

Z:  in my opinion the local orphanage. (Writes it down) Ma-ny guys. Children with no 
parents. They’re naturally poor. And it’s a charity a charity so that’s the right idea the 
best idea in my opinion. 

M:  well you told me so let’s stick to the orphanage 70 

Z:  I’m lucky there’s no seventh-sixth opinion. They could give the money to me. Well if 
we’re done we’re done. 

M:  Right.

 

Data file 6: Dénes (D) and Feri (F) (Time: 6:51) 

D:  What do you think about … Lady Searle [ʃər-li:]? Should he inherit should–she inherit the 
money? 

F:  I think she should because er er she’s been alone and er she’s old and er she was er ill so 
she er may be now not and…  

D:  Yeh but she lives in comfortable circumstances and she she’s not really in the need of all 5 
that money. 

D:  She’s old and she might die soon, then … the money … would be wasted … on her. 

F:  And what about Miss Langland? 

D:  Miss Langland? She … looks to be a … suitable … candidate for the inheritance. … She … 
took care of … Lord … Moulton [mu:l-] for years. 10 

F:  But she wants to go go on a holiday and er waits the money for it. So it was a useful 
thing to go on a holiday. 

D:  Yeh you’re right. She’ll probably find another good job with a … wealthy man. 
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F:  Tim Brodie? 

D:  Tim Brodie is young and he needs education [edu:-], but he’s not a honest person and 15 

F:  And and (quoting the text) ‘he drives a motorbike much too fast’. 

D:  He might … waste all the money … on his girlfriends. 

F:  Jane Smith… [D: Jane] she needs the money because she has a baby.  

D:  Yes, but it’s very suspicious that she appeared right when the old man died [F: Yes?] and 
claims to have his daughter, but it might be untrue. (long pause) The letter might be a 20 
fake. 

D:  The local orphanage is in need of money, but the leaders might take the money for 
themselves and not turn it to the orphans. 

F:  So what would be the best solution? (long pause) I don’t know. 

D:  Should we consider to give the money to Miss erm Miss Searle [sər-li:] ‘cause she is the 25 
only relative real relative of the old man? 

F:  Yes. 

D:  That might be the best solution. 

F:  But I think Lord Moulton er wouldn’t er give her the money because of the quarrel. 

D:  Yes, but the quarrel might not be very important. It might be some small thing that they 30 
quarrel about. 

F:  I think it wasn’t a small thing because they were quarrelling for years. 

D:  That might be true. Then I think the most suitable would be the young man, Tim Brodie, 
‘cause he is the youngest. 

F:  But he will wait a long time (laughs). I think we should gave the money over Jane Smith 35 
because of the good (inaudible). 

D:  The money to Jane Smith. The child might be really Lord Moulton’s [mu:l-] daughter so 
she might as well the one. 

D:  Leállitsam? (turns off the audio recorder) 

F:  Uh-huh.40 

 

Data file 7: Gábor (G), Kati (K) and Szabina (S) (Time: 6:23) 

K:  I wouldn’t get the money to this lady, the first one, the cousin of the man. He vagyis 
she’s really, really old, like 66, and she will die in the near future and she doesn’t have  

G:  She’s gonna need money for medicine. 

K:  (Ignoring his point.) Yes, [G: Yes (laughs).] because she’s the only living relative and they 
were in a (pauses) I don’t know… They didn’t have a good relationship so probably the 5 
man wouldn’t give the money to that woman. I think there’s no reason to give money to 
that woman. 

G:  But she’s a lady so she needs a lot of money, a lot of shoes (emphasis). 
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K:  But no [G laughs] she has the money because she’s living in comfortable circumstances. 
She has a normal life and she can afford everything what she needs.  10 

S:  (pause) But er 

G:  Well, she’s out. 

K:  Yeh, she’s out. 

S:  What about the nurse? 

K:  (pause) She is old. 15 

G:  No, she’s not old (laughs). 

K:  Not as old as this one. 

G:  Yeh (laughs). 

K:  But er I (emphasis) wouldn’t give the money to this woman because erm yes, she was 
really kind to Mister I mean Lord I-don’t-know-who, but (with emphasis) she was kind 20 
because she got the money. 

G:  But that’s her job. 

K:  Yeh, that’s her job. 

G:  I mean she’s just kind because that’s how they got the money.  

K:  Yeh that’s true, but then why would she got the million? 25 

G:  I don’t know. 

K:  I don’t know. 

G:  Maybe she could find a–a (pause) health care centre, I don’t know. 

K:  Oh. 

G:  (slightly mocking) But she’s kind, you know that. 30 

(inaudible)  

G:  (laughter) Yes, yes, of course, but she was nice because of the money and maybe she–
she hated this Lord I-don’t-know-who, in fact, but she was smiling because of the 
(pause) payment. 

(inaudible) 35 

G:  OK.  

K:  Yeh. (To S) You? No? OK. 

S:  (inaudible) the gardener.  

K:  But he has an opportunity which are like he wants to go abroad and study. Maybe he 
can, he could get the money, he would start a new life, and would became, become a I 40 
don’t know 

G:  he will study. 
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K:  somebody. [G: (laughs) (inaudible) is that with you, you steal money?] maybe he will 
study and er [G: And now?] he will become a legal [G: No way, but I will] part of the 
society and he can give 45 

S:  He’s young and he has (pause) future (inaudible) and maybe there is (inaudible) from 
the government [gu:v-] and he pay for his education and erm 

K:  Yes maybe that lord will give the money to him because er he paid the education, he 
loves that boy. 

G:  He’s the son of the gardener. 50 

K:  OK, but maybe once in the future when he–he has the I-don’t-know-what–the 
lehetőség–the possibility to learn to study he will become a good part of the society. 

S:  (inaudible) 

G:  Jane Smith. What? But she’s  

K:  She’s the girl who is the daughter of the man, but not officially. 55 

G:  Not officially (laughter). OK. 

K:  And what? (reading) She had a small baby. 

G:  So she needs the money. 

K:  Yes she needs (emphasis) the money, but she (pause) started caring about the father 
after his death. 60 

S:  I think she can get the money. 

K:  I would give the money to the orphanage, but there’s no point because it’s badly run. 
(reading) There’s the possibility that much of the money would find its way into the 
pockets of officials. 

G:  There’s no mind.  65 

(inaudible) 

G:  To the baby. 

K:  But not the baby, to the mother.  

G:  Well, I would make a (pause) 

K:  Maybe the mother would get the money and er the baby wouldn’t get anything, the 70 
grandchild. And maybe she’s not even the daughter. She just says that she’s the 
daughter. 

S:  (inaudible)  

K:  Yeh yeh ‘admitting paternity’. Well, OK, I would give the money to Tim Brodie if he was 
honest but he’s not. So I 75 

G:  But do you want to be one of his girlfriends? 

K:  Of course. But OK somebody can have lots of girlfriends and that doesn’t mean that he’s 
a bad person, I think. 

G:  I pick the baby. 
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K:  OK.  80 

G:  I don’t care. 

K:  And I don’t pick any of them because I don’t like them. There is–there is always 
something that tells that: Don’t give the money to that person. 

G:  Hoppá. (inaudible) gonna get the money. 

K:  She will (emphasis) get the money. 85 

G:  I don’t want to talk about it. 

K:  Hany perc? 

G:  Six. Enough. OK.

 

Data file 8: Gréti (G) and Hanna (H) (Time: 7:28) 

G: (sighs) Fine. Which one do you think deserves the money? 

H: I think Miss Langland er is the one er who should get the money. 

G: I think it’s erm I think. Yes right so I think it’s Lady Searle [si:rl] because she was the 
widow’s cousin, so whatever. 

H: But they haven’t been speaking. They haven’t been on er speaking terms. (picking up 5 
from expression used in text) 

G: That’s right. But maybe the quarrel [kwerel], we don’t know the exact reasons behind 
the quarrel so maybe it was because Lord Moulton [mau:lton] was not a nice person and 
was extremely mean to [tju:] Lady Searle [si:rl]… 

H: (interrupting) You don’t know that. 10 

G: (picking up) And you don’t know that either that she was not a nice person so the same 
reason stands for you. You don’t know how she was like [H: OK], so you don’t know if 
she, you know, OK. [H: Oh, OK.] So why do you think Miss Langland is the… 

H: Well, I think Miss Langland is the one who should get the money because er (pause) she 
took care of Lord Moulton and she’s 48 and because she’s a nurse she doesn’t have 15 
enough–she doesn’t have enough money and he was with him for four years or I don’t 
know… 

G: (interrupts) Yeh, but it says here that [H: …the ‘last years’…] it says here that her savings 
are very good and it will you know let her have a long holiday therefore she has a lot of 
money (stress on has instead of does have). She was well-paid by Lord Moulton. 20 

H: (interrupting) Yes but she was the only one who took care of him. 

G: I know but she’s only 48. She can you know do another job, while [H: Yeh well] Lady 
Searle [si:rle] is like… 

H: (interrupting) … er Lady Searle [si:rl] is 66 she so–so she’s old enough and you can bury 
[bəri:] her then–you can bury [bəri:] her now. 25 



 

359 
 

G: (laughing) Well, she’s not dead yet. You can’t bury [bəri:] her if she’s not dead. (both 
laugh) OK, fine. You can’t bury her. I know hate her because she’s old and whatever 
maybe she’s wrinkled. 

H: Well she’s old and why should she get the money? 

G: Well you know it’s the law she was ‘a relative and you know it says here that she’s not 30 
very popular in her neighbourhood maybe the neighbourhood is full of ghetto people 
and they look down on her [H: Maybe she’s awesome.] Yeh, maybe she’s awesome and 
right, and maybe Miss Langland was only nice to Lord whatever Lord Moulton because 
she wanted his money. Did you ever think about that? Maybe she’s a gold-digger. 
(Laughs) 35 

H: Hmm well. 

G: Well we can agree on that Tim Brodie, Jane Smith and the local orphanage should not 
get the money. 

H: Yeh it says Tim Brodie, the son of Lord Moulton’s gardener (dismissive emphasis on last 
word). 40 

G: Yeh, whatever, and did you see that he had lots of girlfriends and not very honest. He 
does not deserve the money. He said he wanted to go to Europe but I bet that was a lie. 
I think he wanted to go to Europe so he could get together with girls. And that’s what he 
should have–it’s like he would have spent the money on girls, which is just horrible. [H: 
Disgusting.] Disgusting (singing it). I hate people like that. 45 

H: Little SOB. 

G: Let’s start a Facebook group. We hate Tim Brodie. (Laughing) Right, moving on. 

H: OK, what about Jane … Smith? 

G: (interrupting) Jane Smith. I have like various feelings about Jane Smith ‘cause on one 
hand I do believe her story on the other hand why wouldn’t she like give any details 50 
about her past life, you know? [G: Yeh, I don’t believe her because…] I’m sceptical, very 
sceptical. 

H: …I don’t think she’s his daughter … 

G: Yeh, because she had like probably 30 years to claim that you know like hi Lord Moulton 
I’m your daughter. Why didn’t she do so? 55 

H: I don’t know 

G: Because you know Lord Moulton was you know wealthy so…. We’re sceptical about 
Jane. What do you think about the local orphanage? 

H: Yeh er it’s kind of sad that the orphans couldn’t get the money [G: Yeh.] because the–
because the other people would put their hands on it so [G: Well if I were…] 60 

G: Do you know what we should do, we should fire everyone at the orphanage… 

H: Can we do that? 

G: Yes, we can do anything we want. Because we’re just. Because we’re awesome. We’re 
above the law. Whatever. So we should get new people to do the orphanage and we 
should give the money to them. What do you think? 65 
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H: Or fire everyone in the local orphanage, hire a–a kinda new staff [G: That’s what I said.] 
– That’s what you said. – but keep the money. 

G: Oh, you’re nasty. [H: But no OK er …] We’ll give the half of the money and keep the 
half… [G: keep 10%] OK good! 

H: OK. Great. 70 

G: Maybe we can get like a new wardrobe from 10%. Good? ‘Cause it’s like 5–5. Deal? 

H: No, I meant give the local orphanage 10%.  

G: (laughs) Oh my God. 

H: OK let’s say erm 30% for the local orphanage 

G: Fine. You know. Let’s do 50–50. That’s only fair. Like think of the children, the dirty 75 
children, [H: OK.] like they knew some, they need some new clothes and you know to 
get the lice out of their heads. 

H: So we should re-write the will 

G: Yeh 

H: Or write the will. 80 

G: Wait, so do we have to decide because we’re like the lawyers of Lord Moulton? Because 
if there–we’re the lawyers we get a lot of money – you know? – for writing the will, you 
know what I mean? 

H: Yes but because we’re the lawyers we knew a lot of loopholes…  

G: Yeh that’s right, so we can you know like get at least 50% ‘cause you know we work hard 85 
we’re lawyers we don’t see our families [H: because we’re awesome and…] Yeh, and we 
don’t see our family ‘cause we’re always working and stuff. 

H: Because of Lord Moulton 

G: Exactly. I hate Lord Moulton. He’s just not a nice person. 

(pause) 90 

G: So Yeh Lady Searle is awesome and everyone’s unfair to her and Miss Langland was the 
only one who took care of Lord Moulton [H: Yeh] OK. [H: Tim Brodie’s whatever…] 
Whatever [H: … the gardener] we hate him. Jane Smith is a gold-digger and she’s a liar 
and the orphanage is just–it’s just not going to work out I’m sorry you’re fired. Not you. 
The local orphanage. 95 

H: OK, so we should keep the money? 

G: No we should give 50% to… you know what, I just had an idea, how about we keep 50% 
and the rest like the–the 50 that was left [H: the other 50, yes] we divide it between 
Lady Sirl and Miss Langland! Right so they get 25–25. 

H: That’s a great idea. 100 

G: That’s so awesome. We’re so awesome. 

H: I know, we’re so awesome. 

G: Yeh. So you get 25, I get 25, Lady Searle [si:rl] gets 20–25 and Miss Langland gets 25. 
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H: Great. [G: Deal?] Closed. 

G: We’re settled. Closed.105 

 

Data file 9: Roli (R) and János (J) (Time: 5:14) 

R: First here is Lady Searle. She’s the widowed cousin and I don’t think she should get the 
money because erm because she has not been on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for 
years so they didn’t have a-a close relationship and they it is said have had a quarrel. 

J: I agree with this because she’s very old she’s 66 years old. She relatively has settled 
down but she isn’t a very pleasant person. Actually she doesn’t really need the money. 5 
Miss Langland, the nurse, er she has been working with Lord Moulton for-for-for years 
erm according to him she would only use the money to go–go on holiday and then go to 
another job so the money wouldn’t be actually well spent  

R: Yes, because she helped Lord Moulton for years so erm from this group of people erm 
she should be the one who gets the money. She erm she earned it actually. 10 

J: Yes, but she has been only working with him for pause 

R: for four years 

J: for four years. 

R: But that’s not a-not a short time. 

J: Yes, but she’ll only spend the money on a long holiday before she takes a similar post so 15 
the money wouldn’t be beneficial for anyone. 

R: I see your point. So she shouldn’t get the money after all. 

J: Well, that’s my opinion. 

R: And then there’s Tim Brodie. He definitely shouldn’t get the money because erm he 
would spend it on women, motorbikes, so that wouldn’t be beneficial either. But, on the 20 
other hand, Lord Moulton took a liking to him before his death so maybe if it was Lord 
Moulton he would decide to erm to give his money to Tim Brody.  

J: Yes he’s er he wants to study. That’s a-that’s a good thing. On the other hand, he has a 
he has a playboy attitude so if he gets the money there’s a danger he will spend it all on 
one place erm but he’s talented he likes languages and perhaps he’ll use the money or a 25 
portion of it to study and go to (inaudible) higher education. 

R: So next. 

J: Yeh, Jane Smith. She claims to be Lord Moulton’s daughter. And she only has a letter 
from Lord Moulton and signed by Lord Moulton that addresses to her mother now dead 
of course the mother and this is very questionable because she refuses to answer any 30 
questions referring to this but also she is penniless and unmarried so it might go to 
charity even if she’s not the daughter of Lord Moulton.  

R: But the evidence could be fake. So an expert should be (pause). 

J: hired 



 

362 
 

R: hired yes to prove that she is the daughter of late Lord Moulton and it is erm debatable 35 
that should she get the money. I don’t agree that she should get it. 

J: Yes but if you look at the other candidates (inaudible) untrustworthy. 

R: (inaudible) 

J: The officials are very untrustworthy, trust-wor-thy. If I could choose, I would give it to 
the orphanage or on a person who would spend it on the orphans not on himself.  40 

R: For me if I could choose that would be Miss Langland or the orphans I just can’t decide. 

J: I think Miss Langland if she heard [hi:rd] the money would go to orphans she should be 
happy about it. If it would go to her of course she would be happy because she would go 
on a large holiday and er yes she would probably make good memories from that 
holiday and she would go to another job similar post and if it goes to the orphanage the 45 
orphanage can improve in many ways and they need the money very much because 
they’re very low on funds so I think it would go to a better place at the orphanage. 

R: I think of the money as a salary for Miss Langland because she er er helped a lot in the 
last years of Moulton and er she eased his pain so maybe she would really deserve it but 
er but er the orphanage could of course use it for better cases. 50 

J: Better uses. 

R: Yes.  

J: I think the money should go to the orphanage.

 

Data file 10: Paulina (P) and Csenge (C) (Time: 4:16) 

P: So I think that erm Tim Brodie er should get er the er the money erm as he’s erm young 
and er and er Lord er Moulton like him and he he er gave him money so I think er he 
desire it. 

C: Yeh but I think he’s only the son of an employee so you know the son of a gardener so 
it’s kind of strange that er he would get the money. 5 

P: OK so what do you think who should get the money?  

C: I think Jane Smith should get the money because er she has a letter which might be 
official and actually legal so er so er er if it’s legal she should get the money because she 
has a right to inherit from er Lord Moulton. 

P: But we don’t know that if it’s legal or not so maybe er she has just written it to get the 10 
money and she she has just in- she has just appeared–appeared erm. 

C: Yeh she has no references but er still she has a toddler a really small baby and she needs 
the money and er if the letter is right then she’s the daughter of Lord Moulton. 

P: But er I think er Tim Brodie the money is in a better place that’s Tim Brodie because er 
he wants to study abroad and he could er build up a very good career er maybe abroad 15 
and then he could have lots of children so. 

C: Well yeh Tim Brodie could have his own career and children but Jane Smith could lose 
her own child because I don’t know by hunger or something like that (laughter). OK, eh 
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what about the other competitors [-ti:ters]? What about with Miss Langland? Do you 
think she could get the money? 20 

P: Just a second (reviews the page). 

C: Actually, she looked after Lord Moulton. 

P: Yeh, but eh Lord Moulton eh gave her money so er she could she can go to an own 
holiday and she’s not very young so I think that the money er so we should give the 
money to somebody who is er young and can get used to can use it not just for a 25 
holiday. 

C: Yes, but don’t you think that if Lord Moulton has already gave her money given her 
money maybe he er he would er name Miss Langland as his er heri-tage (intonation on 
last syllable suggesting questioning). 

P: Er but er Tim Brodie get also money from Lord Moulton so he could even get the money. 30 

C: Yeh of course (laughter) I don’t know. (long pause) I don’t know. OK, maybe Tim Brodie 
could get the money but it’s still strange to er for a gardener’s son to be… 

P: I think that everybody is strange. 

C: Actually yes (laughter). Yeh. 

P: Lord Moulton should have written a (pause) paper… 35 

C: Yes he should write a will.  

P: Yes.  

C: OK, Tim Brodie gets the money. 

P: All right. 

C: OK (laughter)40 

 

Data file 11: Tóni (T) and Román (R) (Time: 4:48) 

T: So what do you believe would Lady Searle deserve Lady Moulton’s inheritance? 

R: I think not. She’s too old and she’s often ill and I think he she doesn’t have to has to 
became the money 

T: I guess they have quite bad relationship between each other because the text says they 
had a quarrel they haven’t speak to each other so I guess that a woman at this age 5 
wouldn’t deserve any kind of heritage because because she just won’t live for long 
anymore and I think that…  

R: I agree with you. 

T: What about Miss Langland, the nurse who attended Lord Moulton? 

R: Oh, I–it can be because she likes work and she’s not too old and she’s well already. 10 

T: Yes, I suppose because she treated well Lord Moulton and he was affectionate and loyal 
to him – she was affectionate and loyal to him – in his last years. I guess she could be the 
one who will get the money because she deserves it and yes she made–she made some 
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things to get it so it’s not just–it’s just a waste of money, but it will go to–it will go to a 
person who works for it. What about Tim Brodie? 15 

R: He’s a very educated man but he likes parties girls and he’s not very honest so I think he 
doesn’t have to get the money 

T: I guess he’s too extravagant [R: yes] and too casual so my opinion is that I wouldn’t vote 
him for getting the money so let’s move on to Jane Smith penniless young unmarried 
woman with a small baby. 20 

R: I think she can get the money because she needs it 

T: And apparently she’s the daughter of Lord Moulton And the rightful heir of Mr Moulton 
of course the writing of this letter may be faked or something like that but be positive  

R: What do you think about the local orphanage? 

T: As the text says, the money that goes to that may go to bureaucrats, politicians and 25 
people who would get it for nothing I would vote against them 

R: I think the same that you said so 

T: So what’s our conclusion? 

R: Miss Langland or Jane Smith? 

T: I vote for Jane Smith 30 

R: Me too. 

T: So we have an accord: Jane Smith will get the heritage.

 

Data file 12: Anna (A) and Matyi (M) (Time: 9:45) 

A: Albert Smith. 

M: OK, so let’s–let’s discuss the first one. 

A: Pros maybe. H–he’s hard-working … 

M: Yeh 

A: … married with three children. 5 

M: (writing it down) So he has a family background. (long silence as he writes) Cons maybe 
that he hasn’t got anything to do with law school, I mean before he attended this 
scholarship. So … he’s just a taxi driver, we can say. (Writes it down.) 

A: He hasn’t got a good qualification for law school. (More silence as it is being written 
down.) 10 

M: He’s very hard-working. That’s a pro. (Writing.) Er what about Basil Katz? He’s young… 

A: Yeh. 

M: … he has brilliant [bril-li:-ænt] talent, but he’s not very hard-working. So that’s a con. 
(More writing.) 

A: Mm-hmm. (pause) Con maybe that he has taken part in violent demonstrations… 15 
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M: Yeh. 

A: … and he has been in prison also. 

M: That is (inaudible) a negative thing.  

A: And lots of girlfriends (laughing). 

M: That’s not necessarily a negative thing, but…. 20 

A: But another thing that is negative is that he treated them badly. 

M: Yeh. (Writing.) And er he has also quite (inaudible) dreams that he’s going to become a 
singer [ˈsɪŋgər] in a band or … it’s gonna be his other choice if he can’t make the 
scholarship so…. he pretty much has a B plan for–for this. 

A: Yeh. 25 

M: So maybe it’s not that important for him. (Writing.) 

A: Mm-hm. 

M: I don’t really see a lot of positive things about this guy. 

A: I don’t either (laughing). 

M: (laughing) OK so Carole. Twenty. 30 

A: He’s the most sympathetic to me. 

A: Oh… 

M: She. 

M: …but he’s rather naïve and easily influenced, but… 

A: Attractive girl (laughs). 35 

M: What?  

A: An attractive girl is (inaudible) (laughs). 

M: (laughing) I don’t see how that affects anything related to law school, but… it’s definitely 
a good thing. Erm he has–he also has–she also has a good family background. She 
doesn’t have er children but she has a fiancé and her fiancé also wants her to finish er 40 
school before settling down. 

A: Ambitious. 

M: Yeh, so she’s ambitious (writing). 

A: She wants to be married and have children. 

M: Yeh. 45 

A: So maybe not with her career… 

M: And her parents–her parents maybe can’t afford to pay, so … it’s pretty much her only 
chance to … get into this. 

A: What are the cons? 

M: Maybe that she is easily influenced. That is not so good for a lawyer, but … 50 
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A: Yeh. 

M: … she can work–work this out later (writing then reads) Da-Daphne … Braun … 21 … 
single … and her family … or his? Is that a boy or a girl? (he laughs) Daphne Braun? 

A: (laughing) I think he’s a–she’s girl. 

M: (asking teacher) Can we have a … question? 55 

A: Daphne is a … [T: girl] girl. 

M: A girl. Cool. [A laughs.] Good to know. Erm. 

A: (reading) … the daughter… 

M: Yeh, the daughter, yeh (laughs). So she also has a good family background for a lawyer 
because … 60 

A: She’s ambitious. 

M: She’s ambitious, and her parents and grandparents are also lawyers (writes). 

A: Mm-hm. 

M: Am-bi-tious (writing). He has pretty good results, but sh–she had a mental breakdown 
and ended up being in a hospital for three months. But she’s made a full recovery. 65 

A: And the other con is that … being in … (inaudible) 

M: (writing) men-tal break-down. And her parents also can’t finance [ˈfi:nænts] her studies 
despite the fact that they are all lawyers. So it’s pretty awkward. … Maybe they’re not 
that good lawyers. 

A: (laughs) 70 

M: They should find another career [ˈkæriər] for their daughter. 

A: She’s aggressive [ˈagressiv]. 

M: And quick-tempered, which is maybe not a negative thing for a lawyer … 

A: (inaudible) 

M: A lawyer has to be er quickly reacting to things. She has to be on the spot. OK. OK. Er 75 
Edward Mbaka has been in the army, which is I don’t know (laughs) if this is a negative 
or a positive thing. 

A: (laughs) 

M: But… 

A: Absolutely negative that he is divorced. 80 

M: Yeh (writing). 

A: Has no family. 

M: The marriage didn’t work out too well, but he’s highly motivated (writing) and maybe he 
wants to go to politics. And he says he wants this course more than anything and this 
scholarship is also his only chance of getting it and, but… 85 

A: But he was also guilty of accept-ting bribes. 
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M: But as the teacher said that maybe in Africa they look at bribery in a–in a different way. 

A: Bribery is bribery, I think. 

M: Yeh of course. OK so bribery is of course a negative thing. (writing) And his … 

A: Charming personality. 90 

M: (inaudible) 

A: He’s a good speaker. 

M: His roots are important for him, we can say. He doesn’t deny his African … nationality 
(writing). 

A: Mm-hm. 95 

M: Well the most er … Well for me Carole Anderson is one of the most attractive one, and I 
also consider Albert Smith because he’s just a taxi driver who wants to I don’t know fulfil 
his dreams in becoming a lawyer and he’s just gonna go back to taxi driving if he fails. … 
He has a family background. He’s hard-working. He’s not that talented but–but–but he 
wants to do it. If he’s working hard enough, then he can do it. 100 

A: Yeh. 

M: Who–who’s your favourite one? 

A: My favourite is Carole Anderson also. 

M: And she has to work on not being so pliable… 

A: Yeh 105 

M: … on being strong with his opinions and supporting them carefully. I think we can agree 
on Carole. …  

A: Yeh. 

M: Congratulations, you have won the scholarship.

 

Data file 13: Norbi (N) and Áron (Á) (Time: 13:46) 

N: So (laughs).  

Á: Yeh. 

N: Of course. At first, let’s er make it clear that what are the characteristics of a–of a good 
lawyer, so they are–would like to be lawyers. What are the good characteristics of the 
lawyer? 5 

Á: Er yeh er erm mmm 

N: For example that er erm 

Z: (referring to one of the candidates) She’s a good friend, for example, but it’s not good … 
she’s … mediocre [me-] …  

(Talking over each other.)  10 
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N: No no not we are not talking about her. We just er first … at common er er just let it 
clear that what are the good characteristics of a lawyer. 

Á: OK good good good OK OK. 

N: So what is–what is a lawyer about? So–so it’s–it’s not a bad thing if you know the law…. 
[Á: OK OK OK.] First point that to know the law. (Writes it down) … the … law … well …. 15 
So. And maybe to know your a er–what is the person your–the people whose life who 
are–you are against or you defend. So if you are a lawyer, then you have to know the–
about the person who are you are against or–or you defend er that person. Do you 
know what I mean? 

Á: No er so er. 20 

N: So a lawyer is a so-called ügyvéd 

Á: Yeh, OK. 

N: … and er … their–their job is to … defend someone or speak against someone er in front 
of the–the jury [ʒu-ri:]. 

Á: Yeh. Yeh. 25 

N: So you have to know er the person you are with and you are against. 

Á: Yeh. 

N: So that who is it and er er to make your notes and make your er speech with … in er in er 
with the aim of er I don’t know so you have to know the persons that you are against 
and you are defend. So not–not the jury maybe have a question about your er 30 
defendant or I don’t know what is maybe so he questions that if he married or not and if 
you don’t know that he’s married or not then how–how would you like to defend him 
maybe from other questions? 

Á: Mm-hm. 

N: So you have to know the persons you are defend or against to have the right questions 35 
and the right speech in during the–during the jury [ʒu-ri:]. 

Á: Mm-hm, mm-hm. 

N: So you have to be er open to the persons. You have to be a good er a good sense of er 
knowing others. It’s a good point. 

Á: Mm-hmm 40 

N: Or er you have to be hard-working to–to s–study or to learn the law. 

Á: OK. That is the first point, er and er (starts reading) 

N: So what are–where can we find these abilities? Albert Smith. (Reading) ‘not outstanding 
natural ability but very hard-working’. He’s hard-working. That’s a good–that’s a good 
point. 45 

Á: Yes, hard-working. 

N: (reading) ‘Married with three children; until now a taxi driver.’ Oh he doesn’t have really 
a–a background, so… ‘family background’, ‘a good impression, but seems a little 
nervous’ erm ‘at the whole idea of law school and the effects his new career might have 
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on his social life and family.’ Hm. If you are nervous as a–as a lawyer, it’s–it’s not a–not a 50 
good point. So if you–if you are nervous, that  means that are not you don’t have 
enough er self-confidence and … [Á: Yes yes OK.] … and if you don’t have enough self-
confidence that’s not a bad–not a good point. 

(Talking over each other.) 

Á: So wife and family is er  55 

(Talking over each other.) 

N: …as a lawyer it’s hard to have a family and to work as a lawyer and study, so at this age, I 
think you should be with your family more, with your children. 

Á: (trying to get a word in edgewise) Yes but … I–I experienced er er my er ex-girlfriend has 
a father er lawyer and er er he hadn’t got a time for–for er er his wife his er … 60 

N: Yes, so it’s a bad point too, so I think and in the text he doesn’t have a–he doesn’t really 
have a preliminary [pre-] sketch. [Á: Yes yes] So I think he–he won’t get the scholarship, I 
think. … Basil Katz. He’s young. It’s a good point. Nowadays it’s a good point if you’re 
young.  

Á: Yes yes. 65 

N: (reading) ‘…brilliant, not very hard-working.’ But maybe he could–she could … I wasn’t 
very hard-working before the university and now I’m hard–hard-working. ‘Not very 
hard-working’, but ‘brilliant’….er ‘likeable…of left-wing sympathies….’ Ohh. ‘…has taken 
part in some more or less…’ And he has a prius [ˈprai:əs]. She–she or Basil I don’t know if 
she or her … 70 

Á: I think it’s more interesting (talking over each other) – don’t think that it’s a problem if 
he has been in demonstrations … 

N: It’s a point, but he has been in prison so he has a prius [ˈprai:əs] [Á: Yes yes]  … as a 
lawyer it’s not a good point er but brilliant. I really don’t know. I think it’s a question 
mark. … Carole Anderson. (reading) ‘quiet, attractive girl’. Quiet. You have to be self-75 
confident and er …  responsibility, this is a good point. If you’re responsible. But yes er 
she’s–she’s pliable, and if you are–if you are a lawyer you cannot be pliable, you cannot 
change your mind during the … you have to be … you have to er stick to your opinion, 
you have to, you cannot be pliable, during–during a sentence or something. 

Á: Mm-hm. 80 

N: Like, just like that’s why I don’t like Edward [-ward] Mbaka, or I don’t know, he once he 
accepted bribes. That’s mean that he could do it [Á: What?] once more. Accepted bribes. 
Edward [-ward] Mbaka. Accepted bribes. 

Á: Yeh yeh yes 

N: ... so he might could do it so it–he’s not... 85 

Á: Yes. 

N: ... not... he’s pliable too but in a different way so I–that’s why I don’t like Edward [-ward] 
Mbaka. (reading) ‘highly motivated’. Yeh but let’s back to–let’s back to. 

Á: But it was once. 
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N: Oh and Carole and the other thing that Carole has to be at home er after he’s settled 90 
down–after she’s settled down [Á: Yes yes yes] she’s er her er fiancé said that. So he 
cannot work as a lawyer [Á: Mm-hm] she cannot work as a, so why now? … The other. 
Daphne Braun. Young. That’s good. Single, but good. ‘…daughter and granddaughter of 
lawyers,’ that’s good too because if she has a question they can help her. And … [Á: Yes.] 
maybe if they are good lawyers, then er Daphne Braun has a name, then maybe she has 95 
a name, a good name [Á: Yes yes.] in–in–in this–in this career.  … (reading) ‘academic 
record erratic’ … 

Á: … W–what’s that? (reading) ‘enthusiastically Women’s Lib’ [en ˈtu: e zi: ˈæs tikəli: ˈwu 
mən ˈlai:b]. 

N: It’s er a kind of feminism, but er that could be–can be good. 100 

Á: Ah OK OK. 

N: That can be good. (reading) ‘Academic record erratic, some very good results, some 
mediocre’. For me different good results are good, so that’s good. ‘…mental breakdown 
last year’, that means that maybe she was too hard-working. [Á: Yes.] Maybe he 
learned–she learned from it. (Talking over each other) ‘Fined recently for’, ‘fined 105 
recently for being in possession of marijuana [ˈmari:hiuana], so she’s strong. She fighted 
against the marijuana [ˈmari:hiuana], and she won–won this–this battle. So … 
‘aggressive’. [Á: Yes yes but…] It can be good too because [Á: Yes yes she’s good…] 
during–during the situation er if you are aggressive and you are hard-working … just 
saying your opinion and being this er saying the thing you can be er er it can be good. 110 

Á: Yes but er but er Daphne lives–lives in England or American? The American er lawyer is–
is good ‘aggressive and quick-tempered’ but in Britain… 

N: I don’t know. I think American. 

Á: OK. 

N: So (reading) ‘generous’, ‘good friend’. That means that er she can know his er … not 115 
assistants, but er … I don’t know what is er er er … (to teacher) Can I have a question?  

T: Yes. 

N: What is the ügyfél in English? 

T: Er client. 

N: Client. (Turns to his interlocutor) So–so she can know er her clients to be more–more er 120 
better and, no not more better, better and better, you see? 

Á: Yes yes. 

N: She can find things that can help them… ‘generous,’ maybe she could be a bit cheaper [Z 
laughs] than the others, I don’t know. So now my vote is her… Edward Mbaka has been 
in the army. Army man. ‘Divorced, no family.’ Why is he divorced? [Á: Yeh] Because of 125 
him? Because of her – because of her wife? Ex-wife. We don’t know. ‘Highly motivated’ 
… Politics. 

Á: He hasn’t got … a … child. 

N: … ‘the Army … go into politics’. Hm-hm.  
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Á: Too typical. 130 

N: Good point. Good point. ‘Charming personality, fluent and eloquent speaker. … A citizen 
of this country’…. 

Á: Charming (inaudible)… 

N: He can be a native African, yes? That’s one, maybe a good point. 

Á: OK. I don’t know. 135 

N: For me the most sympathetic is still Daphne. And Basil has a question mark…. So Basil or 
Daphne? What is your point?  

Á: Mmm I think Daphne.  

N: Why? Why not Basil? 

Á: Er she’s very sympatisch (both laugh) and er er 140 

N: Basil is hard-working too. ‘Left-wing sympathies’ is one thing. ‘A likeable personality,’ [Á: 
(inaudible) Oh no my God.] (laughter) 

N: I know it. I know but maybe it’s a true left wing, not some… he has social … [Á: Yes yes 
OK.] You know. I’m afraid of the prius [prai:əs] that he or she I don’t know Basil is a (to 
teacher) a woman or a man. [T: A man.] Basil had a prius [ˈpri:əs] that I’m afraid of 145 
because of violent demon–less violent demonstrations but violent demonstrations. Less 
violent but violent, and he’s so young but has been… [Á: And and ‘lots of girlfriends’] 
Lots of girlfriends but treating [tre-] them badly, has got, he’s treating [tre-] them badly, 
has got a reputation for treating [tre-] them badly. (inaudible) So he’s treating them 
badly. (Talking over each other.) OK so because of the prison and the reputation of 150 
treating the girls badly I think that Daphne will be our contestant. 

T: Which is the best one then? 

N: Daphne. 

T: Daphne Braun. OK. Are you agreed? 

N: Erm yes. 155 

T: All right. Sounds good.

 

Data file 14: Kálmán (K) and Boti (B) (Time: 7:24) 

K: Albert Smith. 

B: Albert Smith. 

K: He’s hard-working 

B: Yes, he’s a hard-working–hard-working man, and maybe he er has abilities to finish a law 
school but er according to this small article, he’s not really talented person, so… er … 5 

K: Why do you say that? 

B: Because er the article mentions that he’s not–‘not of outstanding natural ability’. 

K: Uh-huh. 
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B: So maybe he’s not that kind of intellectual person who … can er finish, or who will, law 
school. 10 

K: But if he’s hard-working, he can learn all these … 

B: (interrupting) … he can–he can–he can learn all these things. He must have worked to er 
… (whispers) Hogy mondjuk azt, hogy eltartani? 

K: Erm … ahem. 

B: …to make an appropriate [ˈæproʊ-] living for his family. And he’s a taxi driver. And er 15 
taxi drivers should work in er–also in the [ði:] morning and in the evening, so er I wonder 
how can he do this. 

K: OK. Erm. Basil Katz….  

B: Basil Katz. 

K: Er that’s the other side of things. He’s brilliant but he’s not very hard-working, so erm … 20 
he has a bad reputation first … 

B: Er in my opinion er these kinds of people like Basil Katz can er do the university because 
if we think – if we consider the situation in Szeged, there are a lot of brilliant people in 
the university who is not really hard-working and finish their studies. But er maybe 
because he’s obsessed [ˈobsest] by these er left-wing sympathies and politics it er gains 25 
much of his energy and er his free time and er if he wants to do that er instead of 
learning it can er endanger his er studies. 

K: Mm-hm. But I–I don’t think you can finish er law–law school just with brilliance. You–
you have to learn a lot and he’s [B: Ah] not the kind of person who … 

B: Yes, we talked about law school, so I forget it. Yes, it’s an–another really hard question. 30 
So (inaudible) tests or whatever. 

K: OK, (dismissively) ah. 

B: Maybe. 

K: Maybe. Carole Anderson. 

B: Carole Anderson. 35 

K: Erm since he’s pliable, I don’t think that’s the kind of person who should go to law 
school. For example if you want to be a lawyer and you are pliable, that’s a really bad 
thing. 

B: Yes yes that’s really bad thing…. [K: Erm] A lawyer–lawyers and er people of course 
shouldn’t be pliable. 40 

K: Yes. 

B: So maybe he–she’s doesn’t the person for that kind of work. 

K: OK, so we got only [B: Carole Anderson.]  

B: Maybe Basil Katz (Talking over each other.) Yes maybe but not really Carole Anderson. 

K: Albert Smith won’t have time for it, I think. 45 
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B: Albert Smith won’t have time–won’t have time and shouldn’t give up his work because 
of his family. Basil Katz is communist. And Carole Anderson 

K: Erm she’s pli–pliable…  

B: She’s pliable. It’s not [K: Let’s go on] really her cup of tea. 

K: Erm Daphne Braun 50 

B: Daphne Braun…. Interesting name…. Yes, er maybe er she’s … is it a male or a female? 

K: It’s a she. 

B: She. It’s a she. (reading) ‘the daughter’ … [K laughs] Maybe law school is not really for 
her because er she seems to be kind of a party-goer or a party face because she’s 
addicted to drugs and so … she I think she would smoke weed instead of learning at the 55 
university. 

K: But he–she’s a women’s lib enthusiast, ambitious, career-minded (Talking over each 
other.) 

B: She’s ambitious but er she’s on the other hand a mediocre [ˈmedikor]–mediocre 
[medi:ˈoʊkor] person. 60 

K: But if she’s career-minded [ˈkæriər] she could work in a school finish a school. 

B: Maybe yes. 

K: And she has–she has lawyers in her family who could help her. 

B: Yes with ‘protection’. ‘quick-tempered’, ‘generous’ [K: But], ‘aggressive’ – it can be good 
in er that job… 65 

K: She would need a job also because her parents cannot finance her [B: Yes yes] so that 
would be a hard thing to work [A cuts him off] 

B: It would be a hard thing but if she could go to the university, aggressive, quick-tempered 
personality is er really an unappropriate [-ˈæproʊ-] form of behaviour to complete this 
er university and be lucky with her job in later life. 70 

K: OK. Edward Mbaka. 

B: Mbaka. … 

K: I–I think he’s the best candidate because he’s really motivated and–and it’s–it’s true that 
he accepted bribes but I–I think he learned from it. 

B: Yes, if he learned from that break, he can be a good candidate for this thing but er if he 75 
actually doesn’t really learn from this of he’s guilty that he accepted bribes er it can be 
really er dangerous in his job because er bribes for – bribery for lawyers at the court 
people at court er is not really good thing … 

K: Erm How could you influence a lawyer with bribes. I don’t understand.  

B: Maybe … I … 80 

K: Because if he wants to be a lawyer then there’s no point in giving him bribes because … 

B: Yes maybe you are right. 

K: So who’s the winner? 
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B: So the winner er … so Albert Smith is not really. Basil Katz not. Carole Anderson [K: 
Carole Anderson absolutely not] absolutely not. Daphne maybe. Maybe we should 85 
choose between Daphne Braun and Edward Mbaka [K: Yes] but I would say that Edward 
Mbaka is the best person [K: Yeh I agree] so we agreed that Edward Mbaka is the 
winner. 

K: OK.

 

Data file 15: Tomi (T) and Judit (J) (Time: 9:27) 

T: Then who’s your choice? 

J: I don’t know. I’m thinking about the first person. Mm of course he’s already well not too 
young but I think that you know he’s hard-working and er and being a taxi driver it’s you 
know he… 

T: But–but his but his wife pushes him to–to go and get a law [loʊ] degree and that’s 5 
(exhales through nose)…. 

J: Yeh OK. 

T: Well I think he–he shouldn’t get–get the [ði:] scholarship. 

J: Well then that’s not the ambition, right? 

T: He he–he seems ha–ha–happy to me working as a (both laugh) taxi driver.  10 

J: Maybe I just chose him because I’m–I’m a girl you know and I’m just (feigning 
melodrama) my heart melts when I read something like this but yeh… Well the second 
person is very you know I–I don’t like him at all.  

T: He’s–he’s a bad boy but–but he–he–he’s also successful at school e–even though he’s 
not learning and studying enough. [J: Ah yeh] But eventually he gets some good grades. 15 

J: Yeh and probably well he’s aggressive in his job. That could be good, especially when he 
studies law [loʊ]. So yeh I got the point. 

T: But er running a pop group is–is more fun than sitting in court [J: Yeh] and being in and 
be–being a judge (both laugh). I think playing a guitar or drumming is much more fun 
and …. It–it–it would be better for him. I don’t know. 20 

J: OK so for me the first one is absolutely a no because… 

T: (emphatically) Why? 

J: Well because  

T: I don’t want her to be to be married to–to–to this doctor because  

J: Neither do I but you know she’s pliable and is already engaged 25 

T: But pliable. You–you can ply something into–into good, into a good thing. 

J: OK I see but you know she–she wants to marry this guy then he he … 

T: But the guy is a complete psychopath 

J: Yes that’s what I’m saying. That’s why she shouldn’t be a … Oh I don’t know God 



 

375 
 

T: He–he–he w–well she shouldn’t marry the [ði:] doctor he will–he will k–keep her I don’t 30 
know what her name Carol in a cage to raise children, cook and. He sh–sh–she shouldn’t 
be treated this way. 

J: Well that’s the point, but if she gets the scholarship then maybe she still would marry 
that guy and then she wouldn’t work as a lawyer or a judge or whatever and so it would 
just be wasted. 35 

T: (insistent) But I don’t want her to marry the doctor. I want her to be an independent 
woman working … 

J: That’s the point. That’s what I say as well but if she’s you know in this situation I don’t 
know OK let’s move on (laughs) 

T: Third person? 40 

J: (sighs) Erm well you know I think she would be perfect if there was–wasn’t this whole 
thing about the marijuana [-ihi:uæna] and you know this whole breakdown … because 
probably it means there’s–there’s an awful lot of pressure on her and … you know this 
the whole law thing I mean being a lawyer can be really hard to deal with I mean 
mentally. [T: I see] And.. 45 

T: Well that–that–that’s a con about speaking with pr–pr–pros and cons but the [ði:] m–
most importantly the–the–the [ði:] c–con for me is–is that she’s–that she’s the daughter 
and granddaughter of lawyers so–so they–they can pay for the–the [ði:] education and–
and they don’t… 

J: But the text says that they cannot … finance her studies. I well I don’t– [T: Oh!] I don’t 50 
understand this either, but I mean … 

T: Oh I–I see–ee, but …  

J: Yeh, but… 

T: Well, at least she has a chance to be a successful drug dealer or … [J laughs] or–or a–a 
butt–butthead, but–but why–why her parents can–cannot finance her studies? 55 

J: Probably they–they had a … 

T: …then–then–then her grand–grand–grandparents will so… 

J: Maybe they are already dead or I don’t know. OK. 

T: D. Edward Mbaka. I’m all but OK with that guy. He’s–he’s creepy. 

J: But you know because he accep-ted the–the bribes [-bs], that’s the point and 60 

T: Yeh yeh yeh and–and–and he–he’s been in the army and–and he–he fought so–so–so 
seeing active service (clears throat) but he’s motivated and–and like he’s a good speaker 
[J: Yes but] can give political speeches right that–that’s a good professional touch for his 
personality 

J: Yes but if he wants to be a politician or a judge while he talks about politics he [T: He 65 
shouldn’t accept] Yeh. 

T: I–I think he–he will he will end up be–being the dictator of–of Congo or–or I don’t know 
[J laughs] where does he come from (laughs) 
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J: OK so who is the most likely [T: He will have a nice child army and … well] to get (laughs). 
OK so the point well actually you kind of when you were talking about Carole Anderson I  70 

T: I–I–I prefer–prefer Carole but–but also Basil … I don’t know 

J: Yeh they are both 

T: I stick with Carole. 

J: Carole you think ohh it’s hard 

T: No no Daphne or Carole Daphne or Carole Oh Basil can go play the guitar [J laughs] 75 

J: Well I wouldn’t–I wouldn’t choose Daphne because of her breakdown I mean if she 
hasn’t got a so probably on everyday basis she’s got a very strong personality but things 
just come and come and come and finally she will have a breakdown again I think and it 
will ruin her all her all life so 

T: Mm-hm then–then Carole should get the [ði:] scholarship 80 

J: Maybe and maybe that would be the point 

T: But that–that–that’s a rather moral question (laughing) to–to–to discuss because 

J: Yeh I’m just thinking about being pliable if whether it she you know she is quiet I mean 
being a quiet person is not always good in this whole … law business. 

T: Yeh but all in all she should get–get the scholarship. He–he’s He’s? Sorry. She’s the most 85 
sympathic [sic!] candidate for me.  

J: (talking over him) Yeh well she is, but I kind of want to give her the scholarship because I 
feel sorry for her because I don’t want to be a typical you know housewife because yeh 
… 

T: OK … so–so–so Carole. 90 

J: All right Carole

 

Data file 16: Tamara (T) and Zsiga (Z) (Time: 5:13) 

Z: So we should talk about every–every one of them. So we should start with Lady Searle 
(says the name with emphasis as if making an effort to get the pronunciation right). 

T: (very long pause) I don’t think she n–needs the money. … Er she lives in a small village. 
She has her own house. … OK he needs a nurse but maybe the family can help her. 

Z: But she had a quarrel [ˈkwærəl] with the lord. … So I guess he’s not gonna give her the 5 
money.  

T: … OK, forget about Lady Searle (laughs). 

Z: I think Miss Langland [-lænd] should get the money. … There is nothing against, except 
that she’s not a relative. … But I don’t know. 

T: She–she took care about the Lord. … But … she was well-paid. … OK, what about Tim 10 
Brodie [ˈbrɒdi] … gardener?  

Z: Yeh, but he’s not very honest. [T: (laughing) OK] At–at least he has a–a grant to study 
abroad. 
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T: He–he has a job, so erm … maybe he’s responsible. OK, let’s see Jane Smith. (laughing) 

Z: I think she’s lying cause she–she … she doesn’t talk about her past life. I think she just 15 
found that letter somewhere. I don’t know. 

T: … OK, so she–she has a baby and er they are alone. No–no father. … I think er she needs 
the money. But is it to–to–to have a child alone? 

Z: Yeh maybe she’s divorced. I think she’s lying. (both laugh) 

T: OK, what about him? … OK, what about giving the money for the local … [Z: orphanage]? 20 

Z: I don’t know.  

T: … I mean they need money. 

Z: It’s true but officials can take most of the money. … Er I don’t know. 

T: What about erm giving them some presents, not the money but something what they 
need from that money? Is it possible? 25 

Z: I–I don’t know. He’s dead–that–that lord is dead, so we can’t do anything about that. … 
No, I think Jane Smith should get it, I–I guess, … unless she’s lying (both laugh). 

T: All right. Then give the money to Jane Smith. 

Z: (inaudible) 

T: She’s a terrible old lady. … She got a lot of money. … This boy who doesn’t care about 30 
anything (both laugh) just himself. Erm … The orphans can get only a little money. She’s 
the only one who can take the whole … 

Z: Yeh OK. 

T: All right. 

Z: It’s been five minutes. We will finish.35 

 

Data file 17: Rita (R) and Ági (Á) (Time: 1:34) 

R: OK in my opinion er who will get the money is erm Jane Smith because er she’s a young 
unmarried woman with a small baby and I guess she has the more chance to get the 
money 

Á: I see your point, but I think that er Tim Brodie er is er–will be the best choice (laughs) 
because er he has no money and er he wants to study abroad so er I think that it’s er 5 
more important 

R: But er it seems that Jane Smith already got a letter from er–from this guy and er in it 
admitting paternity [ˈpætər-] and proposing marriage … so maybe if he had already 
plans with her and er maybe with time with her (inaudible) (both laugh) 

Á: Maybe. I completely agree. (laughing)… OK I think that sums up all the points. 10 

R: OK so Jane Smith will get it. 

Á: Yes.
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Data file 18: Marcsi (M), Dorina (D) and Lili (L) (Time: 4:56)   

L: So I think that Miss Langland, the nurse, er should er get the money. She should inherit 
the fortune of er Mr Lord Moulton. Although she’s er not a relative [ri:-] of er mm Lord 
Moulton, but er she er has shown mm the most tolerancy [sic!] and er affection towards 
this old man while the others er didn’t–hasn’t–haven’t really cared for him in the past 
few years. 5 

D: …Mm OK but er I think er Lord Moulton er would give the money er for er Tim Brodie 
because er he financed er him the univers- the school and er I think er that … jó 
mindegy, nyomhatod. 

M: Yeh maybe he’s young and that’s why he has–yeh that’s why he has a lot of girlfriends 
and later he will be much more better, whatever. 10 

L: And what do you think? 

M: I think … OK it’s a point that she’s just appeared now, Jane Smith, er she has a baby and 
what if it’s true that this is the father how–how will …? 

D: I don’t think it’s right. I think er that if the (inaudible) tries to get so much money 

M: OK but how do you know? You don’t know the person. 15 

D: But he said one word that ‘claiming’. 

L: Yeh but even if she is er–she’s the daughter, she 

D: (interrupting) But she has no references and er [L: She has no references and…] ‘she 
refuses’ er ‘to give any details’ so er... 

(Talking over each other) 20 

L: Yeh 

M: OK but they can 

D: It’s not so clear 

(Talking over each other) 

L: And even if there is genetical evidence. I don’t er think that er she would er er have right 25 
to claim–to claim the money because she has never had–she didn’t ever have–didn’t 
ever have any connections with Lord Moulton. 

(Talking over each other.) 

D: But er how come she didn’t have any connection? 

L: They had a great family but they knew him. This er woman doesn’t even know him. She 30 
didn’t call him, she didn’t care for him when he was dying. 

M: OK because she didn’t know about that 

L: Oh I don’t think 

(Talking over each other) 

D: If she just appeared after that lord died 35 
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L: Yes she appeared after the death so–so I think that–that er she doesn’t–doesn’t have 
the right to claim the money because it’s not blood that counts but–but er how you care 
for a person that really counts in life. 

D: If she could prove that er she’s the daughter then I say it’s OK but er 

L: Ah I wouldn’t say it’s OK. So I–I can’t agree with you. I think that there’s no 40 

D: I think that 

(Talking over each other.) 

M: OK who is that we … agree on to close up? 

L: OK let’s–let’s make an official 

(inaudible) 45 

M: The last one? 

L: OK. 

M: The last one? 

(Talking over each other.) 

L: The local orphanage. What do you think? 50 

D: I think they can rob the money.  

L: Yeh it’s risky so 

D: OK then what do you think? 

(inaudible) 

L: Yes, I–I agree with you. 55 

M: Maybe she was just a nurse because to get the money and she wanted to stay close. 

L: Maybe. 

D: No, I think er she worked well … because Lord Moulton paid for her …  

M: Nem mentette el? 

L: De, elmentette. 60 

D: Honnan tudjam? 

(Further conversation in Hungarian about the recording.) 

L: It’s recording, it’s recording. OK. So it’s OK. Maybe we should make a decision. I don’t 
know how long it will last. 

M: It seems that he’s not OK because er 65 

L: OK so we should choose er between Miss Langland and Jane Smith. … Which one to 
choose? 

M: I vote for Jane. 

D: I vote for Miss Langland. 

L: OK then it’s over70 
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Data file 19: Janka (J) and Angi (A) (Time: 4:51) 

J: OK so my choice would be Lady Searle [si:rl] or how it’s pronounced because I think it’s 
always a good idea if a relative receives the … funds of … of the person who died no – 
not no matter how relationship they had. It’s–it’s very important they do have a good 
relationship but probably they did before only a quarrel [ˈkwærəl] er drifted them apart, 
I guess. So I think he–she would be the best choice. 5 

A: Mm mm yes but er I think the quarrel [ˈkærəl] is important because erm they haven’t 
spoken to each other for years, so [J: Yes] and–and she–she lives er comfortable so 
maybe she doesn’t need the money so bad. 

J: But so well I think she does need the money because she is recently ill and she would 
real- and you know the phar- not pharmacy, the pills cost a lot of money and if she 10 
needs er to take care I mean if she needs someone to take care of her I think she 
deserves it. And look at the age. She is 66 years old, probably they only haven’t spoken 
for three or four years but before they have a long established relationship for 62 years 
probably or 60 and that’s way enough I think. And old people tend to have arguments 
about idiot stuff so (they laugh) I think it can be forgiven – it can be forgived or 15 
whatsoever. 

A: Yes but er the text says that she has got an [sic!] immediate family so if she dies (laughs) 
then er Lord Moulton’s money er would … be … the state’s money so I don’t know 
exactly the law [loʊ] but 

J: Well if she writes a will it won’t be, so we just have to give the money to these five 20 
people and after we give it to one of them they will probably write a will and decide 
what they will do with it or maybe Lady Searle [si:rl] will I don’t know go er worl- around 
the world for (laughs) like a year or two travelling and maybe the whole money will be 
gone who knows. 

A: OK (they laugh) [J: You agree] OK but–but my choice would be still the local orphanage 25 
[ei:dʒ] because erm erm although it is probably erm mm go–goes erm ‘into the pockets 
of officials’, but it’s er not sure and I think erm if we donate the money or give the 
money to them then erm we could help not only one person but erm [J: Mm hm] several 
children and erm the text says that erm Lord Moulton has had (scanning the text) well I 
don’t know donated them [J: Yeh] occasionally so. 30 

J: Yeh but what’s is actually bothering me that it says that a lot of ‘money might find its 
way into the pockets of officials’ so I don’t think that’s a good deed very much. So I don’t 
like to give money to the state and for other people only to – I don’t know, it’s kind of 
stealing, right? I don’t know, you know. If I give the money to a charity I expect them to 
… erm ráfordít (with question intonation) so I really expect them to handle the money as 35 
I chose and spend it on the orphans so I don’t know so I wouldn’t really give it to this 
kind of charity where I know they don’t run the funds very well. I don’t know. None of 
them are good probably, but I think the best competitor [kəmˈpi:tər] is Lady Searle 
[si:rl]. 

A: Erm OK.  40 

J: You agree? 
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A: Yeh (laughs) 

J: Great.

 

Data file 20: Csanád (C), Ildi (I) and Petra (P) (Time: 4:28)   

I: Let’s start. 

P: Let’s start. 

C: Task 1. 

I: So we both we’re–will talk about Daphne Braun. I mean the girls. And [Csanád] will 
defend Albert Smith. 5 

P: Mm hm 

C: Yeh 

P: So we agreed that Daphne Braun should get the scholarship, er but I believe we have 
different reasons for this argument. 

I: Yes? 10 

P: (laughs) My reason for this that even though she has some flaws [floʊz] in her character 
I believe that erm because she’s generous and a good friend erm she will learn to be a 
better person, not so quick-tempered and aggressive and because she is enthusiastic 
about woman’s right–women’s right erm she can make a fine lawyer for erm under- I–I 
don’t know, to–tormented women. 15 

I: Yes and I don’t think that er being in possession [pos-] of marijuana [ˌmærihiuˈwɑ:nə] is 
a big deal at the age of er 21 because er he’s young and er it’s not a big deal and I’m sure 
that er she erm will erm get I don’t know (laughs) 

P: get over her [I: Yes] addiction if she has any  

I: Yes. So [Csanád] what are you thinking? 20 

C: I would give it to Albert Smith because [I: Hangosabban.] (now louder) I would give it to 
Albert Smith because er he has a big family I mean he’s married, he has three children, 
and if he … would be a good lawyer I mean if he could complete the school he would 
have a much better paid job and could fine his family better. 

I: But he doesn’t have er ‘outstanding natural ability’. 25 

C: But he’s hard-working so he would catch up with the others with er. 

P: Yes, but I think er he’s too old so I mean [C: It’s not a problem] he’s not got vagy [C: he 
hasn’t got, yeh] he hasn’t got er the … lelkesedés (with question intonation)  

C and I: enthusiasm?  

P: Yes (laughing) – [C: Well] for learning. 30 

C: Yes, I don’t know but if he would be able to complete it I think most people are–trust er 
aged [eidʒd] lawyers better than young lawyers I mean by their looks 

P: Yes but er law school will take a lot of time. By the time he has finished law school he’s 
well over forty and to–and then he would have to start a–some kind of a erm–I don’t 



 

382 
 

know–some kind of tuition work or something for free to get practice so by the time 35 
he’s basically ready to establish his very own career [ˈkæri:r] he’s over 45 and er he 
would need er money to set up a law firm or something 

I: And what about his family? Who will earn the money?  

P: Yes because he will not bring back any more income as a taxi driver. 

C: Well if he’s clever enough he can do it both.  40 

I: Both ah (laughing)  

P: Well [C: I mean in part-time] I believe that is almost quite impossible because law [ləʊ] 
school is extremely demanding [C: That’s for sure] and I don’t–I don’t see it possible to 
do 

I: Yes and Daphne is single so [P: Yeh] she has time and she’s ambitious 45 

P: Plus [C: She has marihuana [ˌmærihiˈwɑːnə] (laughing)] being a lawyer runs in her–her 
family [I: Yes] [C: (laughs)]. They can help her and maybe–maybe her records are erratic 
but it doesn’t mean anything. She has very good results and–and if she’s interested in 
law school then I’m sure that she will perform er magni–magnific 

I: magnificently [mæɡˈnifikntli:] 50 

C: Well yeh OK then you convinced me. 

I: All right. 

P: OK. Thank you. 

I: Thank you. 

C: Bye.55 

 

Data file 21: Vivien (V) and Csilla (C) (Time: 2:36) 

V: (slowly, deliberately) I think Lady Searle should inherit or get money ‘cause she’s erm old 
and erm ill and erm she should enjoy her … years left ‘in erm comfortable erm 
circumstances’. 

C: That is my opinion er Miss Langland should inherit the money because er she spent 
almost all time er with er this man. Erm er it’s true that er erm he–she was a well-paid 5 
job but I think it’s nothing.  

V: But erm she she gave up to get er another mm well-paid job in the future so what about 
this? 

C: I think that… 

V: She’s just 48 year old and erm but then potential to get another well-paid job. 10 

C: er but I think that only this… 

V: Lady Searle?  

C: Searle. Erm erm that commercial that er she erm has been on speaking terms with Lord 
Moulton for years so I don’t think it would be a good idea. 
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V: Erm it’s true but er she’s ill and er enough and she’s tired enough to er live longer and 15 
it’s more important than just having a quarrel and erm not erm keep contact with Lord 
Moulton. 

C: I think erm they should share the money.  

V: laughs. OK, then they will share the money.

 

Data file 22: Dávid (D) and Krisztina (K) (Time: 3:36) 

D: My choice was–is Daphne Braun because er he’s the daughter of two–daughter of 
lawyers, er enthusiastic [entu:-], he has good–she has good results erm yeh 

K: Mm my choice is Albert Smith I think that he’s the most responsib- he’s the best er for 
the scholarship because er he’s a very hard-working man married with er–and has three 
children and er he didn’t have er time to fulfil [fu:l-] his dream and now he–he wants to 5 
attend the university and er make a better future er for er himself and er his family. 

D: Yeh but Albert doesn’t have the ability, the natural ability to be a lawyer so he won’t 
make a good candidate so that’s I think he’s out of the question. 

K: But what he has to do is sit down and learn and er everything can be learned just er he 
has to be diligent.  10 

D: Yeh but just imagine it if you are standing in front of like one-hundred people and you 
have to defend your–your erm er [K: yourself … opinion… not] yeh your opinion then 
he’s going to stand there and say nothing because he don’t have the abilities. That’s–
that’s all. 

K: Erm yes OK let’s see Daphne Braun. What’s the advantages of … her? 15 

D: Well, he’s ambitious, he has the natural skills because her parents are lawyers. 

K: Yes it is very good because she er was surrounded by lawyers from her childhood and er 
she could er learn much from them 

D: Yeh he er she grew up in that environment so it’s easier to adapt in a law situation. 

K: And not only erm does her members of family are lawyers but er she’s also ambitious 20 
and career-minded so she wants to have a good life (laughs) [D: (laughing) Yeh]  

D: And I’m not–and I didn’t choose her because he’s not from the working class or the 
worker class but because of her skills 

K: Yes. Unfortunately she had a mental breakdown last year and she was in hospital for 
three months but er she appeared ‘to have made a complete recovery’. 25 

D: Yeh so that’s not really a disadvantage (laughing). … That a disadvantage could be that 
she was accused of being in possession of marihuana [ˌmærihiuˈwɑ:nə] but I think 
everybody (laughing) tried it once in his life [K: makes mistakes] so. Yeh it’s not a really 
big mistake. 

K: And she learned a lot from these mistakes and 30 

D: (laughing) Yeh she did 

K: And I think–we think she deserves this scholarship. 
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D: Yay.

  

Data file 23: Adri (A) and Kati (K) (Time: 4:24) 

A: So er I think er Miss er Langland er killed Lord Moulton because erm he worked as a 
nurse for years and er he had been work- and erm … I think it’s very boring and she 
wanted to er get a little money 

K: Erm I disagree because I think er Tim Brodie er killed him maybe because er he has no 
money and er he wants to er go abroad and study there er so maybe he just wanted er 5 
him money to aim … his goals. 

A: Er but er Lord Moulton helped him so he paid for his education and er 

K: But it maybe wasn’t enough for him 

A: Well [K laughs] maybe it’s true but er Jane Smith … may … have … killed him because er 
er he could be the–the er er daughter of er Lord Moulton so … and–and er he vagy she 10 
didn’t have–she didn’t have any money so 

K: But er it could be that Tim Brodie f–feeled ashamed because er er he hasn’t got enough 
money although he’s er very popular er he’s a very ‘popular young man’ and er maybe 
er his friends er … don’t want to er accept [ʌˈsept] him because he’s poor (they laugh) 
and then in order to get the money er he just killed … him 15 

A: Mm but Jane Smith er didn’t know that he has money–that she has money er just er 
read a letter er that was written by Lord Moulton and er it er said that er vagy er yes it 
said that er it could be her father so well she could have money. And er she’s alone and 
unmarried and has a little baby so maybe he vagy she killed him. But maybe you have 
right. 20 

K: (laughing) Er I think maybe Tim Brodie er so he was er not very honest  [hɒnst] so maybe 
he–he could do this … deliberate murder. 

A: Yes yes … and 

K: Because I think er his family was also [A: And maybe he] er poor because his f–father 
was a gardener so 25 

A: And he wanted er and he may … have … wanted to become er more er popular and the 
money er could help him. 

K: So we think Tim Brodie killed him 

A: Yes yes 

K: I agree.30 

 

Data file 24: Orsi (O) and Zsóka (Z) (Time: 3:20) 

O: OK so from my point of view the only one person who could get the scholarship er 
would be Carole Anderson, a twenty-year-old girl, a quiet, at–attractive girl. She’s really 
responsible er and to tell the truth her parents cannot afford to er to finance [ˈfi:nʌns] 
the course for her so that’s why it is a hot issue to get the scholarship. Mm well er it’s 
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good to know that er she’s engaged to be married to a doctor and she would like to 5 
finish her university studies before settling down. What do you think? 

Z: Well I think you are right. But I think that er the person who should get the scholarship 
should be Daphne Braun [O: Why do you think?] aged 21. Because er she’s the daughter 
and granddaughter of lawyers so she already has er er big er push in his life because er 
maybe her parents want her to be a lawyer and er she quite did well in university well 10 
she did–she did a mediocre [ˌmi:diˈoʊkri:] job but er she finished it and er had a mental 
breakdown last year and er was called to possess [pos-] marijuana [mari: hiu ana] and 
maybe this scholarship could be the only way to–to get out of–of this breakdown she’s 
in. 

O: OK I see your point but er I don’t prefer this kind of people for instance who are erratic 15 
and yeh he has got some good results but not the best person I think [Z: Yes but she 
also] could be aggressive [Z: Yeh but] quick-tempered oh no  

Z: If you consider being a lawyer it–it comes with aggression sometimes and also her 
parents doesn’t have the money–don’t have the money to–to support her in this way 
and maybe this aggression in her and this quick-tempered characteris- character can be 20 
er … can be the one … to get the 

O: OK I see but er maybe after some changes she could get the scholarship but this is not 
his time I think 

Z: All right then maybe if there’s another chance then [O: Carole Anderson?] she should be 
the one 25 

O: Now Carole Anderson well she’s perfect for the job that’s right. 

Z: OK OK I think we can go along with that. Carole Anderson’s the best person for that 
scholarship. 

O: All right. 

Z: Let it be Carole Anderson. 30 

O: OK. Thank you very much.

 

Data file 25: Máté (M) and Dani (D) (Time: 5:23) 

M: I think that these candidates [ˈkændi:keits] have many er things because er many things 
so they don’t really er (whispering) megérdemel–megérdemel [D: deserve] deserve this 
money yeh 

D: Well I agree you–I agree with this because obviously they all have some flaws as we can 
see but unfortunately one of them will get this money so we have to make a decision 5 
have to come to an agreement somehow. [M: Ah] So who do you think should really not 
get the money? 

M: Ah first of all, I think Miss Langland because I mean he treated [D: she] er she treated 
Lord Moulton in his last years but er ... and it is written that he’s well paid so [D: she] she 
(both laugh) she’s well paid so I don’t think that she would deserve more money 10 
because it was his duty to it was his job  
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D: Well I agree you with this–I agree with this and as you said she’s well paid and she has 
already everything and don’t need the money to maybe corrupt–this money may could 
corrupt her  

M: Yes he would er give up his job [D: she] her–she basszus  15 

D: (laughing) Don’t be nervous so and I think we both agree with that Tim Brodie doesn’t 
deserve it because well in my opinion he acts like a playboy. 

M: Yes he could with his–with this money he could go abroad to study but I don’t think that 
he er would er use this money for his studies but other than he would use it rather for er 
getting girls and things and buying motorbikes. 20 

D: And what do you think about this orphanage? 

M: It is written that the officials would er steal the–steal a large amount of the money so 

D: If not all of it. 

M: Yes so we should need er people who check this situation 

D: Yes but once the money is given to them maybe they’ll just well I don’t know and if they 25 
know an in- an inspe–inspection is coming then they might just [M: imitate] yes imitate, 
have a poker face or kind of like that and then we would be really careless. ... OK so 
what about Lady Searle or what’s her name. 

M: I think that er he’s the only relative of Mr Lord Moulton so with er she could get the 
money by right [D: Of course] even if–even if they were in a quarrel but he’s old and sick 30 
so it’s an–it’s a ... disadvantage [-vein-] of it. 

D: Yes but if a family has quarrels then it’s obvious then the dead person who just died, 
naturally, wouldn’t want that money to end up in a–with a person who he or she in this 
case he hasn’t spoken to for many years. I don’t think it’s the most proper thing to do. 

M: Erm let’s see our last candidate [ˈkændi:keit], Jane Smith. [D: (whispering) Ez ‘candidate’ 35 
[ˈkændideit] egyébként.] (repeating it) ‘candidate’ [ˈkændideit]. 

D: Well she … That’s a good question. What do you think? 

M: Er I think that there is some mischief [-tʃi:f] in it because no one can … really … prove 
that he’s–that she’s his er daughter I mean the baby. 

D: Blood test. [M: Mm?] There’s blood test that can prove that. 40 

M: But how can you get from a dead man? 

D: Well if he hasn’t been dead for too long it could be useful I guess. 

M: Yes. 

D: Well if I have to make a decision I’d say then Jane Smith maybe. 

M: Yes er with er–with evidence she can get the money 45 

D: OK  

M: We can–we can find out if she is or not 

D: OK so agreed then 

M: Yes we agreed that Jane Smith should get the money. 
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D: OK thanks.50 

 

Data file 26: Fanni (F) and Réka (R) (Time: 5:41) 

F: So what do you think about this er circumstance? Who is the best member or some 
person who … will be a good hmm (whispering) hogy van az, hogy hogy ö aki tudod … 
mindegy? 

R: I think the best character in this story mm is er Tim Brodie in my opinion. 

F: Tim Brodie who ‘dr–drives a motorbike’ and has a lot of girlfriend? [R: Yes] He’s too 5 
easy-going, he’s a too … easy-going person I think. 

R: Yes, but er he–he wants to achieve something he has er aims [F: Yes] and er he er he 
would like to learn a road which is and I think he’s ambitious [F: Yeh] so it’s positive in 
him [F: Yeh] I think  

F: Yeh I agree with you and I think that er Jane Smith is she’s er a woman who er wants to 10 
get a hold of this money and but maybe she’s totally un- [un-] unrelated to this former 
Lord Moulton. What do you think about her? Jane Smith. She’s a [R: I think] con-girl or a 
con-man? 

R: she’s a fake–a fake daughter of–of him I–I don’t think he–he would er have a daughter 
[F: Yeh] so I think that she … just er wants to be rich because as we read she’s unmarried 15 
but she has a child [F: Yea a baby] she has no money so she [F: she wants to get] needs 
some money to erm earn … a living for mm her and her child [F: Yeh] so I think she’s not 
real. 

F: Yeh yeh I agree with you. Mm Miss Langland, she hát she had er helped er the Lord 
Moulton. 20 

R: Yes so I–I think she’s a positive character in the story because er er it is written er that 
she is very good at her work. So I think the she er she er would have helped a lot to Lord 
Moulton I think. 

F: Yeh and maybe she loved him to some extent so not in love with him but like him to 
some extent. [R: Mm yes] So I think we should er cut this erm money into pieces 25 
szétosztani … I think  

R: Mm yes yes maybe 

F: Because the local orphanage can be very … would be very happy to … get some 
donation–receive some donations so but also Tim Brodie somehow some [R: could learn 
abroad] yeh yeh … so 30 

R: And what about Lady Searle? We haven’t talked about her yet. 

F: Also yeh she … I didn’t mm … I don’t think she … I don’t want to give her this money I 
think … [R: Yes] I wouldn’t choose her 

R: I think yeh she’s not a very ... positive person [F: Yeh she quarrels a lot] I think she can’t 
be  35 

F: Yeh and she–she wasn’t ‘on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for years’ so 
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R: So maybe she has done something wrong [F: Yeh] for him. I think … and er what about 
Jane Smith? I think she does not deserve this money [F: Yeh] at all but her baby maybe I 
would give er part of the money  

F: Yeh but not all of the money. Yes so Miss Langland and Tim Brodie and the local 40 
orphanage would be the best choices [R: to give the money … for] Yeh yeh and that’s all 
[R: OK] The end!

 

Data file 27: Alexandra (A) and Zalán (Z) (Time: 2:46) 

A: In my opinion, Jane Smith mm should get the money because maybe she’s er his 
daughter and er she needs the money to raise her baby and it’s er not her fault that she 
didn’t know his father. 

Z: I don’t think she speaks the truth because she has only recently appeared on the scene 
and er maybe she’s not really her daughter. I think Miss Langland should be more 5 
capable. 

A: OK but er Miss Langland er has money because she worked hard and she has money but 
that girl she’s poor. 

Z: But Miss Langland is the only one er who 

A: OK but think of the baby 10 

Z: I think Jane Smith has just only wants the money er and now 

A: OK but she really needs the money because otherwise the child will die or I don’t know 

Z: Yes she–she really needs the money but Miss Langland was always there for Lord 
Moulton. 

A: OK but she’s old and she–she has money 15 

Z: Miss Langland’s not old. She’s just 48 years old. 

A: That’s old. (laughs) OK but it … I don’t think that she deserves the money. 

Z: Jane Smith can–might also deserve the money but I think she doesn’t speak the truth. … 
She has ‘no references’. That’s what this says. And maybe she’s not really his daughter. 

A: But–but maybe. … I don’t know.  20 

Z: I think she should er–Jane Smith should prove–prove that she’s really his daughter. 

A: OK but Miss Langland wants the money to go on holiday. … Why is she better than Jane 
Smith? 

Z: She was always loyal (laughs) to Lord Moulton.  

A: OK but she needs the money for a holiday, but Jane Smith needs the money to–to raise 25 
or to bring up her child (laughs). 

Z: Well, it seems that you are right. 

A: Thank you. 

Z: Maybe Jane Smith is really his daughter but … yeh it’s OK. 
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A: I win. 30 

Z: Yes you won … this time.
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Az értekezés témája és kutatási céljai 

A Teaching as a subversive activity [„A tanítás mint szubverzív tevékenység”] című 

munkájukban Postman és Weingartner a következő sokat idézett megállapítást tették: 

„Nem az számít, hogy mit mondunk az embereknek, az számít, hogy mit tesznek ennek 

eredményeképpen” (1969: 30, magyar fordítás és kiemelés tőlem). Arra igyekeztek 

rámutatni, hogy a tanároknak radikálisan változtatniuk kell azon, hogy a tanórákat hogy 

szervezik, ha hatékonyan akarnak tanítani. Amikor a változás mellett tették le a voksukat, 

John Dewey ([1913] 1975) oktatásfilozófiai elveit idézik fel, miszerint a tanulókat aktívan be 

kell vonni a tanulási folyamatba. Dewey gondolatmenete szerint: (1) a személyes tapasztalat 

előrelendíti a tanulást, (2) a személyes relevancia és céltudatos tevékenység a tanuló világa 

és a tanórai tanulás közötti összekötő kapocsként szolgál, (3) a funkcionális relevancia a 

tanórai tanulás záloga, és (4) az oktatás akkor a leghatékonyabb, ha a tanulók aktív 

ágensként működnek közre a tanulás folyamatában (Samuda–Bygate, 2008: 18). 

A feladatközpontú nyelvtanulás- és tanítás (task-based language learning and 

teaching, TBLT) ugyanebbe a hagyományba illeszkedik, és egy olyan paradigmával szolgál, 

amelyben – Samuda és Bygate (2008: 58) szerint „a feladatok az oktatás központi elemei, 

ezek „hajtják” a tanórai tevékenységet, meghatározzák a kurrikulumot és tanmenetet, 

valamint az értékelés módját is” (fordítás tőlem). De mit is jelent ebben a kontextusban a 

feladat? Samuda és Bygate (2008: 69) kritikusan megvizsgálta a feladatnak Ellis (2003) által 

meghatározott átfogó kritériumait, és a következő praktikus definícióval szolgáltak: „A 

feladat egy olyan holisztikus tevékenység, amely nyelvhasználatot kíván meg ahhoz, hogy 

nem nyelvi célt érjen el, miközben egy nyelvi kihívásnak felel meg azzal a hosszútávú céllal, 

hogy a nyelvtanulást segítse a folyamaton vagy az eredményen, vagy mindkettőn keresztül.” 

Például: az egyik feladat azt kívánja meg, hogy a nyelvtanulók sorrendbe tegyenek képeket, 



 

392 
 

és így elmondjanak egy történetet, míg egy másik feladat azt kívánja meg, hogy 

megnézzenek egy vitás kérdésről szóló videót, megbeszéljék azt, majd a 

végkövetkeztetéseikről beszámoljanak. A lényeg az, hogy a feladat teljesen be kell vonja a 

nyelvtanulókat abba, hogy céltudatosan és életszerűen kommunikáljanak és a négy nyelvi 

készségből egyet vagy többet használjanak. Míg a TBLT mind a négy készség fejlesztésére 

törekszik, a hangsúly a szóbeli interakción van.  

A TBLT alapja a Long (1981, 1996) és Swain (1985) által kidolgozott elméleti keret. 

Long az általa kidolgozott interakciós hipotézisben (Interaction Hypothesis) feltételezte, 

hogy a nyelvtanulók úgy sajátítják el a lexikai–nyelvtani alakokat, hogy kommunikációs 

probléma megoldásában használják őket, és a megoldást módosító–javító folyamaton 

(negotiation for meaning) keresztül érik el. Az ilyen folyamat során két vagy több beszélő 

valamilyen módon helyrehoz egy félresiklott kommunikációt, például azzal, hogy tisztázó 

kérdést tesznek fel (Long, 1981, 1996). Long rendszerében a nyelvtanulók interakciókban 

vesznek részt, alak- és funkciófókuszáltságra vannak rávezetve (amelynek definíciója az, 

hogy a nyelvtanulók figyelmét bizonyos nyelvi alakokra irányítják egy jelentésközpontú 

tanórai tevékenység során (Long, 1981, 1996). Ezt egészíti ki az output hipotézis (Output 

Hypothesis), amely szerint a másodiknyelv elsajátítását elősegíti az, ha a nyelvtanulókat 

ösztönözzük arra, hogy helyes és precíz nyelvi produkciót nyújtsanak (Swain, 1985). 

A feladatközpontú interakciót a szociokulturális tudatelmélet szempontjából is 

vizsgálták (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), amely szerint a nyelvtanulás (és mindenfajta más tanulás 

is) társas folyamat, amelyet a nyelvtanuló indítékai határoznak meg, és a tanulótársak 

segítségével valósul meg. Ebben az elméleti keretben a tanulást segítik olyan eszközök is, 

mint a számítógép, olyan szimbolikus rendszerek, mint a nyelv, valamint a másokkal való 

interakció is.  
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Így hát felmerül a kérdés, hogy vajon a szóbeli interakció előmozdítja-e a második 

nyelv tanulását. Mindenképpen úgy tűnik, hogy igen. Feladatközpontú interakciót vizsgáló 

kutatások (1980–2003) Keck et al. (2006) által elvégzett metaelemzése 14, szigorú 

beválogatási követelményeknek megfelelt kutatást vizsgált meg és azt találta, hogy (1) a 

kísérleti csoportok jobban teljesítettek mint a kontroll csoportok mind a nyelvtan, mind 

pedig a szókincs területén, a tanítást azonnal valamint később követő utótesztekben 

egyaránt; (2) a tanítási célhoz elengedhetetlen feladatok (target-essential tasks) terén ez a 

különbség nagyobb volt, mint a célhoz hozzájáruló feladatok (target-useful tasks) terén; és 

(3) a nyelvi output lehetőségeknek döntő szerepük van a tanulási folyamat során. Ilyen 

meggyőző eredmények mindenképpen arra sarkallják a kutatót, hogy igyekezzen még 

teljesebben megérteni a feladatközpontú interakció jellemzőit saját oktatási kontextusában.  

Kutatásom a Szegedi Tudományegyetem angol alapszakos hallgatóinak egy 

csoportjára terjed ki, akik feladatközpontú interakciókat folytattak az általam (rendes 

oktatói munkám részeként) tanított nyelvórákon, ahol az osztálytermi alapú kutatási 

hagyományok keretén belül egyszerre nyelvtanár és kutatói szerepben léptem fel. Ennek 

megfelelően beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok párokban való elvégzését kértem tőlük, 

melyeknek célja az volt, hogy egy közösen kialkudott döntést hozzanak meg (pl. arról, hogy 

ki nyerjen el egy ösztöndíjat). Arra voltam kíváncsi, hogy az interakciójuk képlékeny és 

kollaboratív lesz-e (Vigotszkij fogalmai szerint) vagy pedig kommunkációjukban félresiklások 

is elő fognak fordulni (ahogy Long 1981 és 1996 írja). Arra is választ kerestem, hogy milyen 

egyetemes és/vagy kultúraspecifikus módokon magyarázhatjuk a nyelvtanulók 

együttműködését közösen meghozott döntés kialakításának folyamataiban. Ezen kívül azt is 

szerettem volna megtudni, hogy az egyes tanulópárok hogyan végzik el a feladatokat: 
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követik-e a tanári utasításokat vagy változtatnak rajtuk, hogy a saját elképzeléseiket 

érvényesítsék (Slimani, 1992)?  

A kutatással az is célom, hogy jobban megértsük: hogyan tekintenek a hallgatóink az 

intézményes keretek közötti nyelvtanulásra, és közelebbről, arra az angol nyelvtanulásra, 

amelynek a közoktatásbeli tanulmányaik részét képezi. Segítségükre van az eddigi 

intézményes idegennyelvtanulás általában és az eddigi angoltanulás az idegennyelvek 

elsajátításában? Vagy inkább csak ennek ellenére tanulják meg a nyelveket (például 

utazáson vagy magánórákon keresztül)? Tudni szerettem volna azt is, hogy nyitottak-e a 

TBLT módszer iránt? Tágabb megközelítésben, Bernat és Gvozdenko (2005) tanulói 

motivációra és tanórai tapasztalatokra és viselkedésre hatással levő tanulói hiedelmekre 

vonatkozó következtetéseinek ismeretében, szerettem volna megbizonyosodni arról, hogy a 

TBLT-t lehet ebben az oktatási kontextusban alkalmazni. 

Amint arra fentebb már utaltam, a kutatást tanórai keretek között végeztem el (vö. 

Foster, 1998; González-Lloret, 2007; Kumaravadivelu, 2007), azaz egy olyan paradigmában, 

amely a nyelvtanulási feladatok valós osztálytermi megvalósulását kutatja, nem pedig 

kontrolált laboratóriumi körülmények között. Ennek a kutatási paradigmának a választása az 

ilyen fajta kutatások számának növelésére buzdításra (pl. a „TBLT 2005: 1st International 

Conference on Task-based Language Teaching” konferencián) adott válasznak is tekinthető. 

A világban fellelhető osztálytermi környezetek már csak a sokszínűségének is fényében, az 

órarend szerinti órákon végrehajtott feladatokon végzett kutatásokra égető szükség van. Így 

van ez különösen Magyarországon, ahol a jelen kutatás hiánypótlónak tekinthető a rendes 

osztálytermi körülmények alatt született nyelvtanulói szóbeli interakció kutatásának terén. 

Medgyes és Nikolov (2014: 529) véleménye szerint, amelyet idegennyelv-tanítás tárgyában 
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a közelmúltban írt 200 publikáció áttekintésére alapoztak, „[n]incs olyan kutatás, amely 

szóbeli beszámolókon, kiselőadásokon kívül más beszédet elemzett volna” (kiemelés tőlem).  

 

A kutatás ismertetése és a disszertáció felépítése 

Jelen disszertációban tárgyalt kutatás azokat a szociokulturálisan meghatározott 

attitűdöket és interakciós stratégiákat célozza leírni, amelyeket a (jelek szerint) sikeres 

nyelvtanulók alkalmaznak egy magyar egyetem feladatközpontú tanóráin. A teljes kutatás 

négy részből áll és hat kutatási kérdésre keresi a választ (ld. 2. táblázat).   

A disszertáció a Szegedi Tudományegyetem Anglisztika alapszakos (angol vagy 

amerikanisztika szakirányos), felső-középhaladó és haladó angol nyelvtudású hallgatóktól 

származó nyelvi adatokat elemez. A kutatásban 57 hallgató vett részt adatközlőként a 

szerző/kutató mint oktató irányításával végzett nyelvórák keretén belül véghezvitt 

projektben, amely a szokásos tanórai feladatok részeként az adatközlők által párban végzett, 

standard feladatközpontú, beszédkészséget fejlesztő, Ur (1981) alapján összeállított 

feladatok megoldását vizsgálta. Az adatközlők beszédüket saját mobiltelefonjukon 

rögzítették, és az így készült audio fájlokat eljuttatták az oktatónak/kutatónak. Az adatokat a 

következő szempontok alapján vizsgáltam: (1) (a) a félresiklott interakció miatt alkalmazott 

módosítás–javítás (negotiation for meaning) (pl. megerősítéses visszajelzés) (Long, 1981, 

1996), (b) a jelentés és alak létrehozásához a résztvevők kollaborációját (Vygotsky, 1978, 

1987) kívánó konstruktivista lépések különböző megjelenéseit, valamint (2) a feladatok 

megoldásában a nyelvtanulók által alkalmazott idioszinkratikus sajátosságokat (Slimani, 

1992). Fontos megemlíteni, hogy az elemzett adatok nem szolgáltak az adatközlők 

tudásszintjének felmérésére, hiszen ez nem volt célja a kutatásnak.  
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Az 57 adatközlő közül 44-en résztvettek egy kérdőív kitöltésében, 18-an pedig az 

oktatóval/kutatóval négyszemközt lefolytatott féligstrukturált interjúban. Az interjúkat 

kazettásmagnóval rögzítettem, majd finomabb, beszélgetéselemzést lehetővé tevő átírást 

alkalmazva átírtam. Ezeket az adatokat később a nyelvtanulók nyelvtanulással kapcsolatos 

hiedelmeit és a feladatközpontú módszerhez való viszonyukat leírjam. 

A disszertáció a következő módon épül fel (ld. 1. táblázat). A Bevezetést követően a 2. 

fejezet három hosszabb terjedelmű alfejezetben vázolja fel a kutatás elméleti kereteit. A 

2.1-es alfejezetben a feladatközpontú nyelvtanulás- és tanítás (task-based language 

learning and teaching, TBLT) elméleti hátterét írja le az alapvető definícióktól és a 

paradigma megjelenésétől és az első, indiai (Bangalore-ban – hivatalos nevén: Bengaluru – 

beindított) TBLT programtól kezdve és felfejtve a módszer további fejlődését. Ugyanez az 

alfejezet összehasonlítja a TBLT-t a mára már bevettnek számító PPP (present, practice and 

produce, azaz „prezentálni, gyakorolni, [nyelvi alakot] produkálni”) nyelvtanítási 

struktúrával, és az előbbi kritikájával zárul. A 2.2-es alfejezet feltérképezi Long (1981, 1991, 

1996) nyelvtanulási inputtal, interakcióval és alak- és funkciófókuszáltságával (focus on 

form) kapcsolatos elképzeléseit, amelyek a TBLT alapjának egy részét képezik, ezt követően 

pedig számbaveszi Sheennek (2003) az alak- és funkciófókuszáltsággal, DeKeysernek (1998, 

2010) pedig a gyakorlás alternatív, pszicholingvisztikai értelmezésével kapcsolatos kritikáját, 

valamint N. Ellis (2015) az implicit és explicit oktatás összjátékára való fókuszálásra buzdító 

felhívását. Az alfejezet az interakciókutatás szakirodalmának áttekintésével zárul. Végul a 

2.3-as alfejezet az interakciókutatás szociokulturális megközelítését és a szociokulturális 

tudatelmélet elméleti kereteit tárgyalja, beleértve a proximális fejlődés zónája (zone of 

proximal development, ZPD), állványozás (scaffolding) és kollaboratív dialógus (collaborative 
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dialogue), magánbeszéd fogalmait valamint az aktivitáselméletet (activity theory) (Vygotsky, 

1978, 1987).   

A 3. fejezet a kutatás felépítését (research design) mutatja be kilenc alfejezetben, 

kitér a kutatás felépítésének kereteire, részletesen leírja a kutatás kontextusát, felsorolja a 

kutatási kérdéseket, és jellemzi a nyelvtanulókat/adatközlőket. Ezután a kutatás két 

szakaszának, a (1) kérdőíves felmérés és interjúk szakaszának és a (2) nyelvi feladat 

elvégzése szakaszának bemutatása következik. A fejezet további részében az adatgyűjtés 

eszközei és a kutatásban használt eljárások leírása jön, végül bemutatásra kerül az 

osztálytermi-alapú kutatási perspektíva és a beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok 

kiválasztásának szempontjai.  

A 4. fejezet a kutatás négy részét a fent említett két szakaszban csoportosítva 

tárgyalja. A 4.1-es alfejezet bemutatja a kutatásnak a nyelvtanulók elvárásaival kapcsolatos 

részét (ez a rész magába foglalja a kérdőíves felmérés és interjúk szakaszát) és megválaszolja 

az első két kutatási kérdést azzal kapcsolatban, hogy (1) a nyelvtanulók/adatközlők milyen 

nézetekkel és tapasztalattal rendelkeznek a magyarországi angol (és más idegennyelvi) 

nyelvtanulást illetően, és (2) e nézetek és tapasztalat birtokában milyen attitűdökkel 

rendelkeznek a TBLT paradigmát illetően. A 4.2–4-es alfejezetek beszámolnak a 

beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok teljesítésével kapcsolatos adatok elemzéséről. 

Közelebbről, a 4.2-es alfejezet leírja mindazokat a módszereket, amelyekkel a nyelvtanulók a 

beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatokat elvégzik a tanórán, majd az ezekből nyelvtanárok és 

nyelvtanulói feladatokat összeállító szakemberek által levonható következtetéseket. A 4.3-

as alfejezet feltárja, hogy a nyelvtanulók milyen módokon kollaborálnak az interakció 

létrehozása során. Végül a 4.4-es alfejezet azt elemzi, hogy a nyelvtanulók interakciói milyen 

mértékben siklanak félre és szorulnak módosításra és javításra, valamint egyetemes és 
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kultúra-specifikus válaszokat ad arra, hogy ilyen félresiklások miért merülnek fel oly ritkán a 

beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok megoldásában. A disszertációt Következtetések zárják. 
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1. sz. táblázat: A disszertáció felépítése  

 
1. fejezet: Bevezetés 

 
2. fejezet: Elméleti keretek 

 Feladatközpontú tanulás és tanítás (task-based language learning and teaching, TBLT) 

 Az interakció és az alak- és funkciófókuszáltság elméleti háttere  

 Szociokulturális tudatelmélet (sociocultural theory of mind, SCT) 
 

3. fejezet: A kutatás felépítése  

 A kutatás módszertani keretei  

 A kutatás kontextusa  

 Kutatási kérdések  

 Adatközlők  

 A kutatás két szakasza 

 Az adatgyűjtés eszközei  

 Kutatási folyamatok  

 Az osztálytermi kutatás  

 A beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok kiválasztása  
 

4. fejezet: Egy kvalitatív kutatás négy része, két szakaszban 

 Nyelvtanulói elvárások: ‘…ez nem jó, meg ez sem jó, meg ez sem jó…” 
o A magyar nyelvtanulói forgatókönyv és annak jelentősége  
o Elméleti alapok  
o Eredmények  
o Tárgyalás  
o A kutatás jelentősége  
o Következtetések  

 

 A feladat ki/újraalakítása: A nyelvtanulói kiszámíthatatlanság beszédkészség fejlesztő 
feladatok teljesítésében  
o Korábbi kutatási eredmények  
o Jelen kutatás  
o Eredmények 
o Következtetések  

 

 A fekete dobozon túl: A beszédkészség fejlesztő feladatok teljesítésének 
szociokulturális megközelítése a jelen elemzésben  
o A módosítás–javítás  
o A módosítás–javításon túl  
o Eredmények  
o Következtetések  

 

 A módosítás–javítás hiánya: „Lehet egy … kérdésünk?”  
o Eredmények  
o A módosítás–javítás hiányának lehetséges magyarázatai  
o Következtetések  

 

5. fejezet: Következtetések  

 A legfontosabb eredmények  

 Jelen kutatás korlátai 

 Lehetséges további kutatási irányok 
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2. sz. táblázat: A kutatás szakaszai 

 
 

Kutatási kérdések Az adatgyűjtés eszközei Az elemzés módszerei 

 
A kérdőíves/interjú szakasz 

- Kérdőív (N=44) 
- Interjú (N=28) 

 

 Milyen nézetekkel és tapasztalatokkal bírnak ezek a 
nyelvtanulók a magyarországi angol- és más 
idegennyelvtanítással kapcsolatban?  

 

 
Kérdőív  
Interjú 

 
Tartalomelemzés 
Tartalomelemzés 

 

  A nézeteik és tapasztalataik milyen módon alakítják a 
TBLT paradigmával kapcsolatos attitűdjeiket?   

 

  

 
Feladat teljesítési szakasz 
(N=57) 

 

 

 A vizsgált nyelvtanulók milyen módokon járulnak hozzá 
az osztálytermi beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok 
kivitelezéséhez? 
 

 
Beszédkészség-fejlesztő 
feladatok 

 
Részletes átírás 
Beszélgetéselemzés  

 

  Milyen módokon kollaborálnak az interakció 
létrehozásának érdekében?  

 

  

  Milyen mértékben és miért siklik félre valójában a 
nyelvtanulói interakció és szorul módosításra–
javításra?  

 

  

  Amennyiben a módosítás–javítás nem megszokott 
ebben a kontextusban, mivel magyarázható ez?  

  



 

 

A kutatás eredményei 

A kutatás eredményeképpen kvalitatív adatokat kaptam, amelyekkel azonosíthatók 

azok a szociokulturálisan meghatározott indítékok és interakciós stratégiák, amelyekkel (a 

(jelek szerint) sikeres nyelvtanulók alkalmaznak egy magyar egyetem feladatközpontú 

tanóráin. 

Ahogy azt Nunan és Bailey (2009: 434) megállapította, az ilyenfajta kvalitatív adatok 

„erőteljesek” abban a tekintetben, hogy képesek „fontos fogalmakat emberi módon 

világossá tenni tanárok, oktatási intézmények vezetői, újságírók és szülők számára, míg a 

kvantitatív sokszor túl elvontak és szenvtelenek, vagy éppenséggel ellenkezőleg, túl 

konkrétak és személytelenek”. A jelen kutatás ezt a közvetlenséget és átláthatóságot 

célozta meg. Egészen konkrétan, a kutatás négy egymással sok ponton kapcsolódó része 

(vö. 1. táblázat, fentebb) a 2. táblázatban felsorolt hat kutatási kérdés megválaszolását tűzte 

ki, amelyekre a válaszokat az alábbiak szerint lehet összefoglalni. 

 

Milyen nézetekkel és tapasztalatokkal bírnak ezek a nyelvtanulók a magyarországi angol- 
és más idegennyelvtanítással kapcsolatban?  

 
A jelen kutatás során vizsgált nyelvtanulók/adatközlők idegennyelv-tanulásuk 

történetének gazdag és összetett diszkurzív lenyomtatát adták. Összességükben az adatok 

hagyományos osztálytermi gyakorlatoknak való kitettségükről árulkodik (amelyben túlzott 

fontosságot kap a helyes nyelvi alakokra és nyelvtanulói hibákra való, nyelvtanulói 

szorongás által kísért koncentrálás, a magolás, a nyelvtani gyakorló tesztek, a fordítási 

gyakorlatok, és a tanár-frontális vagy egyéni, és a lehetségesnél sokkal kevesebb párban 

vagy csoportban végzett osztálytermi munka). A nyelvtanulók saját tapasztalataikkal 
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kapcsolatos meglátásai nagy szórást mutatnak: vannak, akik pozitív emlékekről számolnak 

be (Albert: „… jó volt ez így”) még a vitatható hatékonyságú gyakorlatokkal kapcsolatban is 

mint a nyelvtanhoz való alak-fókuszáltságú hozzáállás (Albert: „Amikor megtanultunk egy új 

igeidőt, mindent megtudtunk róla. Szerintem ez nekem rendben van, mert én szeretek 

mindent megtanulni egy igeidőről…). Másoknak azonban negatív emlékeik voltak (Anna: 

„Nem jut eszembe egyetlen jó órai tevékenység sem”; Attila: „Egy szót sem tudtam 

kinyögni, szó szerint, úgyhogy nem értettem, mit mondanak, és [ez] nagyon zavaró volt”; és 

Alexandra: „Ettől ideges leszek és azon aggódok, hogy ne hibázzak”).  

 

A nézeteik és tapasztalataik milyen módon alakítják a TBLT paradigmával kapcsolatos 
attitűdjeiket? 

 
A nyelvtanulók alapjában pozitívan reagáltak a beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatokra 

és teljes tanórát kitöltő feladatciklusokra, amelyeket az órákon megtapasztaltak – annak 

ellenére, hogy látszólag mesterkélt helyzet az, amikor két azonos anyanyelvű beszélő 

idegennyelvén kommunikál egymással. Ez az általános reakció valószínűleg azzal van 

összefüggésben, hogy az általuk ismert oktatási rendszer fogékonnyá tette e nyelvtanulókat 

arra, hogy végrehajtsák a kapott feladatot, és hogy általában motiválónak találták ezeket a 

beszédkészség-fejlesztő feladatokat – és ez magyarázza a TBLT-hez való pozitív 

hozzáállásukat is. A TBLT módszerrel való rövid idejű tapasztalatuk is valószínűleg az 

újdonság erejével hatott rájuk. Míg kifejezetten befogadóak voltak e módszer irányába, a 

nyelvtanulással kapcsolatos nézeteik néha ellentétben álltak a TBLT-s elvekkel, úgyhogy 

ezzel a lehetőséget is számolni kell a gyakorlatban – vagy úgy, hogy a nyelvtanulókat 
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gondosan újratrenírozzuk, vagy úgy, hogy  feladattal megtámogatott kompromisszumos 

megoldást alkalmazunk. 

Végül, egy olyan intézményes kontextusban, mint amilyen a jelen kutatásé, ahol a 

nyelvtanulók tartalmon keresztül fejlesztik idegennyelvi nyelvtudásukat, a tartalom-

központú oktatás (content-based instruction, CBI) előnyei mindenképpen említésre méltóak. 

A CBI számos jellemzőjében hasonlít a TBLT-re, például a releváns órai anyagra, a 

nyelvtanulók bevonására, aktív részvételt kívánó tanulásra, rugalmasságra és 

alkalmazhatóságra való fókuszáltságával. Ily módon a TBLT-re való nyelvtanulói nyitottság a 

CBI-re való nyitottságot is feltételezi. 

 

A vizsgált nyelvtanulók milyen módokon járulnak hozzá az osztálytermi beszédkészséget 
fejlesztő feladatok kivitelezéséhez?  
  

Ugyanúgy, ahogy a nyelvtanulók társadalmi kontextusban elsajátított indítékok egész 

sorát hozzák az osztályterembe, az indítékaik arra sarkallják őket, hogy olyan módokon 

végezzék el a beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatokat, amelyeket sem a tanár, sem pedig a 

feladat megalkotója nem tud előre megjósolni. Ezek a módok a jelen esetben meglehetősen 

széles skálán helyezkedtek el a (a) játékos szerepjátszástól és együtt létrehozott humortól 

(vagyis az olyan fajta kreatív munka példáitól, amelyek a vigotszkiji elmélet szerint a 

tanuláshoz vezetnek) a (b) feladat instrukcióinak megváltoztatásán keresztül (c) az 

interakció irányának a kitűzött céltól más irányba, más témák felé való megváltoztatásáig. 

Ezekben a különféle helyzetekben és a sok másik lehetséges helyzetben is, az interakció 

adott és a tanulást segíti elő, mind Long interakciós megközelítése, mind pedig Vigotszkij 

szociokulturális megközelítése szerint. Míg az adatok figyelmeztető jelleggel is bírnak a 
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tanár számára (mint például amikor az egyik nyelvtanuló idioszinkratikusan uralja az 

interakciót hangosan gondolkodó feladatmegoldó hozzáállásával), tudjuk, hogy egyetlen 

oktatási paradigma vagy osztályterem sem mentes ilyen kihívásoktól. Még azok a példák is, 

amikor a nyelvtanulók/adatközlők a beszédfeladatra készülve figyelmesen 

áttanulmányozzák a szöveget és felolvassák vagy csak egyszerűen rámutatnak (ahelyett, 

hogy életszerű interakciót alkalmaznának), a megértést és az idegennyelvű szöveggel való 

foglalkozást jelzik, amely tanulásról árulkodik és arra utal, hogy talán esély van arra, hogy 

következő alkalommal a nyelvtanuló részt vegyen az interakcióban, miközben szorongása 

csökken, magabiztossága pedig erősödik. A tanárok és a feladatok létrehozói számára a 

feladatot az képezi, hogy megértsék: mikor kell a nyelvtanulói közreműködéseknek ezt a 

sokszínűségét támogatni, és mikor kell új stratégiákat alkalmazni ahhoz, hogy a nyelvtanulók 

feladatmegoldói teljesítményét más irányba terelni.  

Végül, a kutatás mélyebb rálátást nyújt a nyelvtanulói autonómia konstruktív 

lehetőségeibe. Bizonyítékok sora, amelyek arra mutatnak, hogy a relatív autonómia jobb 

eredményekhez vezet – nemcsak a nyelvtanulók esetében, hanem mindenfajta tanuló 

esetében is, sőt tanáraik és intézményeik esetében is – arra utal, hogy pedagógiailag 

egyedülállóan fontos az autonómia szerepét teljességében átlátni az oktatás egészében. 

 

Milyen módokon kollaborálnak az interakció létrehozásának érdekében?  

Bár a nyelvtanulók megnyilvánulásai gyakran vezettek nem a feladatnak megfelelő 

nyelvi produktumhoz a feladatmegoldások során (Kumaravadivelu, 1991), ezek a 

nyelvtanulók számos módon kooperálva vettek részt közös tanulási folyamatban, például 



 

405 
 

kollaboratív dialógus, személyes befektetés, játék, kollektív „állványozás” (scaffolding) és 

erős résztvevő bevonás terén. Mindezek a módozatok pedig termékeny talajt biztosítanak a 

tanulás számára Vigotszkij elmélete szerint. Konstruktivista folyamatok egész sorának 

jelenlétét is bizonyítják az adatok. Ezek közé tartoznak a továbblendítők (pl. „Igen, miért?” 

[bíztatóan nevet], és „A motorosokra gondolsz?”), együtt-építés, a súgás (pl. „Na és Lady 

Searle?”), az önjavítás és a másik javítása, és a beszélő aktív támogatása abban, hogy 

magánál tartsa a beszéd fonalát saját habozása ellenére.  

 

Milyen mértékben és miért siklik félre valójában a nyelvtanulói interakció és szorul 
módosításra–javításra? 

 
A nyelvtanulói interakcióval foglalkozó korai kutatások eredményeivel ellentétes 

módon, kommunikációs félresiklások és az azokat módosítani és/vagy javítani hivatott 

korrekciók relatíve ritkán fordultak elő a vizsgált anyagban. Félresiklások ugyan történtek 

(pl. a nyelvtanulók keresték a megfelelő szót, vagy utánanéztek egy ismeretlen és 

átlátszatlan nevű szereplő nemének egy feladat teljesítése során), a nyelvtanulói 

idioszinkratizmusok itt is erőteljesen jelen voltak (például amikor az egyik nyelvtanuló súgva 

és magyarul megkérdezte a másikat, hogy „Hogy mondják azt, hogy ’gondoskodik’?”, 

mintha ez a félresiklás ettől „zárójelbe tett” megszólalás lenne). 

 

Amennyiben a módosítás–javítás nem megszokott ebben a kontextusban, mivel 
magyarázható ez? 

 
Több lehetséges magyarázat létezik, mind általában a nyelvtanulók egymás közti 

interakciójára nézve, mind pedig a magyar kulturális környezet tekintetében. Foster (1998) 
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elsőként a kontextust javasolta, konkrétan azt, hogy az angol mint idegennyelv környezet 

(az angol mint másodiknyelv környezettel szemben) és a konkrét osztálytermi feltételek 

(szemben a kísérletes, laboratóriumi feltételekkel) másfajta eredményeket szülnek. Ugyanő 

azt is kiemelte, hogy az anyanyelvi–nem-anyanyelvi beszélő párok lehetségesen máshogy 

építik fel interakcióikat, mint a két nem-anyanyelvi beszélőből álló párok, valamint azt is 

felvetette, hogy az interakciós zökkenők és javítások a feladatot frusztrálóan lassúvá teszik, 

míg ha a nyelvtanuló bevallja, hogy valamit nem értett meg, az tudatlanságot sugall. Ezek 

helyett a nyelvtanulók a „színlelj és reménykedj” stratégiát alkalmazzák, hogy az interakció 

folyamatát fenntartsák és azon belül maradjanak.  

Eckerth (2009) eredményei alátámasztják Fosterét. Eckerth azt tapasztalta, hogy a 

nyelvtanulók saját közvetlen pedagógiai szükségleteiket gyakran kevésbé fontosnak tartják 

mint azt a társas kommunikatív folyamatot, amiben részt vesznek. Ezzel összhangban 

Seedhouse (2004) egy a másodiknyelvi osztályteremben létrejövő „interakciós 

felépítményt” feltételez, amelyben javító–módosító lépések szűkebb köre van használatban. 

Ami a magyar nyelvtanulók közti idegennyelvi interakciót illeti, a klasszikus humanista 

ideológiából, amely a magyarországi oktatást általában jellemzi, a nyelvtanulói indítékoknak 

egész sora következik és az olyan tendenciákat támogatja mint a kollaborálás, társnak való 

segítés, és a gyors és hatékony, indokolatlan megszakításoktól mentes feladatmegoldás felé 

való orientálódás. Suszczyńska (személyes közlés, 2015. január 15.) a nyelvtanulói interakció 

„ár–haszon” dimenziójának ebben a kontextusban való fontosságára is felhívta a 

figyelmemet: a félreértések okozta gyakori szüneteket túl „költségesnek” tűnnek. 

Rámutatott az arcvédés (a saját arc és a társak arcának védése), valamint a szerény 
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alázatosság megőrzésének fontosságára is (vö. Suszczyńska, 1999), ami a gyakorlatban azt a 

szabályt jelenti, hogy ne legyünk negatívak az interakció során (és ne is tűnjünk annak), ne 

kényszerítsünk erre másokat, és ne állítsuk meg az interakció folyását sem. 

Hasonló módon, Nagy–Nikolov (2007) is arról számolt be, hogy pécsi egyetemi 

hallgató nyelvtanulók hasonló populációja körében is nagy ellenállás fogadta, amikor 

kommunikálni kellett nyelvórán, valamint Tóth (2007) is ugyanezt tapasztalta Piliscsabán. Ez 

így, véleményem szerint, megmagyarázza az egyes nyelvtanulók által az órán tanusított 

relatíve szótlan hozzáállást és a legtöbb nyelvtanuló által tanusított általános, a diskurzus 

folyamatát kérdésekkel megszakító viselkedés iránti averziót. 

Ugyanezek a tanulmányok szintén beszámoltak a nyelvtanulók szorongásáról, és a 

perfekcionizmusról és versenyszellemről, amelyek szintén tipikus fémjelzői a fent körülírt 

klasszikus humanista oktatási rendszernek. 

 

Általánosságban, ezek az eredmények erősen sugallják, hogy szélesebb, nyitottabb és 

befogadóbb hozzáállásra van szükség a kutatók és a tanárok részéről a nyelvtanulói 

interakció megértésében, hogy megannyi megjelenési formájában a tanulási folyamat 

kulcsfontosságú eszközének tekintsük. Az eredmények világosan rámutatnak a nyelvtanulói 

autonómia jelentőségére az osztálytermi tanulási folyamat során. Ezen túl, arra is 

sarkallnak, hogy a tanulás és tanítás olyan paradigmáit érvényesítsük, amelyek nem csak 

elméletileg megalapozottak és empirikus beágyazottsággal rendelkeznek, hanem az egyedi 

nyelvtanulók egyedi kontextusokban fellépő szükségleteihez is hozzá vannak hangolva. 
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A kutatás korlátai 

Mint minden kutatásnak, a jelen disszertációban tárgyalt kutatásnak is vannak 

korlátai. Ahogy Dörnyei (2007) és mások is már rámutattak, a kvalitatív és kvantitatív 

kutatások kiegészítik egymást, és ezért a jelen kvalitatív kutatás eredményeit is kerekebbé 

tették volna kvantitatív adatok. Például a (beszélgetéselemzésben használt) kommunikációs 

egységek megszámlálása a beszéd feladat adataiban statisztikai megtámasztását nyújtotta 

volna a nyelvtanulói interakciókban előforduló javítások–módosítások hiányával kapcsolatos 

következtetéseimnek. Ezen kívül a minta relatíve kicsi mérete az eredmények 

általánosíthatóságát korlátozza egyes felfogások szerint, bár kvalitatív kutatások között 

tipikusnak mondható. Azonban, ahogy Dörnyei (2007: 59) rámutatott: „még akkor is, ha egy 

kutatás sajátosságai nem általánosíthatóak, a fő gondolatok és a megfigyelt folyamatok azok 

lehetnek”.  

Ha a kutatásom egyes pontjait közelebbről megnézzük, azt látjuk, hogy a 9 

interjúkérdésből csak egy említette explicit módon a TBLT-t a kérdőíves/interjú fázis során. 

Ha több kérdés irányulna explicitebb módon a TBLT-re, az megváltoztatta volna az interjúk 

során adott válaszokat. Lehetséges az is, hogy a kettős tanár–kutatói szerepem hatással volt 

a hallgatók válaszaira, míg egy független külső kutató semlegesebben tudta volna 

végrehajtani a kutatást. A kutatás második, nyelvtanulók nyelvi produktumáról szóló 

részében, az osztályteremben megvalósuló kulturális sokszínűség valószínűleg lehetővé 

tette volna azt, hogy a magyar nyelvtanulók nyelvi produktumát összehasonlítsuk külföldi 

diákokéival, így rávilágítva kulturális különbségekre is. Ez hasonlóan igaz a kutatás negyedik 

részével kapcsolatosan is, ahol a javítások–módosítások hiányát kultúra-specifikus okokra 
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vezetem vissza. Ezen kívül, a feladatok megoldásának fázisában mindhárom kutatási 

részben egy a nyelvtanulók–adatközlők között alkalmazott stimulált előhívási protokoll 

további információval szolgált volna a beszélt adatokról. Hasonlóképpen, ugyanebben a 

fázisban videofelvétel készítésével értékes adatokhoz juthattam volna a nyelvtanulók 

feladat teljesítés közbeni nem verbális kommunikációját illetően.  

 

Összegzés 

A jelen kvantitatív kutatás abból a jól ismert premisszából indul ki, miszerint a 

feladatközpontú interakció előmozdítja az idegen- és/vagy második nyelv elsajátítást (vö. 

Keck et al., 2006 metakutatását). Ez a négy részből álló kutatás az általam vizsgált egyedi 

oktatási kontextusban, egy magyarországi egyetem anglisztika programjában az 

interakcióközpontú oktatási paradigma, a TBLT megvalósításának lehetőségeit keresi, és 

teszi mindezt az e kontextusban tanuló nyelvtanulók, az anglisztika szakos egyetemi 

hallgatók egy csoportjának oktatással kapcsolatos hiedelmeinek felfejtésén keresztül 

(kérdőíves/interjú szakasz). 

 A kutatás a nyelvtanulók beszédkészséget fejlesztő feladatok teljesítése közbeni 

feladatközpontú interakcióját elemzi különböző szempontok szerint (feladat teljesítési 

szakasz), konkrétan azt, hogy hogyan alakítják (át) a feladatot saját szociokulturálisan 

meghatározott indítékaiktól indíttatva; milyen módokon működnek együtt kollaboratívan az 

interakció során; és hogyan (és miért) kerülik ki a javító–módosító lépéseket annak ellenére, 

hogy ezekre irányuló elvárásokkal tisztában vannak.  
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A kutatás négy részének mindegyike szolgál a nyelvtanulás, nyelvtanítás, 

tananyagfejlesztés, és a tanárképzés terén, mind Magyarországon, mind pedig azon túl 

levonható konklúziókkal. A két kutatási szakasz eredményei nem csak kultúra-specifikus 

változókra világítanak rá, hanem tágabb körben hasznosítható következtetéseket is 

lehetővé tesznek. Ezek az eredmények – mint minden olyan eredmény, amely a hatékony 

tanító és tanuló dinamikákra világít rá – talán különösen nagy horderővel bírnak azoknak az 

idegennyelvtudással járó jelentős pénzügyi, információs és interkulturális előnyöknek az 

ismeretében, amelyekből a világon – köztük Magyarországon is – sok millióan 

részesülhetnek. 
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