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Abstract: The focal point of teaching and learning has shifted from the features of talking
to the understanding of the talking process. This case study aimed to investigate attitudes
toward Socratic Seminar in student-led discussions in the classroom. Twenty-one of the
first year EFL undergraduate students majoring in English language teaching in a Thai
university participated in the dialogues. This contemporary method involved an active
discussion as an instructional tool to improve learning and comprehension of text in order
to examine insights in the context of a ten-week Advanced Listening and Speaking course.
This study followed qualitative designand contributed to students’ attitudes from interacting
with their peers and teacher, using supporting opinions and arguments to gain new
perspectives. The data collection involved three Socratic Seminar observations and pre and
post group interviews. The analysis showed that students had positive attitudes to this
method. Discussions undertaken by the students resulted in significantly better performance
when students were engaged in quality critical exchanges about the assigned text.
Keywords: Discussion, EFL, socratic seminar, undergraduate

1. Introduction

In traditional classroom at a Thai university, EFL students take on a more passive role in
the classroom favoring collectivism, which is highly dominant in Asian contexts (Lochland,
2013; Cook, 2001). Teachers’ direct discussions commonly dominate in the classroom. As a
result, students are neither involved in an active discussion nor engaged in student-centered
task. EFL students lack confidence in speaking and opportunities to practice listening
simultaneously in classroom (Noom-ura, 2013). Thai university students become more
dependent learners in mixed-ability English language classes. On the other hand, in a Socratic
Seminar, students sit in a circle, which allows eye contact as teachers and students are on the
same level. Therefore, students are allowed to have ownership of the seminar and are more
likely to actively initiate meaningful responses (Canady & Retting, 1996).

2. Literature review
2.1. Improving English language learning in classroom

One of the most difficult aspects of learning English as a foreign language is developing
the ability to sustain an active discussion in the classroom. Relying on lecture-based instruction
is not effective due to the short attention span of human beings. Students’ attention decreases
dramatically after 10 minutes of lecture listening. Varying instruction methods help increase
student attention and improve their retention of information (Svinicki & MacKeachie, 2011). A
variety of individual, pair, or group work activities to keep students active is essential for
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fostering thinking, learning, problem-solving, comprehension or literary appreciation.
Discussions implemented in the classroom add many options: sharing time, content lessons or
even interaction in class. Discussions play important roles in developing logical thinking
(Conhen et al., 2010).The individuals arrive at new understandings through collaborative
construction of meaning.

2.2. The Socratic Seminar

The Socratic Seminar is also known as a ‘Socratic Circle’. The application of the method
was initiated by Socrates, who was a classical Greek philosopher, and a founder of modern
western philosophy. This form of discussion has been implemented for encouraging student
response and motivating deeper inquiry into the concept (Moeller & Moeller, 2013). A variety
of questions prompt students to participate in a robust discussion. Students need to develop
explanation and questioning skills to be an effective member in this type of discussion (Walsh
& Sattes, 2017).

2.3. Socratic seminar and active learning

Learning is associated with social interaction and this association has become widely
accepted in the field of second language acquisition. Vygotsky's social constructivist theory
(1986) indicated knowledge is constructed predominately through social interaction with others,
for example, a teacher or a learner’s peers. The Socratic Seminar is considered as an exciting
and effective strategy for primary, secondary, and university students for its ability to provoke
deeper and more meaningful English language learning. In this model, students are seated in a
circle and engage in thoughtful dialogue by actively asking open ended questions (Brown &
Lee, 2015). The students also are responsible for talking to each other and the teacher facilitates
and moderates through questions.

Active learning is used interchangeably with ‘collaborative learning’, ‘cooperative
learning’ and ‘hands-on learning’ (Blaz, 2018). Active learning consists of 4 basic elements:
talking and listening, writing, reading, and reflecting. The Socratic Seminar is implemented by
groups engaging in active learning through discussion in class to promote higher order thinking
followed by a period of reflection.

2.4. The Socratic method of discussion

The Socratic method is an exercise of reflective thinking providing a scaffold approach.
This method is composed of doubt and searching. ‘Doubt’ is related to an issue of the meaning
which results in a process of ‘searching’ for a solution through discussion with increasingly
complex thoughts (Ellis, 2012). Ball and Brewer (2000) stated that Socratic Seminar promotes
learning facilitated by the “absence of fear, risk and judgment” (p.11). This challenging process
guides the learner by innovative approaches to exploring a text and supporting their opinions
with contextual evidence.

The main purpose is to increase the group’s understanding of reading a text which results
in enjoyment. Two specific types of question are utilized: pre-prepared and spontancous follow-
up questions. The pre-prepared question is normally on the problem and interpretation whereas
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the spontaneous question leads to the development of the idea being considered with a view of
resolution (Croninger et al., 2018).

The Socratic Seminar results in retention by the insights that emerge according to the
learning pyramid. Retention studies point out the relatively low return on the passive reading or
listening to lecture compared to the relatively high retention (50-90%) when students are
engaged in the group discussions. Critical thinking is infused in the classroom as students learn
to probe, to evaluate evidence, to write papers with well-structured arguments (Elder & Paul,
1998).

More importantly, the Socratic Seminar influences shared learning by activating the
concepts of community, connection and communication. The Socratic Seminar also develops
appreciation of higher form of truth that holds potential rather than a simple review of tests and
assignments in a classroom (Trepanier, 2018).

Despite its positive effects, Copeland (2005) argued the Socratic Seminar is not suitable
for teaching content knowledge in daily basis as it focuses on a higher level of understanding by
making connections and drawing comparisons. The quality of dialogue can be deteriorated if
students are underprepared as they have a tendency to assert their opinions rather than focus on
comprehension based on the text.

The successful dialogues require students to study their reading texts and generate
potential questions in the process. However, the students have a tendency to lose their interests
in the topic because the topic selection can be preferred as whole class basis regardless the
personal interests (Boghossian, 2006). The dialogue process will be effective on the condition
that students exercise their equal relationship between their verbal techniques and critical
thinking (Altorf, 2016). In terms of inclusive classroom, having teachers who are not speaking
the same language can be difficult to facilitate a seminar as the social interaction pattern and
participation can lead to confusion for students.

2.5. Implementation of the Socratic Seminar

To facilitate a successful discussion, students should take a major role. Those in the inner
circle of students hold the discussion while the outer circle monitors the discussion and write
comments and suggestions for their parts. Teacher steps aside and permits them to make the
discussion happen. Students in the outer circle share the observations and comments with their
partner.

Burns & Richards (2018) indicated that “ample exposure to another language without
social engagement, interactivity or the negotiation of forms and meanings is, for most learners,
inadequate if they wish to become proficient, communicatively competent users and especially
speakers of another language” (p.102). The Socratic Seminar challenges students and works best
with authentic and controversial texts. Three to five questions are asked depending on the length
of time available.

The questions should be inviting and provoking inquiry and arranged in logical order to
activate higher level of thinking. Teachers may ask the first question and tell students about the
reading for thirty minutes, then call someone to volunteer an answer. After that, the teacher may
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ask students to note where the response is located in the reading. Next, the teacher may ask
probing questions to encourage deeper thinking then facilitate the discussion making sure
everyone participates. Finally, the time at the end of the class may be used to summarize main
points.

2.6. Socratic Seminar in today’s university

Undergraduate students are required to develop critical and creative thinking skills in so
that they acquire transferrable skills of both oral and written communication. Due to demand for
employ ability skills, it is important to create a job seeking mentality which can contribute to the
economy, providing more than a university degree for more lucrative employment.

Seminar learning process is influenced by four factors: teacher performance, seminar
content, student preparation, and opportunities for interaction within seminars. The Socratic
Seminar not only promotes self-examination but also helps students recognize the importance of
democracy supported by the active use of realism through social interaction (Spruijt et al.,
2015). Students acquire the tolerance of different points of view while being able to judge the
universal value of their opinions.

2.7. Objective

This case study focused on EFL undergraduate students’ attitudes towards the Socratic
Seminar and its ability to build active student-led English discussion.

3. Methods
3.1. Participants

The case study participants included Thai EFL students enrolled in English Language
Teaching Program, in a course entitled Advanced Listening and Speaking. The course required
the students to attain knowledge about listening and speaking skills in academic contexts (6
hours/week). The sample was the entire class taking a ten-week course in the second semester.
Twenty-one students involved in the study were undergraduate aged between 18-20 years in
their first year at a Thai university. All of the students have been studying English at least eight
years and considered a high beginner at B1 level according to The Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).

3.2. Research design

The case study design was used to explore the necessary data based on audio recordings
and teacher’s observation from English major students in the Socratic Seminar (Creswell, 2014).
Spradley’s ethnographic approach (1979) was employed to collect data from the research
questions addressed. The pre and post semi-structured interviews and teacher’s observation in
the classroom were conducted to obtain the required qualitative data.

3.3. The Socratic Seminar design

The purpose of this study was to investigate EFL undergraduate students’ experience
when engaged in the Socratic Seminar. The Seminar strategy was based on textual analysis.
Twenty-one first year undergraduate students participated in three Socratic Seminars throughout
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the semester on the assigned topics. The group interviews were conducted at the beginning and
end of the semester. Students were arrayed in two inner and outer circles for forty-five minute
discussion. The inner circle discussed the text, while the outer circle observed the interactions,
mannerisms, and contributions of their peers. These two layers enabled students in outer circle
to contribute to discussions, then move back to the original position from the inner circle.

At the preliminary stage, teacher selected text in order to provide ample avenues for
students’ discussion. Next, the teacher explained norms explicitly and assigned a discussion
leader who generated open-ended questions for clarification, probing questions and viewpoints
(Paul & Elder, 2006). Before beginning the seminar, students were required to prepare ideas
according to prompt questions such as ‘Where does that idea come from in the text?’, “What
does this word or phrase mean?’, ‘What do you think the author is trying to say?’, ‘What else
could that mean?’, ‘Who was the audience for this text?’, ‘How does that shape our
interpretation?’.

It was necessary that students were aware of the norms to structure the seminar. Using
stems provided to express their ideas, for instance, point of view, agree/disagree, clarification,
supporting questions supported students to pose questions and argue with each other. Students
were involved in the process of collaborative thinkingand were able to direct their own
academic exploration. After reflection, students concluded by giving feedback to their
friends.Peer evaluation was for inner participants to assess an observable behavior. Then,
students were given the opportunity to evaluate the process in general and their own
performance specifically. Finally, reflecting on the seminar process helped students improve
their ability to participate in future discussions.

3.4. Research instruments
Group Interviews

At the beginning and the end of semester, the twenty-one students were divided into two
groups. Each group of students conducted semi-structured interviews to explore their attitude
toward the Socratic Seminar. Seven open ended questions to be asked were as follows:

- What was your experience in learning prior to the Socratic Seminar?

- What happened to you during the seminar?

- What are the differences between traditional classroom discussion and the Socratic Seminar?
- How were you engaged in the Socratic Seminar?

- How did seminar help you to understand the text better?

- What did you notice about your own and your classmate’s behavior during the seminar?

- How did the Socratic Seminar make you change your opinions?
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Teacher’s Observation Notes

The classroom observation covered important aspects of the method. After the Socratic
Seminars, observation notes were recorded on particular issues of classroom atmosphere,
students’ behaviors, their participation and interaction with peer as well as between students and
teachers.

4. Results
Group Interviews

The Socratic Seminar produced positive effects on thinking during the process in three
additional areas: preparation for the seminar, search for contextual evidence and recognition of
relevance and connection of the text to the student’s experience. Listening and speaking
participants to raise questions and gave them responsibility to explore new issues in class.

Based on group interviews, successful seminar seminars allowed for the following:
Setting the norm of an active classroom community

The Socratic Seminar shaped students, patterns of behavior as well as ways of learning
and thinking. Students were encouraged to think, talk and discuss the topics by using
substantive dialogues. They built associations via cognitive ability from listening attentively.
Participating in the seminars created better understanding of the content, exchanging thoughts
and accepting new ideas. To investigate new ideas actively, students were required to practice
speech, take notes and argue to generate in-depth analysis from their perspectives. This was
unlike the traditional classroom where participation was not highly valued due to feelings of
embarrassment from disapproving claims, making mistakes, criticisms of imperfect answers and
feeling incompetent from being a non-native English speaker.

Develop classroom environment promoting social and emotional group responsibility

The Socratic Seminar assisted students to achieve communicative goals of learning. This
method offered significant opportunity to engage in high quality talk and verbalize their
understanding. Students refined their talk and responded to the challenging questions with peers
both in interactive and unidirectional contexts. Learning became a conscious process of
accumulating knowledge. The process allowed participants to transform their learning behaviors
by dealing with a topic in a friendly learning environment. Creating a classroom environment
that closely aligned with the real world fostered learning with and from teachers revealing the
importance of contribution to expand thinking.

Students are engaged in collaborative team learning

Group work presented students with a way in reaching their personal development and to
work on problem solving. Students found their new discoveries led to insight. They did not only
confirm their existing knowledge but also uncovered something that was significant or
overlooked before. While delivering their speech, students navigated strategically, by
organizing and prioritizing their thinking. Referring to the reading text, they nurtured deeper
thinking from returning to the text to support the answers. With the evidence from text focus,
readiness in reading was also cultivated.
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Developing question and discussion skills

Open ended-questions helped to reveal what students had learned. Well-designed
questions led to new insight that prompted substantive peer to peer discussion and to promote
deeper exploration of subject matter. Students framed responses that resulted in questions
becoming the tools to access and activate prior knowledge of concepts. A consequence of this
was the focus on academic English vocabulary to express ideas and themes to enhance readiness
in listening and speaking from peer feedbacks. During their preparation process, they were
motivated to keep up to date to brainstorm and organize ideas using language of persuasion.
This method allowed time and keep the discussion open to give opportunities to express more
in-depth details.

Helping self-directed learning

The Socratic Seminar empowered students to be the owner of their learning and to
develop skill sets that society demands. This method allowed students to demonstrate reflective
and conceptual learning in authentic ways. Students felt that they were empowered from
developing their ownership of thinking. Continuing conversations generated purposeful and
meaningful opportunities of listening and speaking practice in English resulting in awareness to
create and organize meaning for themselves. Self-awareness is cultivated during the seminar
from putting ideas into words and gestures; taking turn; choosing disagreement language and
staying focused.

Teacher’s observation notes

The Socratic Seminar encouraged greater classroom dialogue. According to teacher
observation in class, it normally took a few minutes for students to warm up. At the initial stage,
students were reluctant and not engaged in the discussion from non-verbal clues showing
confusion and boredom. They randomly came up with generic ideas and hardly took a position.
However, neither all students participated in continuing talk nor using the probing questions.
This method involved teacher’s choice of text and participation structure. Specific rules were
enforced. Once students appeared to follow the established norms of asking questions,
simultaneous questions were appropriately responded without disruptions. Students reasonably
agreed/disagreed and anticipated major theme of the texts from preparation. They were also
given time to respond to questions and proposed ideas within their groups. Teacher minimized
her leadership role to direct the discussion. Students significantly learned to project their voice
as well as emphasize and highlight some important ideas simultaneously with more confidence
and enthusiasm. Participating students took the lead in classroom talk and produce knowledge.
Unfamiliar terms were defined when needed. Ideas were expressed to clarify unfamiliar
concepts. Humor was used to strengthen interests and to make students eager to ask questions.
Students were more specific on their feedback to their friends. When controversial topics were
presented, students stayed motivated and shared turns at talking. Students were more familiar
with assuming roles during the talk. Critical comments were posed to help develop their
classmates listening and speaking ability. As a result, students independently articulated speech
and gesture to convey the meaning of talk.
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5. Discussion

The aim of this study was to investigate EFL student attitudes toward the Socratic
Seminar to build active student-led English discussion. According to the findings, most students
had a positive response in the development of their oral skills. The results revealed the
significant changes in learning behaviors. This method provided for more student turns and
responsibility to the talk (Juzwik et al., 2013). Interactions were more visible while students dug
deep into the provided information for discussions. Reflections after the sessions assisted
students to gain awareness of what they gained from the content and be more prepared through
their learning process (Macaro et al, 2017). Collaboration amongst the students encouraged
higher level of thinking and promoted both autonomy and teamwork.

The Socratic Seminar involved dialogue with both students and instructors. The dialogues
were centered on open ended questions about an assigned text. This technique promoted the use
of critical thought, dialogue, and ownership of the discussion in ways that enhanced English
language learning. Students were active language learners in the Socratic Seminar. Vygotsky
(1978) suggested that: “A word is a microcosm of human consciousness” (p.255). Thought and
language could not exist independently and for learners, they must articulate and connect
thoughts in a conscious way. The Socratic Seminar in a classroom setting fundamentally
engaged EFL undergraduate students. Its dynamic process generated new ideas from
challenging tasks seeking reasonable and logical explanation (Polite & Adams, 1997).

The Socratic Seminar cannot be implemented without challenges. Students encountered
two challenges as non-native English language speakers. Speaking can be taught in combination
with linguistic knowledge and communication strategies (Goh & Burns, 2012). Practicing
integrated skills involved interaction with these two domains. First, linguistic knowledge can be
defined as knowledge of the vocabulary and grammar of the target language: efficiency and
accuracy in the lower level process of speech segmentation, word recognition and phonological
coding. Second, strategic behavior to assist with making meaningful understanding of a concept
is the knowledge in prompting another to support their ideas by claiming the contextual
evidence.

The Socratic Seminar provided cognitive scaffolding to students. Students were
motivated to produce language and prepare for linguistic readiness. This method exercised
reflective thinking. Based on the data collection, students confirmed this method increased their
motivation and attention. Willingness to communicate can be affected by interactional patterns,
interlocutors task types and topics (Cao, 2011). Thai students were frequently engaged in group
activities rather than in individual ones, by interacting more spontaneously in the target
language (Burner et al., 2014). Using dialogic exchange during the sessions transformed their
ways of thinking and understanding in the social contexts. In addition, the Socratic Seminar
allowed students to hide when they are not in the mood to perform. Anxiety can stimulate
energy and emotion (Aida, 1994). This method reduced the stress and negative anxiety on
students by lessening pressure on them to monitor their progress and to perform adequately in
front of their peers.
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Some students might feel anxious, unprepared and unable to participate due to the low
English proficiency. In some cases, students relied on instructor’s facilitation skills to get a high
level of engagement. The English educational setting framed their narrative and discussion. In
order to develop students’ language abilities, they were required to develop boarder and more
proficient combination of strategies (Christenbuey & Kelly, 1983). Students were engaged in
questioning and prompts to enable and lead them to develop enquiry mindset. Nevertheless, this
method didn’t guarantee students’ engagement based on the topic of interest alone. Students
tended to be satisfied with a mixture of lecturing and active learning which is not monolithic.

Learning is a social process. This social constructivist method depended on student’s
existing knowledge and willingness to participate (Marlowe & Page, 2005). Learning
conceptions influence their ability to learn and their level of resistance to change in the
instruction (Dunbar et al, 2007). Collaboration provides specific responsibilities related to
completion of task and improves engagement. Listening and reading in the English language
provided learners with additional linguistic input and it also opened the door to the wealth of
information. Students’ group activities created active conditions their level of resistance to
change in. They requesteda direct answer when they had conflict cases. Students spent time
training to ensure active learning of the disciplines or fields of knowledge for which they were
encouraged to express their opinions.

6. Implications and conclusion

This method was suggested to use in English language instruction for discussions in the
condition that clear and concise procedures are introduced using the model of collaborative
work. Thoughtful questions were developed prior to the discussions adapting the reflective
dialogues so that learners could become more critical thinkers. Teachers encourage students’
abilities to perform as students might have more difficulty distinguishing the core content in
order to convey clear and relevant contributions to the seminar. At the initial stage, students
were reluctant to proceed and need assistance from teachers in directing and leading the
seminar. However, when they feel more comfortable with the process for conducting the
seminar, they voluntarily lead and perform. Good note taking skills with effective attentive and
analytical skills are required.

The knowledge gained from this study could benefit the field of higher education by
clarifying whether the Socratic Seminar is an effective teaching method for EFL undergraduate
students. Additionally, this method is not based on how well students have done and what could
be done to achieve a higher mark. Future research can be extended in different majors to find
out the direct influence for effective English language development. Due to the short time
frame, the study collected data in a ten-week period. However, more data can be collected over
a longer period to gain more information form listening and speaking skills.

Effective and purposeful discussion happen in traditional classroom because teachers may
believe it is time-consuming. Reflective dialogues can be designed to help students to discuss
meaningful issues using complex academic language demonstrating what they have learned.
Students sharpen their ability to build knowledge to answer question and construct the meaning
from small group discussion. Skillful learners are adept at self-assessment and they are able to
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reflect a complete understanding of the university teaching approach. Discussions are
challenging the existing belief that teachers may avoid confronting unexpected outcomes.
Learning happens when learner behaviors change to become more self-directed. Ensuring
argumentation skills should prepare students to meet the critical thinking demand influencing
students’ belief about knowledge. Thinking skills are enhanced through explicit and systematic
pedagogical practices.

Lecture combined with discussion is essential for teaching language skills, for instance
comprehending and critical thinking. Students were offered authority and control over their own
learning with minimal guidance. Students were truly engaged with their own learning and also
allowed to have some input into the way they learn instead of wasting their time on unimportant
details and inaccurate information and participating in a task that they did not understand.
Learning curiosity was initiated to maintain interest and speak with enthusiasm. The discussion
contents were well-organized, unfolded logically and proceeded at comfortable pace. Students
developed their skills in well-defined and logical structures resulting in deep learning and higher
order thinking skills.

References

Aida (1994). Examination of Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope's construct of foreign language anxiety: The
case of students of Japanese. The Modern Language Journal, 78(2), 155-168. D0i:10.2307/329005.
Altorf, H.M. (2016). Dialogue and discussion: Reflections on a Socratic method. Arts and Humanities in
Higher Education, 18(1), 60-75. Doi:10.1177/1474022216670607.

Ball, W.H., & Brewer, P. (2000). Socratic seminars in the block. New York: Eye on Education.

Blaz, D. (2018). The world language teacher’s guide to active learning: Strategies and activities for
increasing student engagement. London: Corwin Press.

Boghossian, P. (2006). Behaviorism, constructivism, and socratic pedagogy. Educational Philosophy and
Theory, 38(6), 713-722. Doi: 10.1111/j.1469-5812.2006.00226.x.

Brown, D., & Lee, H. (2015). Teaching by principles: An interactive approach to language pedagogy.
New York: Pearson Education.

Bruner, D.A., Sinwongsuwat, K., & Radi¢-Bojani¢, B. (2014). EFL oral communication teaching
practices: A close look at university teachers and A2 students’ perspectives in Thailand and a critical eye
from Serbia. English Language Teaching, 8(1), 11-20. Doi:10.5539/elt.v8nlpl1.

Burns, A., & Richards, J. (2018). The Cambridge guide to learning English as a second language.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Canady, R.L., & Retting, M.D. (1996). Teaching in the block: Strategies for engaging active learners.
New York : Eye on Education.

Cao, Y. (2011). Investigating situational willingness to communicate within second language classrooms
from an ecological perspective. System, 39(4), 468-479. Doi: 10.1016/j.system.2011.10.016.

Christenbuey, L., & Kelly, P.P. (1983). Questioning: A critical path to critical thinking. Urbana, IL:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and Communications Skills and the National Council of Teachers of
English.

Conhen, L., Manion, L., Morrison, K., & Myse, D.A. (2010). A guide to teaching practice. New York:
Routledge.

Cook, V. (2001). Second language learning and language teaching. New York: Arnold.

Copeland, M. (2005). Socratic circles: Fostering critical and creative thinking in middle and high
school. Portland, Maine: Stenhouse Publishers.

Creswell, J.W. (2014). Educational research: Planning, conducting and evaluating quantitative and
qualitative research. Essex: Pearson.

269



Journal of Inquiry into Languages and Cultures ISSN 2525-2674 Vol 4, N° 2, 2020

Croninger, RM.V., Li, M., Cameron, C., & Murphy, P.K. (2018). In M.P. Karen (Ed.), Classroom
discussions in education (pp. 1-29). New York: Routledge.

Dunbar, K.N., Fugelsang, J.A., & Stein, C. (2007). Do naive theories ever go away? Using brain and
behavior to understand changes in concepts. In M.C. Lovett & P. Shah (Eds.), Carnegie Mellon symposia
on cognition. Thinking with data (pp. 193-205). Mahwah, NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Elder, L., & Paul, R. (1998). The role of socratic questioning in thinking, teaching, and learning. The
Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, 71(5), 297-301.

Ellis, R. (2012). Language teaching research and language pedagogy. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.
Goh, C., & Burns, A. (2012). Teaching speaking: A holistic approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University
press.

Juzwik, M.M., Borsheim-Black, C., Caughlan, S., & Heintz, A. (2013). Inspiring dialogue: Talking to
learn in the English classroom. New York: Teacher College Press.

Lochland, P.W. (2013). Moving beyond communicative language teaching: A situated pedagogy for
Japanese EFL classrooms. TESOL International Association, 4(2), 261-273. Doi: 10.1002/tes;j.57.

Macaro, E., Graham, S., & Woore, R. (2017). Improving foreign language teaching: Towards a
research-based curriculum and pedagogy. New York: Routledge.

Marlowe, B.A., & Page, M.L. (2005). Creating and sustaining the constructivist classroom. London:
Corwin Press.

Moeller, M., & Moeller, V. (2013). Middle school English teacher’s guide to active learning. New York:
Routledge.

Noom-ura, S. (2013). English-teaching problems in Thailand and Thai teachers’ professional
development needs. English Language Teaching, 6(11), 139-147. Doi: 10.5539/elt.von11p139.

Paul, R., & Elder, L. (2006). Critical thinking: Tools for taking charge of your learning and your life.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Polite, V.C., & Adams, A.H. (1997). Critical thinking and values clarification through Socratic
seminars. Urban Education, 32(2), 256-278. Doi:10.1177/0042085997032002005.

Spradley, J.P. (1979). The ethnographic interview. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Spruijt, M.A., Leppink, J., Wolfhagen, 1., Bok, H., Mainhard, T., Scherpbier, A., Beukelen, P.V., &
Jaarsma, D. (2015). Factors influencing seminar learning and academic achievement. Journal of
Veterinary Medical Education, 42, 259-270.

Svinicki, M., & McKeachie, W.J. (2011). McKeachie's teaching tips: Strategies, research, and theory
for college and university teachers. California: Wadworth.

Trepanier, L. (2018). The Socratic method today: Student-centered and transformative teaching in
political science. New York: Routledge.

Vygotsky, L.S., & Cole, M. (1978). Mind in society.: The development of higher psychological processes.
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Walsh, J.A., & Sattes, B.D. (2017). Quality questioning: Research-based practice to engage every
learner. California: Corwin.

270



Tap chi Khoa hoc Ngon ngit va Van héa ISSN 2525-2674 Tap 4, S5 2, 2020

THAI PO CUA SINH VIEN TIENG ANH (EFL)
POI VOI HINH THUC THAO LUAN SOCRATIC DE XAY DUNG
HOAT PONG THAO LUAN TIENG ANH TiCH CUC
DO SINH VIEN CHU TRI

Tém tit: Trong tim cua viéc day va hoc di chuyén tir cac ddc diém cua viéc N6i sang su
hiéu biét vé qua trinh Noi. Mot nghién ciru truong hop nham diéu tra thai d6 d6i véi hinh
thirc thao luén Socratic trong cac hoat dong thao ludn do sinh vién chu tri trén 16p hoc. 21
sinh vién ndm nhét nganh EFL, chuyén nganh vé Giang day Tiéng Anh tai mot Truong Dai
hoc Thai Lan da tham gia vao cac cudc ddi thoai. Phuong phap hién dai nay bao gdm viéc
st dung mot cudc thao luan chu dong nhu mot cong cu hudng dan dé cai thién viéc hoc va
hiéu van ban nhim kiém tra nhitng hiéu biét sau vé ndi dung cta khoa hoc mudi tuan vé
Nghe va No6i nang cao. Nghién ctru nay tudn theo thiét ké dinh tinh va gbp phan vao thai do
hoc sinh thong qua viéc twong tac vdi cac ban hoc va gido vién, sit dung cac y kién va lap
luan hd trg dé c6 duoc nhitng quan diém moi. Dit lidu dugc thu thap théng qua viéc quan
sat ba cugc thao luan theo hinh thirc Socratic va phong van nhém trudc va sau hoat dong.
Phan tich cho thdy sinh vién c6 thai do tich cuc dbi véi phuong phap nay. Cac cuge thao
luan duoc thyc hién boi cac sinh vién cho két qua hiéu suat t6t hon dang ké khi sinh vién
tham gia vao cac cudc trao ddi phan bién c6 chét lugng vé vin ban dugc giao.

Tir khéa: Thao luan, EFL, thao luan Socratic, sinh vién

271



