Abstract

Nowadays, the establishment of English education programs in Thailand are thriving and
are in constant demand among learners who have a desire to compete in the ever-growing global
economic arena. Although the existing landscape of English language education at the tertiary level in
Thailand has undergone tremendous changes over the past decade, the effort made in teaching and
learning continues to show limited progress. This exploration has drawn upon leading primary
academic documentary sources as to how incorporating innovative language coaching for the
creation of an effective English learning environment in higher education institutions may assist in the

promotion of proficient English learners in the Kingdom of Thailand.
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Introduction

English remains the lingua franca
and the language of the global economy
(Baker, 2012; Bowman, Burkart, & Robson, 1989;
Kirkpatrick, 2012; Kaur, Young, and Kirkpatrick, 2016).
Accordingly the ability to use English to
fluently and accurately communicate in pertinent
professional settings as a crucial component in
an ever-growing competitive international trade
arena is greatly valued (Baker, 2012; Bowman,
Burkart, & Robson, 1989; Kato & Mynard, 2016;
Kaur, Young, and Kirkpatrick, 2016; Salomaa, 2015).

Although the introduction of more
modern methods of teaching English is in con-
stant demand among both educators and learn-
ers alike (Kato & Mynard, 2016; Sanonguthai,
2014),the lack of institution of modern methods of
teaching English in many tertiary language education
programs has led to a deficiency in the creation of
internationally competitive graduates
(Bowman, Burkart, & Robson, 1989; Kaur, Young, and
Kirkpatrick, 2016; Noom-Ura, 2013; Piamsai, 2017;
Punthumasen, 2007). This documentary research,
based on an analysis of information drawn from
respected journal articles and other related
documents (Ahmed, 2010; Mogalakwes, 2006),
therefore aspires to examine how modern methods
of language coaching may be utilized in better
preparing university graduates in meeting the
challenges of contending in a global marketplace
(Hayes, 2010; Kongkerd, 2013; Punthumasen, 2007
Zeguniene & Karczewska, 2018; Sanonguthai, 2014).

Preparedness of Higher Education in Thailand

At present the English education
system in Thailand is still yet another

unfortunate example the country’s longstanding
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exercise of adopting ideas from abroad then ineptly
adapting them to suit an already archaic regional
education environment (Hayes, 2010; Kaur,
Young, and Kirkpatrick, 2016; Noom-ura, 2013;
Sanonguthai, 2014). The challenges and obstacles
associated with unqualified and inadequately trained
educators, out-dated pedagogy, and poorly
motivated learners are impeding and indeed
disheartening the progress of English language
education in Thailand (Baker, 2012; Bowman,
Burkart, & Robson, 1989; Kaur, Young, and
Kirkpatrick, 2016; Noom-ura, 2013; Piamsai, 2017).

Hice (2015) states that the financial
growth of national economies must place
a priority on the demand of well-trained university
graduates as well as the general workforce
to assure the financial realization of any
particular nation (Zeguniene & Karczewska, 2018). Hice
rationalized that one of the most significant
demands for future accomplishment is a higher
proficiency in English (Marginson, 2004). Hice
further stated that analyzing how learning is
affected by changes in a learning environment
should be considered essential for the further
progression of knowledge (Kato & Mynard, 2016).
English education programs in Thailand are
currently undergoing extensive reform,
without much success due to questionable
pedagogical practices, in an attempt to meet the
needs of the current global demand for highly-skilled
personnel (Chupradit and Baron-Gutty, 2009;
Marginson, 2004; Piamsai, 2017; Sanonguthai, 2014).

The Ministry of Education of Thailand
continues to strive to overcome difficulties
with antiquated conventional English education
programs in an effort to create a more

internationally competitive population (Kaur,




Young, and Kirkpatrick, 2016; Sanonguthai,
2014). As a result, both public and private
universities in Thailand had been encouraged by the
government and international employers to
produce graduates with more globally relevant
English language skills (Teng and Sinwongsuwat,
2015; Zeguniene & Karczewska, 2018;). These
universities have attempted to redefine
their relevance to be more sustainable,
competitive and relevant in a global context with
increased exposure to programs that will foster
proficiency in the English language among their
graduates (Baker, 2012). Regardless, the apparent
economic drive behind and the formidable
competition between English graduate applicants in
international business and management
vocations are significantly altering the way universities
decide upon the fundamental English
requirements for admission (Kaur, Young, and
Kirkpatrick, 2016; Marginson, 2004).

Universities in Thailand are lowering the
minimal English proficiency requirements for
enrolment into international English programs
to attract a higher number of admissions of
non-English speaking learners. Nevertheless,
thousands of Thai learners choose to participate
in English language learning in the United States,
the United Kingdom and Australia each year and
this means a significant loss of revenue for Thai
institutions (Chupradit and Baron-Gutty, 2009).
On the international stage, the move towards
more autonomous and commercialized English
language training has already been undertaken
by many of Thailand’s major trading partners.
Innovative universities from the United States, the
United Kingdom, and Australia, to name a few,
have found that professional collaborations with

higher education institutions in Thailand have

proven to be quite lucrative (Marginson, 2004,
Noom-Ura, 2013).

Until now, despite years of protest for
education reform and the introduction of more
modern methods of teaching English in the
Kingdom of Thailand, there does not seem to
be a noticeable shift in the English language
education system (Hice, 2015; Kongkerd, 2013). As
a result, conventional educator centered language
teaching approaches have remained dominant
at the tertiary level in the Thailand education

system (Punthumasen, 2007).

Parab (2015) indicates that for over the past
two decades there have been numerous books
and journal articles universally published about
the English language in general and in particular,
English language teaching. Fittingly many of these
manuscripts characteristically view the subject of
teaching English as a second or foreign language in
different ways by presenting a plethora of voices
trying to liberalize current English teaching from
the clutches of traditional or outdated methods
(Parab, 2015).

Teaching Systems in Higher Education

Institutions

Among the limitations to be found in the
current teaching and learning systems, pedagogies,
and philosophies within English language teaching
is both the tendency and manner of attempting
to passively impart or transfer knowledge from
the educator to the learner (Dunlosky, Rawson,
Marsh, Nathan, & Willingham, 2013; Perrodin and
Thupatemee, 2018). In the majority of English
learning environments within the tertiary
institutions of Thailand, Behaviorist (traditional)

approaches of language teaching such as the
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Audio-Lingual Method, Direct Method, Grammar
Translation Method, and the Structural Approach,
which generally do not require active participation
on the part of learners, are still being employed
(Dunlosky, et. al, 2013; Hice, 2015; Kongkerd,
2013; Teng and Sinwongsuwat, 2015). Accordingly,
a paradigm shift from utilizing traditional Behaviorist
approaches of passive learning to incorporating
Constructivist (modern, learner-centered and
active learning) approaches are seen as paramount
to language learning in Thailand (Morrison, 2011;
T. H. Khuong, 2015; Weegar and Pacis, 2012).

The Constructivist theory was initially
developed from the extensive study of cognitive
development by Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget
and Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky and later
built upon by American psychologist Jerome
Bruner (Chapman, 2006; Dunlosky et al., 2013;
Weegar and Pacis, 2012). Piaget determined,
assuming an element of progression, that
social interaction played a fundamental role
in the development of cognition within young
learners. Vygotsky (1978) insisted that social
interaction played a fundamental role in the
development of cognition. He relatedly established
that the level of cognitive development attained
when young learners engage in social behavior
development was dependent upon the “zone of
proximal development (ZPD).” The ZPD refers to
the zone between what a learner can achieve
without assistance, and what they can proximally
achieve with guidance and encouragement from
interaction with a superior scheme (Chapman,
2006; Dunlosky et al., 2013; Vygotsky, 1978).

Bruner, influenced by Vygotsky’s
work, concentrated on the role of the
educator and language and instruction, in that

learning is an active process in which learners
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construct new ideas or concepts based upon
their schema (Sharma, 2014). Bruner believed
that learners develop knowledge through active
participation in their learning through collaboration,
engagement, inquiry and problem solving (Bruner,
1975; T. H. Khuong, 2015; Morrison, 2011; Weegar
and Pacis, 2012).

The general framework of the
Constructivists theory tends to view learning as
a search for meaning in learning that promotes
the cognitive engagement and motivation
of the learners by enabling them to actively
participate in such a way that they “construct” new
knowledge (Bruner, 1975; Chapman, 2006;
Hayes, 2010; Morrison, 2011; Pitt, 2015;
Sharma and Gupta, 2016). As well, Constructivist
approaches tend to emphasize higher-order cognitive
learning and thinking activities which aid in facilitating
learning while encouraging educators to
support the construction of connections between
elements in order to foster new understanding
among learners (Broadfoot, 2008; Bruner, 1975;
Chapman, 2006; Dunlosky, et. al, 2013; Sharma
and Gupta, 2016).

However, the overwhelming
impression that the role of the educator in
Thailand must be autocratic or authoritative in learning
environments is often viewed as a more significant
threat to English language learning (Hayes, 2010;
Kongkerd, 2013; Teng and Sinwongsuwat, 2015).
Besides, constructing new knowledge occurs
by the promotion of extensive dialogue and by
associating and organizing the new knowledge
with the previous experiences and behavior of
the learners (Bruner, 1975; Dunlosky et al., 2013;
Morrison, 2011; Sharma, 2014). As a result, to better
foster learning, the primary role of the educator

must then become that of a “language coach”.




In the role of “language coach” the educator is
then better equipped to encourage the learners
to analyze, evaluate and formulate their ideas,
opinions, and conclusions while motivating them
to create their knowledge through their personal
experiences (Broadfoot, 2008; Morrison, 2011;
Paling, 2014, 2017; Pitt, 2015; Sharma, 2014).

Incorporating Innovative Language Coaching

In Neurolanguage Coaching: Brain
Friendly Language Learning, Rachel Paling (2017)
states that in the role of language coach, the
educator is able to facilitate a stronger learning or
working relationship between the educator and
the learners by creating a comfortable positive
and nurturing environment where learners are
more apt to be open to language learning (Pitt,
2015; Zeppos, 2014). The language coaching
approach, therefore, involves a more active
role for the learner and a more active learning
setting with recurring exposure to the target
language. This process is demonstrated by Rachel
Paling (2017, pp.110-119) as they present a rather
detailed account of a language coaching session
where language patterns are conveyed through

powerful coaching conversations.

Paling (2017) further asserts that
a more dedicated association with and
exposure to the target language is essential for
a successful language learning setting (Baker, 2012);
Hayes, 2010; Hice, 2015). For this reason, the
educator imparting the knowledge should
have both a high-functioning grammatical and
theoretical awareness of the target language,
and dedication to predominantly using the target
language as the medium of instruction (Noom-Ura,
2013; Piamsai, 2017; Punthumasen, 2007; Teng

and Sinwongsuwat, 2015).

Paling (2014) states that both the
educator and the learner must have equal
status in the practice of language coaching thereby
negating the impression of the superiority of the
teacher. Traditional (Behaviorist) language teaching
approaches situate the learner in a more
passive role, whereas in the more modern language
coaching approach, the learner is encouraged
to become much more active (Constructivist)
and more responsible for their learning process
(Paling, 2014, 2017; Zeppos, 2014). Paling (2014)
continues that the learner assumes ownership
of their language learning and the learning
process, and in so doing, the learner stays engaged,
motivate and values taking on the responsibility

to learn the target language.

Paling (2014) conveys the differences
between language teaching and language coaching,
and that the development of language coaching
as a distinct approach to teaching and learning
in the world of ESL/EFL teaching is escalating
(Zeppos, 2014). Acquiring near native-like
proficiency of a target language requires
as much as 10,000 hours of diligent and
deliberate practice (Baron and Henry, 2010).
Accordingly, language coaching tends to be adaptable,
utilizing authentic conversations and
dialogues, which allows the learner to reflect, then
embrace and incorporate the new target language
knowledge immediately into practical use (Paling,
2014, 2017; Zeppos, 2014). Therefore, in order to
maximize the potential of the learner, language
coaching generally utilizes components of the
language learning process, such as systematic
grouping and chunking information, to provide for
a more efficient, effective, and prudent learning
process (Paling, 2014, 2017).
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Paling (2014) continues that a directional,
instructive and compulsory instruction is found
to a greater extent in language teaching whereas
language coaching tends to assume a more
flexible and adaptable process focusing on higher-
order cognitive learning. Paling advocates that
continuous feedback and positive
acknowledgment create a remarkable learning
environment while keeping the learner motivated and
committed to learning the target language.
Although traditional language teaching and
progressive language coaching cultivate different
language learning pedagogies according to Paling
(2014), language coaching is able to represent
a new and innovative dynamic into the field of
English language teaching and learning thereby
better prepare university graduates to meet the
challenges of contending in a global marketplace
(Noom-Ura, 2013; Piamsai, 2017; Punthumasen,
2007; Teng and Sinwongsuwat, 2015).

<

Conclusion

Higher educational institutions in
Thailand for the past decade have been striving to
produce highly proficient English speaking
graduates who may become internationally
competitive professionals (Chupradit & Baron-
Gutty, 2009; Marginson, 2004; Piamsai, 2017,
Punthumasen, 2007; Salomaa, 2015). In order for
the above goal to come to fruition, developing
innovative teaching approaches for the creation
of an effective English learning environment in
Thailand’s higher education institutions should
be fervently considered (Dunlosky, et. al, 2013;
Hayes, 2010; Kongkerd, 2013; Noom-Ura, 2013;
Piamsai, 2017; Punthumasen, 2007; Teng and
Sinwongsuwat, 2015). Therefore, incorporating
innovative language coaching into an effective,
engaging and motivating learning environment must
be further investigated in order for educational
institutions in Thailand to meet and adapt to
the mounting challenges of cultivating university
graduates to compete in an ever-changing global
marketplace (Paling, 2014, 2017; Piamsai, 2017;
Zeppos, 2014).
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