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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF SOCRATIC SEMINARS ASATOOL FOR ASSESSING
SPOKEN ARGUMENTATION SKILLS

This study explored students’ perceptions of Socratic Seminars as a tool for assessing spoken
argumentation skills. As spoken argumentation is increasingly recognized as an essential component of
critical thinking, communication, and academic success, there is a need for assessment methods that
authentically capture students’ ability to construct, support, and communicate arguments. A qualitative case
study design was employed to investigate students’ experiences with Socratic Seminars in an English as a
Foreign Language context at a Nazarbayev Intellectual School. Data were collected through semi-structured
interviews with 96 Grade 10 students who had participated in assessed Socratic Seminars. The data were
analyzed using thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke’s six-step framework. The findings revealed
four major themes: adjustment to a new assessment format, development of collaborative argumentation
skills, understanding of assessment criteria and fairness, and recognition of the real-life value of
communication skills. Although students initially experienced uncertainty and anxiety, they gradually
became more confident and viewed Socratic Seminars as an effective and authentic means of demonstrating
spoken argumentation abilities. Participants also perceived peer assessment as increasing transparency and
fairness. Overall, the study suggests that Socratic Seminars can serve as a valuable alternative to traditional
speaking assessments while fostering meaningful communication and critical thinking skills.

Keywords: Socratic Seminars, spoken argumentation, student perceptions, authentic assessment,
dialogic learning.

Introduction

In the modern world, where the development of technology and artificial intelligence affects
the formation of learning and communication skills, spoken argumentation has become an
important indicator of learning because it enables learners to engage in meaningful dialogue and
articulate ideas clearly, thus demonstrating their higher-order thinking. These competencies are
essential not only for academic success, but also for the students’ further professional and personal
development.

However, according to teacher observations, the assessment of spoken argumentation skills is
challenging because of the lack of methods that would accurately capture different levels of the
ability to formulate claims, critically evaluate evidence, and connect them with reasoning. While
traditional approaches to assessing speaking, often relying on presentations or teacher-led
questioning, can provide valuable insights into student performance, they may not fully reflect the
dynamic and interactive nature of authentic argumentation. Consequently, educators have been
exploring instructional strategies that would encourage learners to support their claims with textual
or experiential evidence, listen actively to peers, challenge assumptions respectfully, and refine their
thinking through dialogue.

One such approach is the Socratic Seminar, a structured dialogue in which students
collaboratively explore complex ideas through questioning, discussion, and evidence-based
reasoning. Socratic Seminars require students to construct and defend arguments in real time and
may offer teachers a valuable context for assessing spoken argumentation skills.

Research has demonstrated the potential of Socratic Seminars to enhance critical thinking,
communication, and student engagement. However, much of the existing literature focuses on the
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instructional benefits of this strategy, while comparatively less attention has been given to its role as
an assessment tool. Furthermore, students' perspectives on being assessed through Socratic
Seminars remain underexplored. Understanding how learners perceive this form of assessment is
important because assessment practices can influence student motivation, participation, and the
development of spoken argumentation skills.

The purpose of this study was to explore how students perceive Socratic Seminars as a tool for
assessing their spoken argumentation skills.

It sought to answer the following research questions:

Main question

How do students perceive Socratic Seminars as a tool for assessing their spoken argumentation
skills?

Sub-questions

- How do students perceive the effectiveness of Socratic Seminars in demonstrating their
spoken argumentation skills?

- How do students perceive the fairness and transparency of assessment conducted through
Socratic Seminars?

- How do students believe participation in Socratic Seminars influences the development of
their spoken argumentation skills?

The widespread integration of generative artificial intelligence in education has led to a re-
evaluation of how students engage with and perceive their own learning processes. Rather than
viewing assessment as a result-oriented measure, contemporary research emphasizes the student
experience within dialogic learning environments. This learning model relies on spoken
argumentation, which is crucial for building critical thinking, academic knowledge, and community
participation skills [1, 2]. Research shows that structured oral argumentation alters student
perceptions of learning; when students are required to justify claims and navigate counterarguments
in real time, they report a deeper sense of conceptual ownership and cognitive engagement
compared to traditional text-based assessments [3].

From the perspective of assessment theory, student perceptions are strongly influenced by the
formative and dialogic nature of the classroom environment. Black and Wiliam [4] argue that
making thinking explicit through classroom interaction fundamentally changes how students view
the teacher-student dynamic, shifting their perception from being passive subjects of evaluation to
active participants in learning. Furthermore, when transparent criteria and peer assessment are
introduced, students perceive the evaluation process as more equitable and cooperative rather than
judgmental [5]. Within this framework, assessment is experienced by students not as an external
measurement, but as an instructional dialogue that clarifies expectations and fosters academic
autonomy.

The Socratic seminar represents a distinct pedagogical format that directly shapes student
attitudes toward oral discourse. Grounded in dialogic traditions, these structured, text-centered
discussions encourage students to perceive reading and thinking as collaborative, rather than
isolated, acts of knowledge construction [6]. Qualitative studies on student perceptions frequently
report positive shifts in learner confidence, critical reading, and oral communication, particularly
when discussions are supported by explicit scaffolding [7].

However, student experiences are often mediated by the structural design of the seminar. The
integration of "inner-circle" participation and "outer-circle” observation can elicit mixed perceptions
[8]. While some students perceive the inner circle as a high-stakes, anxiety-inducing environment,
others view it as a highly engaging for authentic expression. Conversely, the outer circle is often
perceived either as a safe space for reflective peer assessment or, conversely, as a secondary less
engaging role that limits active engagement.

Learners do not perceive verbal argumentation the same way across all school subjects. In
language and humanities education, oral discourse is frequently perceived by students as a natural
extension of interpretive and evaluative competence [9]. In contrast, within science and STEM

education, students often initially perceive structured argumentation as challenging or unfamiliar, as
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it requires a shift from seeking "correct” answers to evaluating flexible scientific evidence [10].
Despite these insights, relatively little research has systematically examined how students'
perceptions, academic anxieties, and feelings of community evolve when Socratic seminars are
implemented across different subject areas.

When examining student experiences within dialogic spaces, contemporary literature
emphasizes the role of psychological safety. Because Socratic seminars require public reasoning,
student perceptions are influenced by the social climate of the classroom. Research indicates that
when a classroom culture prioritizes collaboration over competition, students view the vulnerability
of public speaking as a constructive learning opportunity rather than a social risk [11]. In contrast,
in classrooms where peer relationships are strained or highly competitive, students often perceive
the seminar as a threatening environment. This anxiety can lead to defensive learning behaviors,
where students focus more on impression management—such as scripting their comments in
advance—rather than actively listening and responding to the organic flow of the dialogue.

Furthermore, the introduction of peer assessment adds another layer to student perceptions of
classroom equity. When outer-circle observers are responsible for evaluating their peers in the inner
circle, students report mixed feelings regarding the fairness of the process. Some students value
peer feedback, noting that it feels more accessible and less judgemental than traditional teacher
evaluation. However, other studies reveal that students sometimes worry about the subjectivity of
peer grading, fearing that social friendships or classroom popularity might influence the feedback
they receive [12]. This highlights a critical tension: while peer assessment can foster metacognitive
awareness and a sense of shared responsibility, it can also introduce interpersonal anxieties that
shape how students perceive the fairness of the assessment format.

Another important factor shaping student attitudes toward Socratic seminars is individual
language proficiency, particularly in linguistically diverse or bilingual educational settings. For
students who are dealing with academic content while simultaneously developing their target
language skills, the real-time demands of spoken argumentation present a double cognitive load.
Quantitative and qualitative feedback shows that less confident speakers frequently perceive
unguided seminars as isolating, as the rapid pace of the conversation favors students with higher
linguistic fluency [13].

To lessen these negative perceptions, researchers emphasize the necessity of structural and
linguistic scaffolding. When teachers provide explicit tools—such as pre-reading discussion guides,
conceptual graphic organizers, and targeted sentence starters for agreeing, disagreeing, or clarifying
claims—student perceptions undergo a positive transformation. Scaffolding helps students view the
seminar not as an unpredictable test of linguistic speed, but as a predictable, structured environment
where they can safely test their ideas. Under these supported conditions, students with lower initial
confidence report a heightened sense of belonging and an increased willingness to participate,
ultimately viewing oral argumentation as a powerful mechanism for improving both their language
skills and their subject-matter competence.

Beyond immediate academic outcomes, consistent exposure to Socratic seminars has a
profound impact on long-term student self-efficacy and intellectual identity. In traditional teacher-
led classrooms, students often develop a dependent mindset, perceiving the instructor as the source
of truth and validation. By contrast, longitudinal studies on dialogic education suggest that
participating in regular, student-led seminars reshapes how learners view their own intellectual
capabilities. Over time, as students successfully navigate complex texts and co-construct meanings
with their peers, they report a marked increase in their academic self-efficacy [14].

This shift in self-efficacy directly influences how students view themselves as thinkers and
citizens. When students realize that their voices can shape the direction of a serious academic
discussion, they begin to construct identities as active contributors to knowledge rather than passive
consumers of information. They report feeling more capable of analyzing complex, real-world
problems, weighing conflicting evidence, and participating in public, democratic discourse. This
indicates that the value of the Socratic format extends far beyond the immediate grading period;
students perceive it as a transformative experience that equips them with the communicative

7



Ne2(6)/2026 Ieoazoeuxanvix omuemoep | [ledazocuueckue usmepenus | Pedagogical measurements

confidence and critical mindsets necessary for university-level studies and future professional
environments.

Materials and Research Methods

To investigate students’ perceptions of Socratic Seminars, this study used a qualitative case
study design as an instrument for assessing spoken argumentation skills. As it allows for an in-depth
exploration of students’ experiences, interpretations, and meanings related to assessment practices,
exactly this qualitative approach was selected. The case study design is suitable because it is
believed to be focusing on a bounded system: students who take part in Socratic Seminars within a
specific educational context. It enables a detailed and contextualized understanding of the
educational phenomenon.

The research was conducted in one Nazarbayev Intellectual School where English is a foreign
language; Socratic Seminars were employed as one of the instructional and assessment practices in
speaking and discussion-based tasks.

Purposeful sampling was used to select students who had prior experience partaking in Socratic
Seminars. Purposive sampling was used to ensure that participants could share rich and diverse
insights into the research topic. Participants were chosen based on two main criteria: (1) they had
taken part in at least one assessed Socratic Seminar during the academic year, and (2) they
voluntarily shared their experiences during interviews. To ensure that the collected data was
relevant to the research, only students with direct experience of the assessment method were
included. In order to include a broad range of perspectives, the sample involved students with
diverse levels of classroom participation and confidence in speaking activities. It helped not focus
solely on highly active participants.

A total of 96 students from grade 10 participated in the study. The participants were also varied
in terms of English proficiency levels to capture different perspectives on the assessment process.

Semi-structured interviews were used to collect data. It was selected due to its flexibility in
questioning while making sure that all research questions are addressed. The interview protocol
encompassed open-ended questions that were focused on students’ experiences of Socratic
Seminars, their perceptions of how fair and effective they were, and their opinions on how these
seminars affected their spoken argumentation skills. Each interview lasted approximately 3-4
minutes, and to ensure confidentiality and comfort, the interviews were conducted in a quiet
atmosphere within the school. With participants’ consent, interviews were audio-recorded and later
transcribed verbatim for analysis.

The interview questions were created based on the study’s research questions and actual
literature on authentic assessment, classroom discussion, and argumentation skills. Prior to data
collection, the interview protocol was reviewed to ensure that the questions were clear, relevant, and
effective in terms of eliciting detailed responses.

Thematic analysis was used to analyze the collected data. To start the analysis, it was decided
to employ the six-step framework proposed by Braun and Clarke [15]. There were several stages in
this process: familiarization with the data via continuous reading of transcripts, initial coding of
meaningful words, grouping codes into categories, and the development of main themes. First, the
researcher familiarized themselves with the data by reading the transcripts thoroughly. Second, the
researcher generated initial codes to identify meaningful patterns in participants’ responses. Third,
similar codes were then grouped into broader categories. Fourth, these categories were examined
and refined into meaningful themes. These themes were used to reflect students’ perceptions of
effectiveness, fairness, and the overall impact of Socratic Seminars as an assessment instrument.
Fifth, themes were defined and named. To enhance trustworthiness, emerging themes were
compared across participants and ensured that interpretations were grounded in the data. Finally, the
findings were structured and interpreted in relation to the research questions and existing literature.
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Examples of potential themes included perceptions of assessment authenticity, opportunities
for student voice, transparency of assessment criteria, anxiety associated with speaking, and the
development of critical thinking and argumentation skills.

Prior to data collection, ethical approval was acquired. Participation was absolutely voluntary,
and informed consent was procured from all participants. Participants were aware of their right to
withdraw from the study at any time without consequences. Anonymity and confidentiality were
strictly kept by giving pseudonyms and deleting any identifying information from the transcripts
and final report.

Furthermore, the researcher informed the participants about the purpose of the study, how the
data would be used, and how confidentiality would be protected. Audio recordings and interview
transcripts were stored securely, and only the researcher would have access to it. All data were used
solely for academic purposes and were deleted after the completion of the study in accordance with
institutional research guidelines.

Results and Discussion

The thematic analysis of interview data revealed four major themes related to students’
perceptions of Socratic Seminars as a tool for assessing spoken argumentation skills. These themes
were: (1) adjustment to a new assessment format, (2) development of collaborative argumentation
skills, (3) understanding of assessment criteria and fairness, and (4) recognition of the real-life value
of communication skills. The themes and their descriptions are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 - Summary of Themes Identified in Student Interviews

Theme Description

Adjustment to a New Assessment Format Students initially found the seminar unfamiliar
but became more comfortable over time.

Development of Collaborative Argumentation | Students learned to listen, respond, and build

Skills arguments collaboratively.

Understanding  Assessment  Criteria and | Peer assessment increased transparency and
Fairness awareness of rubrics.

Relevance to Authentic Communication Students connected seminar skills to real-life

communication situations.

Theme 1: Adjustment to a New Assessment Format

One of the strongest themes that emerged from the interviews was students’ adjustment to a
new type of assessment. Before the introduction of Socratic Seminars, students were mainly
assessed through traditional speaking tasks. These assessments usually involved answering
questions from the teacher based on a picture, card, or speaking prompt. Therefore, many students
were not familiar with the idea of discussing a topic with several classmates while being assessed at
the same time.

Although a formative Socratic Seminar was conducted before the summative assessment, many
participants reported that they still found the first seminar difficult. Students explained that they
were unsure about the discussion procedures and did not fully understand how participation would
be evaluated. Some participants were uncertain about when to speak, how often to contribute, and
how to react to the opinions of others.

As a result, the first seminar was described as somewhat disorganized. Several students noted
that they focused mainly on speaking as much as possible rather than participating in a meaningful
discussion. However, after experiencing the first seminar, students became more familiar with the
expectations and structure of the activity. During the second assessment, they reported feeling more
confident and prepared.
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This finding supports the ideas of Black and Wiliam [4], who suggest that students often need
time to adapt to assessment methods that require active participation. The findings indicate that
students’ initial difficulties were related more to unfamiliarity with the format than to the
assessment itself.

Theme 2: Development of Collaborative Argumentation Skills

The second theme focused on how students perceived the development of their speaking and
argumentation skills during Socratic Seminars. Many participants explained that the seminars
helped them understand that effective communication involves more than simply expressing
personal opinions.

During the first seminar, some students observed that more confident and talkative participants
tended to dominate the discussion. As a result, quieter students sometimes had fewer opportunities
to contribute. This occasionally created frustration among participants and led to misunderstandings
within groups.

However, students reported that their understanding of successful participation changed over
time. They gradually realized that the purpose of the seminar was not to speak the most but to
contribute meaningfully to the discussion. Participants emphasized the importance of listening
carefully, responding to others’ arguments, asking follow-up questions, and supporting opinions
with evidence and reasoning.

Many students believed that Socratic Seminars provided a better opportunity to demonstrate
argumentation skills than traditional speaking assessments. Unlike teacher-led interviews, the
seminars required students to think quickly, react to different viewpoints, and defend their ideas in
real time. Students also reported that they became more aware of the importance of respectful
disagreement and constructive discussion.

These findings are consistent with Adler’s [6] view of Socratic dialogue as a collaborative
process of knowledge construction. Similarly, Billings and Fitzgerald [7] argue that structured
discussions can improve students’ confidence, communication, and critical thinking skills. The
experiences described by participants suggest that Socratic Seminars helped students develop a
broader understanding of spoken argumentation as a cooperative rather than individual activity.

Theme 3: Understanding Assessment Criteria and Fairness

Another important theme was students’ perceptions of assessment criteria and fairness.
Participants frequently mentioned the role of the outer-circle students, who were responsible for
assessing the discussion using a rubric.

Many students explained that acting as assessors helped them understand the assessment
criteria more clearly. Because they needed to evaluate their classmates’ performance, they paid
closer attention to the rubric descriptors and became more aware of what was expected in a
successful discussion. Students reported that this process encouraged them to read the criteria
carefully and think critically about speaking performance.

Interestingly, participants stated that most students took the assessor role seriously and tried to
evaluate their peers fairly. As a result, many interviewees viewed the assessment process as
transparent and understandable. Unlike traditional speaking assessments, where only the teacher
assigns marks, students felt that they had a clearer understanding of how scores were awarded.

This finding supports Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick’s [5] argument that involving learners in
assessment can increase assessment literacy and help students better understand quality
performance. Similarly, Black and Wiliam [4] emphasize that transparent assessment practices can
improve students’ engagement with learning.

Despite these positive perceptions, students also identified several challenges associated with
Socratic Seminar assessment. These challenges are summarized in Table 2.
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Table 2 - Challenges Reported by Students

Challenge Description

Unfamiliar format Students initially struggled to understand the
seminar procedures and expectations.

Dominant participants More confident students sometimes limited
opportunities for others to contribute.

Speaking anxiety Some students felt nervous expressing opinions
in front of peers.

Time pressure Limited discussion time occasionally prevented
full development of arguments.

Active listening demands Students found it challenging to listen, evaluate
ideas, and prepare responses simultaneously.

Although these challenges were mentioned, most participants reported that they became less
significant during the second seminar as students gained experience and became more familiar with
the format.

Theme 4: Relevance to Authentic Communication

The final theme concerned students’ perceptions of the real-world value of Socratic Seminars.
Many participants stated that the activity changed their understanding of speaking in English.
Previously, they often viewed speaking assessment as a conversation between a student and a
teacher. After participating in the seminars, they began to see communication as a more interactive
and collaborative process.

Students explained that real-life situations often require people to discuss ideas, defend
opinions, persuade others, and respond respectfully to disagreement. Therefore, many participants
believed that the skills practiced during Socratic Seminars would be useful beyond the classroom.
They particularly highlighted active listening, persuasion, argument development, and respectful
communication as important skills for future academic and professional contexts.

These findings are similar to those reported by Swain [9], who emphasizes the role of
collaborative dialogue in language development. They also support the work of Nussbaum et al. [3],
who argue that structured argumentation promotes deeper engagement with ideas and strengthens
critical thinking.

Overall, students viewed Socratic Seminars not only as an assessment tool but also as a
meaningful learning experience that prepares them for authentic communication situations. While
the assessment format initially presented some challenges, participants generally reported positive
perceptions after gaining experience with the process.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to explore how students perceive Socratic Seminars as a tool for
assessing spoken argumentation skills. The findings suggest that students generally viewed this
form of assessment positively, although many experienced difficulties when participating in a
Socratic Seminar for the first time.

One of the main findings was that students needed time to adapt to a discussion-based
assessment format. Unlike traditional speaking assessments, which usually involve interaction
between a student and a teacher, Socratic Seminars required participants to engage with their peers,
respond to different viewpoints, and develop arguments collaboratively. While this initially caused
some confusion, students reported becoming more confident and comfortable after gaining
experience with the format.

The study also found that students perceived Socratic Seminars as an effective way to
demonstrate spoken argumentation skills. Participants highlighted the importance of active
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listening, responding to others’ ideas, providing evidence, and expressing agreement or
disagreement respectfully. Many students felt that these skills were demonstrated more naturally
during a discussion than in traditional speaking assessments.

Another important finding was related to assessment transparency. The use of peer assessment
helped students become more familiar with the assessment criteria and better understand what was
expected from them. As a result, many participants considered the assessment process fair and clear.
Although some challenges remained, such as speaking anxiety and unequal participation, students
reported that these issues became less significant as they became more familiar with the seminar
structure.

Finally, students viewed the skills developed during Socratic Seminars as valuable beyond the
classroom. They recognised that communication in real-life situations often involves discussion,
persuasion, collaboration, and respectful disagreement. For this reason, many participants saw the
seminars not only as an assessment activity but also as preparation for future academic,
professional, and social interactions.

The findings of this study suggest that Socratic Seminars can be a useful alternative to more
traditional speaking assessments. They provide opportunities for students to demonstrate
argumentation skills in a collaborative environment while also developing a deeper understanding
of communication and assessment processes. Future research could explore how students’
perceptions change over a longer period of time or examine the use of Socratic Seminars in
different educational contexts and subject areas.
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OKYUWBbIJIAPIABIH AYBIBIIA A9JEJAEY JATABIJIAPBIH BAFAJIAY KYPAJIbI
PETIHJAE COKPATTBIK CEMHWHAP/IbI KABBIJIIAY bl

Byn 3epTrey OKymIBUTapABIH aybI3Iia IOJENISy MarabpUIapblH Oaranay Kypaiabl periHmeri CoKparThIK
CEMHUHAapJIapFa KaThICThl KO3KapacTapblH 3epTTeyre OarbITTaNbl. AybI3IIa JQJIENJIEY ChIHH Oiyiay, KapbhiM-
KaThIHAC JKacay >KOHE aKaJeMHsUIBIK JKETICTIKTIH MaHbI3JAbl Kypamuac Oediri periHme OapraH caiiblH
MOUBIHIAJIBIN OTBIPFAHIBIKTAH, OKYIIBEUIAPABIH JJIEACPAl KYPaCThIPy, HETI3Iey KoHe JKeTKi3y KadireTTepid
IIBIHAWEI Oarayiail ajaTelH Oarajay dJ[iCTepiHe KaXETTUTIK apThin keneni. HazapOaeB 3usaTkepinik MeKTeOiH e
arbUIIIBIH TUTIH IIET TUIl PEeTiHIE OKBITY JXarmalbiHAa OTKi3uireH COKpaTThIK CEMHUHApiapFa KaThICKaH
OKYIIBUTAPABIH TOHKIPHOSCIH 3epTTey YIIiH camaiblK KeHc-CTamy 3epTTey AM3aifHbI KOJMAHBUIIEL. [lepekTep
OaramanateiH COKpaTTHIK ceMUHapiIapra KarbicKaH 10-CRIHBIMTHIH 96 OKYIIBICBIMEH JKYPTi3UITeH JKapThuiail
KYPBUIBIMJIAHFaH cyX0arTap apKbUIbl )KUHAIBL Jlepextepai Tangay bpayH men KnapkThiH anThl Ke3eHHEH
TYPAThIH YITICiHE HETi3JeNITeH TAKbIPHINTHIK TAJIay 9/1iCi apKBUIBI XKY3€ere achIpbUIIbL. 3epTTey HOTHKECIHIe
TOPT HETI3Ti TaKBIPHIT aHBIKTAIARL: JKaHa Oaranay GopmareiHa OeHiMmeny, OipJecKeH IoJeNaey IarabLIapbiH
JaMbITy, Oaranay KpUTEpHUHIEpi MEH OAUIAITIH TYCiHY >KOHE KOMMYHUKALWSUIBIK JaFIbUIapIblH OMipIiK
MaHBI3IBUTBIFBIH MOWBIHIAY. bacTankbina oKymisuiap Oenricizaik meH KoOaKynbl ce3iHreHIMeH, yaKbIT oTe
Kelle ojap e3aepiHe IereH CeHIMIUTIKTI apTThIpbin, COKpaTTBIK CEeMHHApIApABl aybl3lia JJICTACY
JaF IBUTAPBIH KOPCETYIIH THIMJI opi IIBIHAWEI Toclml periHae KaOsuimanbl. COHBIMEH Karap KaTbICYIIbLIAp
e3apa OaranaynblH Oarajay YACpICIHIH ambIKTBIFBI MEH OAUIMINIH apTThIPAThIHBIH aran eTTi. JKamimbl
airaHma, 3eprrey HoTmkenmepi COKpaTTBIK CEeMUHApIapAbIH aybl3Ila Ceueymi OarajaylaslH IOCTYPIIi
TypiepiHe Tuimai Oajmama Ooyia amaTbIHBIH KOHE COHBIMEH KaTrap MarblHANbl KOMMYHHKAIdsS MEH CHIHU
oiiJiay JIaFIbUIAPbIH JAMBITYFa BIKIAT ETETIHIH KOPCETE/I.

Tyiiin ce3mep: COKpaTTBIK CEMHHAp, aybi3Ila JAJIENJICY, OKYIIBUIAPIBIH KO3KapacTaphl, MIbIHAWBI
Oaraay, THaJOTTIK OKBITY.

BOCHPUSTHE YHAIIUMUCHA COKPATOBCKOI'O CEMUHAPA KAK
NHCTPYMEHTA OHEHUBAHUS HABBIKOB YCTHOU API'YMEHTALIUN

JlaHHOe McciienoBaHNE HANpaBieHO Ha M3YUYE€HHE BOCHPHUATHS YYALIMMHUCS COKPATOBCKUX CEMHHAPOB
KaK MHCTPYMEHTa OIIEHWBAaHUS HABBIKOB YCTHOM aprymMeHTannu. [[0CcKoIbKy yCTHas apryMeHTAIlHs BCe Yalle
paccMarpuBaeTcsl Kak BaKHEHIINN KOMIOHEHT KPUTHYECKOTO MBIIIICHHS, KOMMYHHUKAIIMH U aKaJeMHYeCKON
YCIIEIIHOCTH, BO3HUKAET HEOOXOANMOCTh B METOAAX OLICHUBAHMUS, KOTOPBIE TIO3BOJISIIOT JOCTOBEPHO OLICHUTH
CHOCOOHOCTh yJamuxcsa GopMyIupoBaTh, 00O0OCHOBBIBATH U NPEACTABIATh apryMeHThI. [ n3yuenus onbita
YHYaIIXCs, YIaCTBOBABIINX B COKPAaTOBCKUX CEMHHApaxX B YCJIOBUSAX OOYYECHHS aHTIIMACKOMY SI3BIKY Kak
nHOCTpaHHOMY B oxHod u3 HazapGaeB MuremnexryanbHOM mMmiKoN, ObUla HCHOJIB30BaHA KayeCTBEHHAS
MeTononorus B (Qopmare keiic-cragu. [lanHple ObUIM COOpaHBI MOCPEICTBOM IONYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX
WHTEPBBIO ¢ 96 yuammmucs 10-x KiaccoB, MPUHUMABIIUMH YYacTHE B OIEHHUBAEMBIX COKPAaTOBCKHUX
ceMHHapaxXx. AHaNM3 [aHHBIX NPOBOAWICS METOJOM TEMaTH4YeCKOro aHajlu3a B COOTBETCTBHH C
mecTtumaropoil mojensto bpayn u Knapk. Pesynbrarsl uccieoBaHuss MOXKHO pPa3JIeNUTh Ha 4YEThIpe
OCHOBHBIE TEMBI: aJanTanuid K HOBOMY (opmary OIEHHBAHHSA, pPa3BUTHE HABBHIKOB COBMECTHOMH
apryMeHTalliM, MOHMMaHHWEe KPUTEPHUEB OICHMBAHWS W CIPABEAJUBOCTH OIIEHKH, a TaKKe OCO3HaHHE
MIPaKTUYECKON [IEHHOCTH KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIX HaBBIKOB. HecMOTps Ha TO, YTO HAa HauaIbHOM 3Tale yJaliuecs
UCTIBITHIBAIA HEYBEPEHHOCTh M TPEBOXKHOCTb, CO BPEMEHEM OHH CTAaHOBWIIUCH Oojiee yBEpCHHBIMU H
paccMaTpuBaid COKPAaTOBCKHE CEMHUHAapbhl Kak 3((EKTHBHBIH M ayTeHTHUYHBIH CHOCO0 OEMOHCTpAaLUU
HAaBBIKOB YCTHOM apryMeHTallMd. YYacCTHUKM TaKkKe OTMEYalld, YTO B3aUMOOIICHHBAHHE CIIOCOOCTBYET
MOBBILICHUIO MPO3PaYHOCTH M CHPABEUIMBOCTH OLEHHMBaHUA. B 1enoM pe3ynbTaTel HMCCIeIOBaHUS
CBHIETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO COKPAaTOBCKHE CEMUHAphl MOTYT CIY>XUTb 3()(EeKTUBHOH aJIbTepHATHBOU
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TPaJUIMOHHBIM  (opMaM OIICHWBaHHMS YCTHOW peYH, OJHOBPEMEHHO CIOCOOCTBYS — Pa3BUTHIO
cojiepKaTeNbHON KOMMYHHUKAIMKY U KPUTHYECKOTO MBIIIJICHHUSL.

KnioueBble cjloBa: COKparOBCKME CEMHHApPbl, YCTHas apryMEHTaLusl, BOCHPUATHE YyYallluXcs,
ayTEeHTUYHOE OLICHUBaHME, THAJIOTHUECKOE 00yUCHHE.
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