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INQUIRY-BASED LEARNING IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING:
THE 5E INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL AS A PEDAGOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Abstract

Contemporary English Language Teaching (ELT) increasingly emphasizes learner-centered instruction, communicative
competence, and the development of higher-order thinking skills. In response to these priorities, inquiry-based instructional frameworks
offer valuable pedagogical alternatives to traditional teacher-centered approaches. This article examines the adaptation of the SE
instructional model — originally developed for STEM education — to the context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instruction.
Grounded in constructivist learning theory, the SE model structures learning through five phases: Engage, Explore, Explain, Elaborate,
and Evaluate. The study explores how this model supports student engagement and critical thinking in ELT classrooms. The SE
instructional model provides a theoretically grounded and empirically supported framework for promoting meaningful learning,
critical thinking, and sustained student engagement. By structuring instruction around inquiry, collaboration, and reflection, the model
supports deep conceptual understanding while fostering cognitive, social, and emotional competencies essential for lifelong learning.
When implemented with pedagogical intentionality and supported by evidence-based practices, the SE model offers a powerful
approach to contemporary teaching and learning. The structure of the SE model is particularly well suited to promoting higher
levels of engagement, as it integrates inquiry, collaboration, and reflection throughout the learning cycle. Engaged students not only
achieve better academic outcomes but also develop transferable skills such as communication, teamwork, and self-regulation, which
contribute to long-term educational and professional success The article argues that the SE model aligns closely with communicative
language teaching principles and provides a coherent framework for promoting meaningful interaction, learner autonomy, and deep
language processing.

Key words: SE instructional model, English language teaching, student engagement, critical thinking, inquiry-based learning,
EFL.

Introduction. English Language Teaching has undergone a significant pedagogical shift over recent decades,
moving away from grammar-focused, teacher-dominated instruction toward communicative, learner-centered approaches.
This transformation reflects broader educational goals that prioritize not only linguistic accuracy but also communicative
competence, learner autonomy, and critical thinking. However, despite widespread acceptance of these principles, class-
room practices often remain dominated by explanation, repetition, and controlled exercises that limit student engagement
and cognitive involvement.

The purpose of the article is to explore how the SE instructional model can be meaningfully applied in English
Language Teaching and to show how this inquiry-based framework supports student engagement and the development of
critical thinking in EFL classrooms. The article seeks to connect the theoretical foundations of the SE model with commu-
nicative language teaching principles and to demonstrate how its stages can be adapted to everyday classroom practice. By
doing so, the study aims to highlight practical ways in which the SE model can help learners use language more actively,
reflect on their learning, and develop deeper understanding through interaction and inquiry.
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Main body. The 5E instructional model is firmly rooted in constructivist learning theory, which conceptualizes
learning as an active and socially mediated process through which learners construct knowledge by interacting with ideas,
experiences, and others [2]. In contrast to traditional transmission-based instruction, where knowledge is delivered directly
from teacher to student, the SE model positions learners as active participants in meaning-making. Students are encouraged
to question, investigate, reflect, and revise their understanding over time, while teachers function as facilitators who design
learning experiences, guide inquiry, and support conceptual development. The model is structured around five intercon-
nected phases — Engage, Explore, Explain, Elaborate, and Evaluate — that together form a coherent and cyclical learning
process. This framework has been widely implemented in STEM education, particularly in science and mathematics
classrooms, where empirical research consistently demonstrates its effectiveness in promoting conceptual understanding,
knowledge retention, and transfer of learning when compared to traditional textbook-centered approaches [5].

A defining strength of the SE model lies in its alignment with how learners naturally acquire understanding. Lear-
ning within this framework unfolds gradually, as students build new knowledge upon existing cognitive structures. Each
phase of the 5E cycle contributes to this process by supporting different aspects of learning, ranging from motivation
and curiosity to application and assessment. Rather than isolating learning into discrete lessons or activities, the model
emphasizes continuity and coherence, allowing students to revisit ideas, refine their thinking, and deepen understanding
through repeated engagement with core concepts. This cyclical structure supports conceptual change by providing multiple
opportunities for learners to confront misconceptions, test ideas, and integrate new information meaningfully.

The Engage phase serves as the critical entry point to the learning cycle and plays a central role in establishing
both cognitive readiness and emotional investment. During this phase, teachers seek to activate students’ prior knowledge,
uncover existing beliefs or misconceptions, and stimulate curiosity about the topic. Engagement, in this context, should
not be reduced to entertainment or surface-level attention-getting strategies. Instead, it involves creating intellectual ten-
sion that invites inquiry and motivates learners to seek understanding. Carefully designed questions, real-world problem
scenarios, demonstrations, or short discussions can encourage students to articulate what they already know and what they
find puzzling. By validating students’ initial ideas and encouraging open expression, teachers create a classroom environ-
ment in which learners feel safe to explore uncertainty, which is essential for deep learning and conceptual growth [10].

Following engagement, the Explore phase provides students with opportunities to investigate concepts through di-
rect experience and collaborative inquiry. At this stage, students interact with materials, data, or scenarios that allow them
to test predictions, observe patterns, and generate tentative explanations. Learning is driven by inquiry rather than explana-
tion, and students are encouraged to work together, compare interpretations, and negotiate meaning through dialogue. This
phase is particularly important for fostering productive struggle, as students encounter challenges that require persistence,
reasoning, and creativity. The teacher’s role during exploration is deliberately limited to observation, encouragement, and
strategic questioning, allowing students to take ownership of the learning process while still receiving guidance when
necessary. Research indicates that such inquiry-based experiences promote deeper cognitive engagement and stronger
conceptual understanding by enabling learners to actively construct meaning rather than passively receive information
[2]. The inquiry processes embedded in the SE model are closely linked to the development of critical thinking. Critical
thinking involves the ability to analyze information, evaluate evidence, consider alternative perspectives, and draw reasoned
conclusions based on logic rather than memorization [9]. Within the 5E framework, students are repeatedly encouraged
to justify their reasoning, revise explanations in light of new evidence, and reflect on how their understanding evolves
across learning phases. These practices cultivate habits of mind such as curiosity, flexibility, and analytical reasoning. The
integration of curiosity, creativity, communication, and collaboration further strengthens critical thinking by encouraging
learners to explore ideas deeply, express their thinking clearly, and engage with diverse viewpoints. As a result, students
develop transferable skills that extend beyond academic contexts and support problem-solving in real-world situations.

Student engagement functions as a key mechanism through which the 5E instructional model influences learning
outcomes. Engagement is widely understood as a multidimensional construct encompassing behavioral, cognitive, and
emotional dimensions [4]. Behavioral engagement refers to observable participation in learning activities, persistence in
completing tasks, and adherence to classroom norms. Cognitive engagement reflects students’ investment in understand-
ing complex ideas, using deep learning strategies, and persisting through intellectual challenges. Emotional engagement
encompasses learners’ interest, sense of belonging, and emotional connection to learning. Research consistently demon-
strates that students who are engaged across these dimensions achieve higher academic outcomes and are more likely to
persist in their studies.

In addition to these dimensions, engagement can be understood hierarchically, ranging from minimal compliance
to intellectual engagement, where students are intrinsically motivated and actively employ higher-order thinking skills
[10]. The structure of the SE model is particularly effective in promoting higher levels of engagement because it integrates
inquiry, collaboration, and reflection throughout the learning process. Students are not merely completing tasks to meet
external expectations but are actively involved in constructing understanding that they perceive as meaningful and rele-
vant. This shift from compliance to authentic engagement supports the development of self-regulated learners who take
responsibility for their learning and remain motivated over time.

From a practical perspective, effective implementation of the 5E instructional model requires intentional instruc-
tional design and sustained teacher involvement. Active learning strategies, including discussion, inquiry-based tasks, and
collaborative problem-solving, are essential for maintaining engagement and supporting deep conceptual understanding [5].
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Formative assessment embedded throughout the learning cycle allows teachers to monitor student understanding and pro-
vide timely, process-oriented feedback that supports self-regulation and motivation [6]. Such feedback is most effective
when it emphasizes learning strategies and effort rather than outcomes alone.

Collaborative learning environments further enhance engagement by fostering peer interaction and shared responsi-
bility for learning. Through collaboration, students are exposed to diverse perspectives, refine their reasoning, and develop
communication and teamwork skills that are essential for academic and professional success [8]. Teacher presence also
plays a critical role in sustaining engagement. Teachers who demonstrate enthusiasm, respond to student contributions,
and actively participate in classroom discourse help create a supportive learning climate that encourages risk-taking and
persistence [1]. In digital and blended learning contexts, adaptive technologies and personalized learning pathways can
further support engagement by addressing individual differences in readiness, pace, and interest [6].

In conclusion, the 5E instructional model represents a comprehensive and research-informed approach to teaching
and learning that aligns closely with contemporary theories of constructivism, engagement, and critical thinking. By struc-
turing instruction around inquiry, collaboration, and reflection, the model supports deep conceptual understanding while
fostering cognitive, social, and emotional competencies essential for lifelong learning. When implemented thoughtfully
and supported by evidence-based instructional practices, the SE model not only enhances academic achievement but also
prepares learners to become reflective, engaged, and independent thinkers capable of navigating complex learning and
real-world challenges.

Inquiry-based instructional models offer a promising response to this challenge. Among them, the SE instructional
model provides a structured yet flexible framework that encourages learners to actively construct knowledge through
experience, interaction, and reflection. Although the model has been extensively applied in STEM education, its potential
in ELT contexts remains underexplored. This article seeks to address this gap by examining how the SE model can be
adapted to foreign language instruction to enhance student engagement and support the development of critical thinking
alongside language proficiency.

Constructivist learning theory posits that learners actively construct meaning by integrating new information with
existing knowledge through social interaction and personal experience. In language learning, this perspective aligns closely
with sociocultural and communicative theories, which view language as a tool for meaning-making rather than a set of
isolated structures. Learning occurs most effectively when students use language to explore ideas, negotiate meaning, and
reflect on their understanding.

From this standpoint, language classrooms should provide opportunities for authentic interaction, problem-solving,
and collaborative inquiry. The teacher’s role shifts from transmitter of knowledge to facilitator of learning, guiding students
as they engage with language in meaningful contexts.

The 5E instructional model operationalizes constructivist principles through a sequence of five interrelated phases:
Engage, Explore, Explain, Elaborate, and Evaluate [2]. Each phase supports a distinct aspect of learning while contribut-
ing to a coherent inquiry cycle. In ELT contexts, these phases can be aligned with communicative language teaching by
focusing on purposeful language use, interaction, and reflection rather than isolated form practice.

The model’s emphasis on curiosity, exploration, and reflection makes it particularly suitable for developing critical
thinking skills, which are increasingly recognized as essential components of language competence.

Student engagement is a multidimensional construct encompassing behavioral, cognitive, and emotional dimensions
[4]. In language classrooms, behavioral engagement may involve participation in speaking activities, cognitive engage-
ment reflects investment in meaning-making and strategy use, and emotional engagement relates to learners’ confidence,
motivation, and sense of belonging.

Critical thinking in ELT involves analyzing texts, evaluating viewpoints, making inferences, and articulating rea-
soned opinions in the target language. These skills require more than linguistic knowledge; they demand opportunities for
inquiry, discussion, and reflection. The 5SE model supports this process by embedding critical thinking into the learning
cycle rather than treating it as an additional skill.

This study adopts a qualitative, classroom-based approach aimed at exploring how the 5E instructional model can
be implemented in ELT and how it influences student engagement and critical thinking. The 5SE model is integrated into
a thematic unit focused on a communicative topic such as «Social Media and Identity». In the Engage phase, students are
presented with provocative questions or short multimedia prompts designed to activate prior knowledge and stimulate
discussion. During the Explore phase, learners work collaboratively with authentic texts, surveys, or problem scenarios,
using English to negotiate meaning and formulate initial interpretations.

In the Explain phase, students articulate their understanding, supported by teacher scaffolding that draws attention
to relevant linguistic forms, vocabulary, and discourse patterns. The Elaborate phase extends learning through tasks that
require students to apply language in new contexts, such as debates, role-plays, or project-based assignments. Finally, the
Evaluate phase involves both formative and reflective assessment, including self-assessment, peer feedback, and teacher
observation.

The adaptation of the 5E instructional model to ELT demonstrates strong alignment with communicative language
teaching principles. The Engage and Explore phases, in particular, promote meaningful interaction and lower affective
barriers by emphasizing ideas and communication over immediate linguistic accuracy. Students are encouraged to use
language as a tool for inquiry, which increases both cognitive and emotional engagement.
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The model also supports the integration of form-focused instruction in a meaningful context. Rather than presenting
grammar in isolation, linguistic features emerge naturally during the Explain phase as resources for expressing meaning.
This contextualized focus on form enhances retention and transfer.

Importantly, the inquiry-based structure of the SE model fosters critical thinking by requiring learners to analyze
information, compare perspectives, and justify opinions in the target language. These practices contribute to deeper lan-
guage processing and greater learner autonomy.

For language teachers, the SE model offers a practical framework for designing lessons that balance communication,
accuracy, and critical thinking. Its cyclical structure supports lesson coherence and provides clear pedagogical purpose
for each activity. Teachers adopting this model should focus on designing rich Engage and Explore tasks that prioritize
meaning and interaction, while using the Explain phase strategically to address linguistic needs.

Assessment practices should emphasize formative feedback and reflection, allowing students to monitor their
progress and develop metacognitive awareness. In this way, evaluation becomes part of the learning process rather than
a separate endpoint.

Conclusions. To sum up, this article argues that the SE instructional model, when adapted thoughtfully, offers
a powerful framework for English Language Teaching. By integrating inquiry, collaboration, and reflection, the model
supports student engagement, critical thinking, and communicative competence. Its alignment with constructivist and
communicative principles makes it particularly suitable for contemporary ELT contexts that aim to prepare learners for
real-world communication and lifelong learning. Future research may further examine its effectiveness through longitudinal
and comparative studies across diverse educational settings.
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AOCIIIHANBKO-OPIEHTOBAHE HABYAHHSI
Y BUKJITAJAHHI AHIVIIMCBKOI MOBH:
HABYAJIbHA MO/IEJIb SE AAK TIEJAT'OI'TYHA PAMKA

Anomauisn

Cyuacne suknadanns aneniticokoi mosu (English Language Teaching, ELT) 0eoani 6inbuie 30cepedicycmucs Ha CnyoeHmoyeH-
MPOBAHOMY HASYAHHI, POZSUMKY KOMYHIKAMUBHOT KOMNEMEHMHOCMI Md QOPMYSaHHi HABUYOK MUCTEHHS 8UUJ020 NOPAOKY. ¥ 6i0n06idb
Ha yi npiopumemu 00CIIOHUYbKO-OPIEHMOBAHI HAGUATLHI NIOXO0U NPONOHYIOMb ePeKMUBHY Nedd202iuHy AlbMepHAmuey mpaouyittHum
VUUMETb-YeHMPOBAHUM MoOelam. VY cmammi pozensioaemuvcsi adanmayis Haguanbroi mooeni SE, cnouamxy pospo6nenoi ons STEM-o-
c8imu, 00 KOHmMeKCmy UKIA0aHHs aneniticokoi mosu Ak inozemuoi (EFL). Cnuparouucs na KoHCmMpyKmugicmcwbKy meopiio HaguaHHs,
modenv SE cmpykmypye oceimuiii npoyec uepes n’smov 63acMonog sizanux emanie. 3anyyenns (Engage), oocniooicenns (Explore), no-
scnenns (Explain), noenubnenns (Elaborate) ma oyinosanns (Evaluate). ¥ 0ocniodcenni ananizyemoscsi nomenyian yiei mooeni ujo0o
NIOMPUMKU 3AY4eHOCMI YYHI8 Ma PO36UMKY KPUMUUHO20 MUCTeHHs 6 ymosax ELT-ayoumopii.
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Hasuanvna mooens SE npononye meopemuyno o0IpyHmosany ma emnipuiHo niomeepoxceny pamky O opmysanHs smic-
MOBHO20 HAGUAHHSA, KPUMUYHO20 MUCIEHHA Ma CMILKOI HaguansHoi 3anyyenocmi. Cmpykmypylouu Hag4aHHs HAGKOI0 OOCIIONCEHHS,
cnignpayi ma peghnexcii, Mooens cnpusic 2iubOKOMY KOHYENMYaIbHOMY PO3VMIHHIO MA PO3GUMKY KOZHIMUBHUX, COYIAIbHUX | eMOYITIHUX
Komnemenmuocmetl, HeOOXIOHUX OISl HAGUAHHS 6NPOOOBIHC HCUMMSA. 34 YMOBU YINeCNPAMOBAHO20 Neda202iuH020 8NPOBAONCEHHS Ma
onopu na doxazosi oceimui npaxmuxu modenv SE nocmac sx nomyscuuii incmpymenm cyuacnoi inuomoenoi ocsimu. Ii cmpyxmypa
€ 0co6nUB0 ehekmuUBHOI0 05t POPMYBAHHI BUCOKUX PIBHI8 3AILYUEHOCH, OCKIIbKU NOECOHYE OOCTIOHUYLKY OILIbHICMb, CRIGNPAYIo ma
peduexciio npoms2om ycb020 HAGUANLHO20 YUKILY. 3aiyueHi YuHi He Juwe OeMOHCIMPYIONb Kpauyi akaoeMiumi pesyibmamu, a i po3eu-
6al0mb nepeneceni HagUYKU, 30Kpema KOMYHIKayito, KOMAHOHY 63A€MOOII0 Ma CaMOpPeyIAYilo, Wo CAPUSE IXHbOMY 00820MPUBATIOMY
0ceimubomMy ma npoeciinomy ycnixy. Y cmammi o6rpyHmosyemucsa, wjo mooens SE micno y320001cyemucs 3 nPUHYUNAMU KOMYHIKAMUG-
HO20 NiOX00y Y UKAAOAHHI MOG i 3a0e3neuye YinicHy neoazoziuny pamxy O0Jis pO36UMKY 3MICmMOGHOI 63aeMo0ii, asmonomii 3000y6auie
ocsimu ma 2nuboKoi MogHoi 06pobKu.

Knrwuogi cnoea: nasuanvna mooens SE, suxknaoanmsa aneniticbkoi Mogu, 3a1y4eHicmy YuHie, KpumuyHne MUciens, 00CaioHulyb-
Ko-opienmogane HaguanHs, aneniticbka mosa sk inozemna (EFL).
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