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Abstract 
The steering documents for Swedish upper-secondary school set great store by the cultivation 

of critical thinking. It is one of the overarching aims. Yet, statistics indicate that young 

Swedes are not as good at critical thinking as students from some other countries of 

comparable socioeconomic status (World Economic Forum 7). One way to address this 

problem might be to teach argumentation. 

The goal of this paper is to examine to what extent chapter three in Writing Logically, 

Thinking Critically—a textbook about argumentation and critical thinking—succeeds in 

helping students develop critical thinking skills through training in argumentation. To 

examine this, a materials analysis of said chapter is conducted using Ian McGrath’s checklist 

method. The examination is based in Richard Andrews’s theory that argumentation and 

critical thinking are in an interdependent relationship, a theory that this research paper 

supports. In this study, it is proposed that although said chapter does not seem to address 

critical thinking in full, it seems likely to be suitable for teaching critical thinking to a certain 

extent. Findings indicate that said chapter seems to address careful analysis, rationality, and 

discriminating thought successfully, but open-mindedness and dialectical thinking not at all. 

Therefore, it is concluded that teachers should search beyond said chapter in their attempts to 

teach argumentation and critical thinking, which the steering documents imply they should 

teach.  
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1. Introduction 
According to the World Economic Forum, Swedish students demonstrate less than average 

ability in regard to critical thinking (7). Even if Swedish teachers are attempting to cultivate 

students’ critical thinking abilities, their efforts lead to worse results—indeed, sometimes 

significantly worse—than those of countries that compare with Sweden on socioeconomic 

terms, according to statistics from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (World Economic Forum 7). Yet, school is the main body of learning in society, 

the body that perhaps has the most potential to do something about Sweden’s worrisome 

position in international rankings of education.  

One theory that has recently gained much traction in the field of critical thinking in 

education (specifically in the context of English language learning) is that argumentation and 

critical thinking are inseparable partners: developing argumentation helps cultivate critical 

thinking (Andrews, “Critical Thinking” 60). In fact, a number of studies have demonstrated 

that tasks inspired by argumentation cultivate critical thinking by raising awareness of the 

building blocks of argument and by cultivating the ability to assess the strengths and 

weaknesses of arguments (Liu and Stapleton 125; Ustunel and Tokel 154-155, 158; Patterson 

14-15). In other words, when students are given the opportunity to develop argumentative 

awareness through exercise practice, they are better able to take a critical stance toward 

written and spoken arguments and participate in discussions in the civic domain and working 

life. Materials (such as textbooks, for example) that take this approach might help address the 

problem of young Swedes’ lacking performance in critical thinking ability. 

Writing Logically, Thinking Critically by Sheila Cooper and Rosemary Patton, published 

in 2014, is a textbook intended for American elementary school and high school students and 

was created to help those students meet the American national academic standards for 

statutory formal education. It aims to present “concrete steps” that help students cultivate 

critical thinking skills so as to prepare them for tests that go beyond “multiple-choice, fill-in-

the-bubble” tests (xii). The book is primarily about argumentation, containing well over thirty 

tasks designed to give students opportunities to practice analyzing the structure of argument, 

identifying fallacies, and more, for the purpose of cultivating critical thinking. Although the 

textbook is intended for an American audience, I believe it can be used in Sweden as well. As 

the textbook intends to teach critical thinking skills, it might be an appropriate resource to use 

in English language teaching in upper-secondary school as a means of addressing the 

aforementioned problem about young Swedes’ critical thinking skills. 
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However, materials (such as the textbook described above) should be properly assessed 

prior to classroom use seeing as cultivating critical thinking skills is, according to Andrews, 

an important part of education. He puts forward that critical thinking skills are so important in 

higher education that they can be deemed “highly prized” (“Critical Thinking” 58). What is 

more, upper-secondary school is supposed to prepare students for higher education 

(Skolverket, Läroplan 41, 43, 47, 49, 51), and assuming that critical thinking is highly prized 

in higher education, one may argue that among the upper-secondary school teacher’s duties is 

proper assessment of potential teaching materials, at least as concerns its potential for 

promoting critical thinking. If a textbook turns out to provide teachers with an unsatisfactory 

basis for teaching critical thinking skills (and/or argumentation, for that matter), using that 

textbook would seem inappropriate since precious time might then be spent on inefficient (or 

no) learning. One way to assess potential material and/or resources is a method of analysis 

called “the checklist method,” which refers to the analysis and evaluation of materials on the 

basis of a given set of criteria, much like a shopping list (McGrath 32).  

The main goal of this paper is to examine to what extent chapter three in Writing 

Logically, Thinking Critically meets a certain set of criteria consisting of different aspects of 

critical thinking, in order to determine whether said chapter might be used as a resource for 

promoting critical thinking skills. The aspects of critical thinking addressed in this paper 

include discerning/discriminating thought and careful analysis, rationality and judgment, 

skepticism and self-defense, and open-mindedness and dialectical thinking. Some studies 

indicate that incorporating dialectical thinking (such as considering multiple viewpoints) into 

the teaching of argument has positive effects on students’ argumentative writing (Liu and 

Stapleton 125; Ustunel and Tokel 158). Another study suggests that exerting rationality and 

discerning thought through careful analysis may help younger pupils approach writing more 

productively (Patterson 14). These findings can be interpreted to suggest that training 

students’ critical thinking skills may contribute to their capacities for argumentation and/or 

writing.  

The materials analysis that follows later in this paper concentrates on the following 

research question: How suitable do the tasks in chapter three of Writing Logically, Thinking 

Critically seem likely to be for promoting critical thinking skills in the English language 

classroom? I believe that, although the tasks in chapter three of said textbook seem to be 

suitable to a fairly high degree—seeing as they seem to address several aspects of critical 

thinking and thereby potentially give students opportunities to cultivate those aspects—it 

seems likely that teachers may have to look beyond said chapter so as to help students 
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develop critical thinking in full. In the method section, I give a more detailed account of the 

textbook Writing Logically, Thinking Critically, its third chapter, and nine specific aspects of 

critical thinking that I refer to in the analysis. Before that, however, I present theories and 

research about the supposed interconnection between argumentation and critical thinking.  

2. Background 
In 2015, The World Economic Forum distributed New Vision for Education: Unlocking the 

Potential of Technology, an extensive report that addresses educational skills gaps between 

nearly one hundred OECD countries. The World Economic Forum is an international 

organization that seeks to engage many different leaders across the globe with the hope of 

sharing ideas to solve global issues concerning industry, business, education, etc. This “multi-

year initiative” (i.e. reviewing research and composing the report) aimed to analyze different 

types of skills among students in various countries, one of which was critical thinking skills 

(World Economic Forum 1). The analysis shows that Swedish students demonstrate far less 

critical thinking ability than students in countries such as Canada, Japan, Finland, and 

Australia, based on data collected from the OECD. Other countries—like France, Italy, the 

Netherlands, and the United States—were also ahead of Sweden. In fact, with respect to 

critical thinking skills, Sweden ranked lower than 50% of countries listed as high-income 

(World Economic Forum 7).  

In 2016, Sergej Ivanov published a study that can tell us something about why Sweden 

ranked lower than many other high-income countries as concerns critical thinking ability. In 

the study, A Transnational Study of Criticality in the History Learning Environment, Ivanov 

examines criticality in the History classroom in Sweden, Russia, and Australia, one class per 

country. The Swedish class consisted of six upper-secondary school students (four girls and 

two boys) at a school in northern Sweden. The Russian students were also six, although 

consisting of four boys and two girls, whereas the Australian interviewees were two boys and 

a girl. During focus group interviews with the Swedish students, Ivanov learned that they 

experience insufficient teaching of criticality, even though it is one of the overarching 

teaching goals of the national curriculum (Skolverket, Läroplan 7). The students see the term 

criticality as “guesswork” or “tacit knowledge,” Ivanov reports (Transnational 66-67). He 

concludes that Swedish students are often told to think critically, but not taught how to do it 

(Transnational 66). Although the study concerns the History subject, Ivanov exhorts teachers 

of subjects other than history to ventilate critical thinking and to negotiate its meaning with 
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students, which he proposes in a follow-up article published one year after his dissertation 

(“Kritiskt tänkande”). In the article, he also writes that critical thinking needs to be discussed 

in the public arena in relation to education policy and that today’s society is in great need of 

reasonable demands on and adequate preconditions for the teaching of critical thinking.  

Although young Swedes seem to be at a disadvantage concerning critical thinking skills 

(according to the World Economic Forum) and that Swedish students are sometimes not 

taught critical thinking skills (judging from Ivanov’s study), English language teaching might 

be able to help young Swedes develop their critical thinking skills. The discussions about how 

the English subject might do that (which are waiting ahead in this paper) are based in existing 

theories about critical thinking, argumentation, and their supposed interrelationship. Most 

prominent of these theories are those of the British Professor of English and Education 

Richard Andrews. He details his views in his book Argumentation in Higher Education from 

2010 and his article “Critical Thinking and/or Argumentation in Higher Education” from 

2015. Part of Stella Cottrell’s views on critical thinking—as described in her book Critical 

Thinking Skills: Effective Analysis, Argument and Reflection, published in 2011—also make 

up part of the theoretical background. I present these theories below. 

 

2.1 Background theory 

According to Andrews, criticality involves at least three things: comparing sources and 

weighing them against each other, pointing out contrasts between different points of view, 

and reading with skepticism (Argumentation 207). Cottrell adds rationality to the above list: 

“Critical thinking is associated with reasoning or with our capacity for rational thought” (3). 

From these perspectives, critical thinking involves thinking rationally, acknowledging 

multiple viewpoints and the contrast between them, and taking a “vow of suspicion,” to use 

Andrews’s wording (Argumentation 207). One may argue that knowledge of these aspects is 

relevant to students since, according to Andrews, critical thinking skills are “highly prized” in 

higher education (Andrews, “Critical Thinking” 58), and upper-secondary school is supposed 

to prepare the majority of its students for higher education (Skolverket, Läroplan 39, 41, 43, 

47, 49, 51). Andrews also points out that although criticality is not mentioned in the grading 

criteria of student work, it is “always a hidden criterion in the judgement of excellence and—

for many students—a key distinguishing feature between work that is mediocre and work that 

is rated as very good and above” (Andrews, “Critical Thinking” 58, emphasis added). 
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The terms argue, argument, and argumentation do not mean exactly the same thing, 

although they can be seen as triplets, if you will. In Argumentation in Higher Education, 

Andrews distinguishes between the terms argument and argumentation by referring to the 

former as the product and the latter as the process. Argumentation, he explains, is “the process 

of arguing,” whereas argument refers to “the products or manifestations of argumentation, 

like debates [and] research papers …” (Argumentation 2). The Oxford English Dictionary 

agrees with Andrews about argumentation referring to a process: they define argumentation as 

“The action or process of reasoning systematically in support of an idea, action, or theory” 

(31 May 2018). The term argue, on the other hand, does not refer to a process or product. 

According to the Oxford English Dictionary, to argue means to “Give reasons or cite evidence 

in support of an idea, action, or theory, typically with the aim of persuading others to share 

one's view” (31 May 2018). 

According to Andrews, there is a strong connection between critical thinking and 

argumentation. “Critical thinking and argumentation are closely allied,” he states (“Critical 

Thinking” 49): “Argumentation implies criticality; the one cannot function without the other” 

(60). It is with this perspective in mind that we might interpret critical thinking and 

argumentation as inseparable partners. Arguing that there exists a strong connection between 

critical thinking and argumentation, Andrews goes on to propose that students can improve 

their critical thinking skills by studying argumentation. “One way to encourage critical 

thinking in higher education,” he claims, “is through an increased focus on argumentation” 

(60), which can be interpreted to make the teaching of argument a possible solution to the 

problem of young Swedes’ unsatisfactory critical thinking skills.  

Here, I should emphasize that Andrews’s theory that critical thinking and argumentation 

are “closely allied” is indeed a theory and not a fact established by experimental research. If 

there is experimental research that supports the theory, Andrews does not present that 

research in his argumentation for the interrelationship; rather, he argues from personal 

experience as a Professor and prominent researcher in the field. I should also note that the 

present study investigates chapter three in Writing Logically, Thinking Critically with a basis 

in Andrews’s theory, which means that the analysis and conclusions in this paper are 

influenced by that theory. A different study based in other theories—or, for that matter, with a 

materials analysis based on different criteria than those that I have chosen for the materials 

analysis in this paper—might find results that I do not discover in this particular paper, and 

thus draw different conclusions than I do. 
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In any case, based on Andrews’s perspective, it could be argued that it is desirable to teach 

argument for the purpose of cultivating students’ critical thinking abilities. However, 

regardless of the connection to critical thinking, three other lines of argumentation have been 

put forward in support of the belief that teaching argument is justified in its own right. First, 

as Andrea Lunsford and John Ruszkiewicz maintain in their book Everything’s an Argument, 

published in 2016, argument is all around us. According to them, advertisements, political 

blogs, YouTube videos, and newspaper editorials all make arguments (8), as do tweets (5) and 

evaluations (211). “An argument,” they claim, “can be any text—written, spoken, aural, or 

visual—that expresses a point of view” (5). Even such things as clothes, foods, and group 

memberships “make nuanced, sometimes unspoken assertions about who you are and what 

you value” (5). Further, some of Andrews’s views can be interpreted to align with the above 

ideas about the omnipresence of argument when he says that the ability “to argue rationally” 

is an important skill to have in a civilized society and one which students will be expected to 

have in higher education and “in the wider world” (Argumentation 1, emphasis added). He 

does not explain what he means by the “wider world,” but one may infer that he means that 

argument appears in many spheres of social activity, not just in higher education. In any case, 

these theories assume that argument is more or less everywhere, and if argument is 

ubiquitous, we may judge it desirable to teach students how to maneuver in the narrow streets 

of argument. 

The second line of argumentation concerning how teaching argument can be seen as 

justified in its own right relates to Andrews’s view of argument as architecture. “To argue 

well,” he states, “it is helpful to know how argument is constructed” (“Critical Thinking” 58). 

By framing argument as a type of construction, Andrews implies that argument involves some 

kind of building. In Argumentation in Higher Education, he compares argument to 

architecture: “the writer can stand outside the constructed building and appraise its qualities” 

or imagine how “the structures of argument” can be reorganized in a different way, examining 

“the relationship between evidence and propositions” (210). From this perspective, Andrews 

argues that students benefit from seeing argument as a constructed building because such a 

view allows them to examine their arguments and perhaps reorganize them if necessary.  

Third and last, teaching argument can be argued to be justified in its own right if one 

assumes that better argumentative skills might help students achieve their educational and life 

goals. On this point, Andrews, again, offers some illuminating thoughts. “Argumentation,” he 

claims, “is indubitably connected with higher education in that the most successful 

undergraduates tend to be those who can argue well, in speech and/or writing, whatever their 
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discipline” (“Critical Thinking” 52). If it is true that argumentative skill plays an important 

role in higher education, and since several of the programs in upper-secondary school (though 

not all) are supposed to prepare students for higher education (Skolverket, Läroplan 39, 41, 

43, 47, 49, 51), teaching argument seems to be an important part of upper-secondary school: it 

can help students prepare for higher education by teaching them how to argue well and 

thereby improve their chances of succeeding in higher education. Furthermore, as Lunsford 

and Ruszkiewicz point out, “People need well-reasoned factual arguments . . . to make 

informed decisions” (152). Informed decisions may play important roles in setting one’s 

educational goals, like deciding which university degree to pursue (and which not). Informed 

decisions might also play important roles in other parts of life, like buying/selling a house or 

taking/rejecting a certain type of medicine.  

In sum, it could be argued that teachers need to teach argument because, according to 

Lunsford and Ruszkiewicz, argument is all around us—an ever-present aspect of everyday 

life—and because, according to Andrews, it helps students develop their abilities to analyze 

and build arguments by training them to become carpenters of argument, so to speak. If 

students do become carpenters of argument, it seems likely that they will a) have a better 

chance of coping with studies in higher education, and b) be better prepared for making 

informed decisions. 

 

2.2 Steering documents 

In the national curriculum for Swedish upper-secondary school, developing critical thinking 

ability is one of the overarching goals. The curriculum identifies that ability as one of three 

that help students adopt what they frame as a scientific approach: “Eleverna ska träna sig att 

tänka kritiskt, att granska fakta och förhållanden och att inse konsekvenserna av olika 

alternativ. På så vis närmar sig eleverna ett vetenskapligt sätt att tänka och arbeta” ‘Students 

should train their abilities to think critically, to examine/scrutinize facts and conditions and to 

appreciate the consequences of different alternatives. In such a way, students are on their way 

to adopting a scientific way of thinking and working’ (Skolverket, Läroplan 7, my 

translation1). This sentiment is expressed in the section headlined “Skolans värdegrund och 

uppgifter” ‘basic values and duties of the school,’ which suggests that critical thinking has a 

                                                
1All translations in this essay are mine (unless stated otherwise) and I will henceforth refrain from indicating that in the text. 

 



 11 
 

very important role in education. All students in upper-secondary school should develop their 

critical thinking abilities, regardless of whether or not they intend to attend higher education. 

Critical thinking is also central to the English subject. Before explaining that, however, a 

brief description of the structure of the syllabus is necessary. Following the overarching aim 

of the subject, we find three courses—English 5, 6, and 7—each divided into the main 

sections “core content” (which constitutes what each course should include) and “knowledge 

requirements” (which explains what students need to do for each grade in each course). The 

core content is then subdivided into subheadings: communication, reception, and production 

and interaction. One might see the core content as the means and the knowledge requirements 

as the ends. It is in the latter that we find references to critical thinking. In English 5, for 

instance, students have to demonstrate the ability to “använda strategier för att tillgodogöra 

sig och kritiskt granska innehållet i talad och skriven engelska” ‘use strategies to utilize and 

scrutinize the content of spoken and written English’ (4, emphasis added). This explicit 

mention of scrutiny does not reappear in English 6 and 7. In fact, there are no explicit 

references to critical thinking or criticality in the requirements of grades E and C in those 

courses. For an A, however, students have to use material “på ett relevant, effektivt och 

kritiskt sätt … i sin egen produktion och interaktion” ‘in a relevant, effective and critical way 

… in their own production and interaction’ (8, 11, emphasis added).  

What is more, the syllabus states that the English subject has to include argumentation too. 

For example, under reception in all three courses we find “texter som är … diskuterande … 

[och] argumenterande …” ‘texts that … discuss … [and] argue …’ (Skolverket, Engelska 3, 

6, 9). Also, under production and interaction we find that English 5 involves “skriftlig 

produktion . . . där eleverna . . . motiverar sina åsikter, diskuterar och argumenterar” ‘written 

production … in which students … motivate their opinions, discuss and argue’ (Skolverket, 

Engelska 3). The same goes for English 6, only that reasoning is added (6). English 7 adds not 

only reasoning, but also “Skriftlig produktion … där eleverna argumenterar ur olika 

perspektiv … utreder [och] förhandlar …” ‘Written production … in which students argue 

from different perspectives … investigate [and] negotiate …’ (9, emphasis added). In addition 

to that, production and interaction in English 5 and 6 includes “Strategier för att bidra till och 

aktivt medverka i diskussioner med anknytning till samhälls- och arbetslivet” ‘Strategies for 

contributing to and actively participating in discussions with connection to civic and working 

life’ (3), which students can do through argumentation. English 6 includes “argumentation 

[och] debatter …” ‘argumentation [and] debates …’ (6) in addition to discussions. We see this 

focus on argumentative and communicative abilities reflected in the knowledge requirements 
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as well. For example, the knowledge requirements for English 5 (grade E) demand that 

“Eleven visar sin förståelse genom att översiktligt redogöra för, diskutera och kommentera 

innehåll och detaljer …” ‘The student demonstrates his/her comprehension by briefly giving 

an account of, discussing and commenting on content and details …’ (3). The same criteria 

reappear in English 7 (grade A), but with some additions: “Eleven visar sin förståelse genom 

att välgrundat och nyanserat redogöra för, diskutera, kommentera och dra slutsatser om 

innehåll och detaljer …” ‘The student demonstrates his/her comprehension by in a well-

founded and nuanced manner giving an account of, discussing, commenting and drawing 

conclusions about content and details …’ (11). Similar criteria apply to English 6 as well (7-

8).  

Putting this all together, one could argue that teachers of English should include 

argumentation in English language teaching, sometimes in the form of texts from external 

sources or texts that the students write themselves and sometimes in spoken form, as in 

debates and discussion. The syllabus also implies that students have to demonstrate critical 

thinking ability, and to demonstrate an ability, one has to have that ability, which implies that 

students have to be taught it in the first place. 

Another ability that is essential in the English subject is all-around communicative ability, 

which is of relevance in this essay since tasks in argumentation can be utilized to help 

students develop it. One of the aims of the subject is that “Eleven ska ges möjlighet att, 

genom språkanvändning i funktionella och meningsfulla sammanhang, utveckla en allsidig 

kommunikativ förmåga” ‘The student is to receive opportunities to, by using language in 

functional and purposeful contexts, develop an all-around communicative ability’ 

(Skolverket, Engelska 1). The commentary material to the English subject syllabus—provided 

by the Swedish National Agency for Education—specify “språklig säkerhet” ‘linguistic 

accuracy’ as one of the cornerstones of all-around communicative ability, by which they mean 

good command of phraseology, spelling, and grammar, among other things (Skolverket, 

Ämneskommentar 3). Two other cornerstones are the abilities to express oneself with 

precision and to adapt language to purpose (Skolverket, Ämneskommentar 3). Students can 

develop both abilities through training in argumentation since argumentative writing can 

involve revising for clarity and precision—so as to communicate one’s message more 

effectively—and adapting language to purpose, which I discuss later.  
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2.3 Approaches to critical thinking and/or argumentation in language teaching 

As I discuss later in this paper, different approaches to language teaching can inform 

pedagogical choices in different ways, which might help teachers deal with the question of 

how to teach critical thinking and/or argumentation. One option is to use exercises and 

assignments, conforming to the principles of task-based language teaching as described by 

Jack Richards and Theodore Rodgers in Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching, 

published in 2014 (174-75). One of the principles entails drawing on activities or tasks that 

students “might need to achieve in real life” (Richards and Rodgers 176). This option seems 

likely to be especially appropriate since, according to the syllabus, the English subject should 

address written production in which students argue and motivate their opinions, which a task-

based approach can involve. For example, Writing Logically, Thinking Critically offers many 

writing assignments that ask students to argue and motivate their opinions, some of which 

draw on activities that students might perform in real life, all pertaining to the textbook’s 

theme of argumentation and critical thinking. Hence, by using this textbook, it seems likely 

that teachers can incorporate a task-based approach into the teaching of argument. 

Another option is to involve communication and interaction through the use of 

collaborative tasks in the teaching of argument, which would align with the principles of 

communicative language teaching (Richards and Rodgers 83, 91, 95). In activities inspired by 

communicative language teaching, students take on the role of active communicative 

participants often in collaborative pair or group work (390), such as peer-review activities, for 

example. Peer review can be used productively when teaching argument since a classmate’s 

fresh eyes can more easily pin-point lack of coherence and identify redundant 

words/sentences—which are important aspects of written argumentation—than the writer 

him/herself who is probably blinded by familiarity. Thus, by using peer-review activities, it 

seems likely that the teacher can incorporate communicative language teaching into the 

teaching of argument. 

 

2.4 Research in the field 

Research on argumentation and critical thinking in the English subject in Swedish upper-

secondary school is painfully sparse, especially concerning sentence-level argument analysis 

or formulation. However, there are some studies that may contribute with relevant knowledge. 

One is Eira Wyn Patterson’s article about the effects of context mapping on writing ability in 

science education, “Structuring the Composition Process in Scientific Writing,” published in 
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2001. Although the participants in her study are around six to eleven years old (i.e. not even 

close to the age of Swedish upper-secondary school students, which is around sixteen to 

nineteen), the study might shed some light on the present essay nonetheless. Patterson used 

writing activities and semi-structured interviews as a basis for data collection and analysis. 

She found that working with structured context maps prior to spelling out sentences helped 

“pupils to demonstrate far greater of [sic] concept understanding in their writing” (15). The 

structured context maps resemble conventional mind maps except that they are more about 

the organization of structure and less about the freedom associated with brainstorming, which 

is the purpose of conventional mind mapping. One might see structured context mapping as 

the next step after mind mapping in the process of generating and organizing one’s ideas for a 

text, which is what the participants in Patterson’s study used them for. After that, Patterson 

asked the participants to write separate sentences based on the ideas they had generated and 

organized. In this way, the participants worked with composition at the sentence level. 

Patterson found that context mapping can be used to break down the composition process into 

separate stages (14).  

In another study, “Distributed Scaffolding: Synergy in Technology Enhanced Learning 

Environments” from 2018, Hale Ustunel and Saniye Tugba Tokel give a view that can be 

interpreted to be somewhat similar to Patterson’s. Through video recordings, observation 

reports, and student and teacher interviews, the researchers concluded that scaffolding 

students’ argumentative writing with hints, sentence starters, and question prompts “helped 

students to learn argumentation” (158)—in other words, training in argumentation helped 

students develop argumentative ability. This can be interpreted to correspond to Patterson in 

the sense that both studies use scaffolding at the sentence level to help students/pupils 

approach argumentation/writing, with positive results. 

Similar to Ustunel and Tokel’s findings, the benefits of teaching argument are 

corroborated by Fulan Liu and Paul Stapleton, who found in their intervention study that 

training in argumentation boosted the “overall quality” of the participants’ argumentative 

essays (125). In the article “Counterargumentation and the Cultivation of Critical Thinking in 

Argumentative Writing: Investigating Washback from a High-Stakes Test,” published in 

2014, Liu and Stapleton report that a difference between instruction for the control group and 

instruction for the experimental group was an important factor. The instruction for the 

experimental group “was carried out in a step-by-step manner,” including brainstorming and 

planning, which was not the case with the control group whose instruction focused more on 

the form of an argumentative essay (121). Another difference is that the former received 
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instruction in counter-argumentation and refuting, which the latter did not. Yet another 

difference is that the experimental group engaged in joint writing activities, used to scaffold 

students’ argumentative writing. By joint writing, they mean that the instructor and students 

engage in negotiation of meaning to discuss construction of arguments and decisions on 

structures (121). In this way, one may interpret that the activity incorporates communicative 

language teaching into the teaching of argument as both instructor and students step into the 

role of active communicative participants.  

Through a quasi-experiment—including a pretest, a posttest, and text analysis—Liu and 

Stapleton found that instruction in counter-argumentation and refuting made the experimental 

group incorporate alternative views into their essays to a greater extent than the control group. 

As a result, the experimental group significantly outperformed the control group in writing 

argumentative essays (125). Liu and Stapleton conclude that instruction in argumentation that 

includes counter-argumentation can help students write essays that acknowledge alternative 

views. Because of that, their study may be interpreted to provide empirical evidence for the 

supposed correlation between argumentation and critical thinking. As training in counter-

argumentation might help promote students’ skills at incorporating alternative views in their 

writing, one may argue that such training promotes critical thinking with regard to Andrews’s 

notion of criticality. This observation might suggest that Andrews might be right in his claim 

that an increased focus on argumentation encourages critical thinking. 

Important to mention is that there is a difference concerning context between Liu and 

Stapleton’s teaching of argumentation as part of their research study and teaching 

argumentation using Writing Logically, Thinking Critically in a Swedish upper-secondary 

school: In the former instance, the participants were nineteen- to twenty-one-year-old Chinese 

undergraduate students; in the latter, the students would be sixteen- to nineteen-year-old 

Swedish upper-secondary school students. This difference might mean that Liu and 

Stapleton’s findings might not apply to a Swedish context since their study did not investigate 

sixteen- to nineteen-year-old Swedish students’ development in argumentation. That is, Liu 

and Stapleton’s study does not present any evidence as to the benefits of incorporating 

dialectical thinking into the teaching of argument in a Swedish context at upper-secondary 

school level. Even so, one might be of the opinion that Liu and Stapleton’s study gives 

teachers reason to incorporate dialectical thinking into the teaching of argument to try to 

promote students’ critical thinking further, although their study cannot confirm that that has 

shown to work in a Swedish context. 
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The last research study I want to address is Andrews’s study as described in his book 

Argumentation in Higher Education. Based on interviews with undergraduates studying 

different disciplines, Andrews found that argumentation is seldom taught, while it is also 

expected of students. From these findings, Andrews frames argument as a “hidden ‘rule of the 

game’ that students need to know more about” (Argumentation 135). In other parts of his 

book that do not concern the interviews, he reiterates the view that argumentation is rarely 

taught explicitly. In higher education in England, for example, rhetoric has been “eschewed” 

and argumentation seen as “less worthy of attention” than subject matter, Andrews argues 

(23). Conversely, in higher education in Scotland and North America, argumentation is seen 

as “a skill to be taught.” However, some of the books on the teaching of writing, composition, 

and rhetoric neglect the teaching of argumentation, Andrews puts forward, in the sense that it 

is tucked into the “broader canopy” of writing, rendering argumentation as something “taken 

for granted” (24). Even books frequently used in colleges in the United States do this, 

according to Andrews.  

Judging from the aforementioned interviews, Andrews seems to be right in his claim that 

argumentation is seldom taught, at least in the education of his interviewees. On the other 

hand, the above studies by Patterson, Ustunel and Tokel, and Liu and Stapleton all show that 

teaching writing/argumentation can help students develop their writing/argumentative skills, 

with regard to (1) context mapping and making the writing process more manageable, (2) the 

use of sentence-level scaffolding for developing argumentation, and (3) counter-

argumentation and its possible contributions to argumentative power in essays. In short, the 

research seems to indicate that teaching writing/argumentation benefits students.  

As I discuss later in this paper, the above research studies might be used as a basis for 

discussion about using Writing Logically, Thinking Critically as a resource for teaching 

critical thinking and/or argumentation. For example, one task in the textbook can be 

interpreted to mimic Patterson’s idea of breaking down the writing process, which might 

suggest that that task guides students in a pedagogical manner. In contrast, Liu and 

Stapleton’s idea of promoting argumentative ability through incorporating counter-

argumentation into the teaching of argument can be interpreted to be absent from chapter 

three of said textbook, which might open up for further discussion of whether or not the 

chapter is suitable for teaching critical thinking through training in argumentation. More on 

this later in this text. 
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2.5 Method 

As mentioned previously, this essay aims to examine how suitable the tasks in chapter three 

of Writing Logically, Thinking Critically seem likely to be for promoting critical thinking 

skills in the English language classroom. In this paper, the chosen method of analysis is “the 

checklist method” (McGrath 32) as described in Ian McGrath’s Materials Evaluation and 

Design for Language Teaching, a textbook in applied linguistics published in 2016. I return to 

this method and describe the chosen criteria for the present analysis later in this section, but 

first: an account of the object of analysis. 

In the analysis section, I discuss some of the learning tasks in the textbook Writing 

Logically, Thinking Critically and their potential relevance to the teaching of argument and 

the cultivation of critical thinking, with references to the aforementioned theories and steering 

documents. The textbook consists of eight chapters, each devoted to a certain area of 

argumentation. From one through eight they are as follows:  

 

1. Thinking and Writing—A Critical Connection 

2. Critical Thought 

3. The Structure of Argument 

4. Written Argument 

5. The Language of Argument—Definition 

6. Fallacious Arguments 

7. Deductive and Inductive Argument 

8. The Language of Argument—Style 

 

The typical layout for each chapter follows the following pattern: First, a list of the “quick 

takes” of the chapter is presented, briefly stating what students will learn; then, relevant terms 

are introduced and explained; next, those terms are incorporated into tasks designed to 

promote argumentation and/or critical thinking skills; and finally, a glossary of key terms and 

a summary close the chapter. Together, the chapters are intended to teach students to separate 

inference from fact and judgement, to pinpoint premises and conclusions, to distinguish 

between issue and thesis, to think dialectically in argumentation, to appreciate the language of 

argument (like euphemisms, connotations, appositives, etc.), to notice fallacies, to distinguish 

between induction and deduction, etc.  

In the first chapter, the authors present their view of critical thinking and how it is 

connected to writing. The authors see thinking critically as synonymous with thinking clearly, 
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with reference to the Greek and Latin roots of the term critical. They explain that critical here 

means “discerning or discriminating,” rather than the more conventional “faultfinding,” hence 

the connection to thinking clearly (3). They also explain that critical thought includes other 

aspects, like “careful analysis and judgment,” open mindedness, and an element of “self-

defense” (3). To think critically, they argue, one must “listen attentively to the views of 

others” while simultaneously defending oneself against falsehood, “questionable judgments, 

and confusing or deceptive arguments” (3). As to the connection to writing, they claim that 

“To write well we need to think clearly,” meaning that writing can help clarify ideas and 

refine thoughts since writing “can be manipulated until it accurately reflects our thinking” (1). 

I chose to include Cooper and Patton’s notion of critical thinking in this essay because it 

enriches the analysis. Its presence helps point out that some of the tasks in the textbook seem 

to involve only some aspects of critical thinking, which opens up for discussion about whether 

or not they can promote critical thinking to a satisfactory degree. 

As the focus of this study is to investigate to what extent certain tasks in argumentation 

might help cultivate critical thinking with special regard to the basic building blocks of 

argument, I have chosen to analyze chapter three, “The Structure of Argument,” since it 

teaches those building blocks. This chapter focuses heavily on premises and conclusions—

what they are and how to spot them in a text—and also standard form. Here, standard form 

refers to syllogistic reasoning: two or more premises followed by a conclusion. Below is an 

example of how to put an argument into standard form: 

 

Example: All politicians make promises they can’t keep, and Jerry is nothing if not 

a politician. He will, therefore, make promises he can’t keep. 

1. All politicians make promises they can’t keep. 

2. Jerry is a politician. 

∴ He will make promises he can’t keep. (Cooper and Patton, 55) 

 

The three-part structure below the example sentences is the argument put into standard form. 

The three-dotted triangle—∴—is a symbol for the word therefore. In addition to standard 

form, some tasks also involve hidden assumptions, by which the authors mean unstated 

premises or conclusions that are “so obvious that we don’t even recognize that [they are] 

unstated” (59). Here is an example: 
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Since I’ve sworn to put up with my tired Honda until I can afford a BMW, I must 

resign myself to the old wreck for a while longer. [Missing premise: I can’t afford a 

BMW now.] (Cooper and Patton 59) 

 

Below follows the exercises and assignments that chapter three includes, in order of 

appearance. 

 

1. Exercise 3A – Reducing Simple Arguments to Standard Form 

2. Writing assignment 4 – Creating a Political Handout 

3. Exercise 3B – Reducing an Editorial to Standard Form 

4. Exercise 3C – Identifying Hidden Assumptions 

5. Exercise 3D – Responding to an Opinion Piece 

6. Writing assignment 5 – Summarizing an Article 

7. Exercise 3E – Distinguishing Arguments from Explanations 

 

To analyze the above tasks, I scan the instructions for each (see Appendix 2 for an account of 

each exercise) and compare them to nine different aspects of critical thinking. Among those 

aspects is dialectical thinking, which here refers to a welcoming attitude towards alternative 

views and multiple perspectives. Below follows my list of criteria for critical thinking: 

 

1. Discerning/discriminating thought 

2. Careful analysis 

3. Judgment 

4. Self-defense 

5. Open-mindedness 

6. Rationality 

7. Dialectical thinking through comparing sources and weighing them against each other 

8. Dialectical thinking through pointing out contrasts between different points of view 

9. Skepticism 

 

This list (created by myself) is based on the three notions of critical thinking defined earlier 

on the one hand and McGrath’s checklist method on the other. The first five criteria represent 

Cooper and Patton’s notion of critical thinking, the sixth Cottrell’s, and the last three 
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Andrews’s. Together, they serve as my shopping list, as it were, in accordance with 

McGrath’s checklist method. This method allows me to discuss whether or not each task has 

the potential to offer students opportunities to train their capacities for criteria one through 

nine, a summary of which is presented in Table 1 (see Appendix 1). The layout of Table 1 

(i.e. my table) is based on McGrath’s table 3.1 (McGrath 54). McGrath’s table shows how 

certain textbooks relate to five criteria. Table 1 in the present essay follows a similar 

principle, showing how the seven tasks in chapter three relate to the nine criteria specified 

above. To the left in Table 1 are the tasks, at the top the criteria, and in the middle are 

multiple “y’s” and “n’s” that indicate whether or not the tasks involve the corresponding 

criteria. For example, one of the y’s below criterion three indicates that exercise 3E does 

involve the third criterion. Conversely, the n’s below the third criterion indicate that the 

corresponding tasks do not involve that particular criterion. 

Although McGrath’s table 3.1 is in one way different from Table 1 in the present essay, it 

is a useful model nonetheless. The difference is that McGrath’s table 3.1 includes a rating 

scale whereas my Table 1 does not. I chose not to include rating scales because what I analyze 

is the presence/absence of certain features (i.e. aspects of critical thinking) in the 

aforementioned tasks, which clashes with the purpose of rating scales (53). Instead, my table 

follows the Yes/No-answer format, which is more suitable for my purposes due to the focus on 

presence/absence (53). Despite the difference between McGrath’s table and mine, his table 

3.1 is useful in the sense that it presents one way of graphically presenting analysis data 

derived from a criteria-based materials analysis, which is my method of analysis. Therefore, I 

use McGrath’s table 3.1 as a model for my presentation of results, even though I ignore his 

rating-scale format. Based on the findings presented in Table 1, I discuss potential learning 

experiences concerning said tasks with regard to the nine aspects, so as to explore my first 

research question.  

Using the same method of analysis, I analyze chapter three in a different respect as well: I 

use the checklist method and scan the instructions for the seven tasks to determine whether 

they correspond to a certain set of criteria that concerns approaches to language teaching (see 

Table 2 in Appendix 1 for a summary of findings). This time, the criteria are as follows: 

 

1. Students take on the role of active communicative participants 

2. The task involves collaborative learning through pair or group work 

3. Students might need to perform this task in real life 
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The first two pertain to communicative language teaching whereas the third pertains to task-

based language teaching.  

As to the two first criteria, I chose them because a) there is a significant focus on 

discussion in the English subject syllabus (Skolverket, Engelska 2-8, 10-11), and b) the 

syllabus states that students should learn English in collaboration with others. In fact, the 

latter is among the aims of the subject: “Eleverna ska ges möjlighet att … producera talat 

språk och olika texter, på egen hand och tillsammans med andra …” ‘Students should be 

given opportunity to … produce speech and various texts, on their own and in collaboration 

with others …’ (Skolverket, Engelska 1, emphasis added). Thus, the syllabus makes the first 

two criteria relevant to consider for the teaching of English. 

As to the third criterion, I chose to focus on this key assumption of task-based language 

teaching (referred to as task-based instruction by Feez in Richards and Rodgers p. 176) 

because it too aligns with the syllabus. One of the aims of the subject implies that students are 

to learn and practice English in contexts that pertain to real life outside the classroom: 

”Undervisningen i ämnet engelska ska ge eleverna förutsättningar att utveckla … förmåga att 

diskutera och reflektera över livsvillkor, samhällsfrågor och kulturella företeelser …” 

‘Teaching in the subject of English should give students the opportunities to develop … the 

ability to discuss and reflect on living conditions, social issues and cultural features …’ 

(Skolverket, Engelska 1-2, translated by the Swedish National Agency for Education). 

Discussing and reflecting on such corresponds to tasks that students might need to perform in 

real life. In the analysis, I give writing assignment 4 as an example, discussing how it pertains 

to a certain social issue and whether or not students might perform the task in real life. 

3. Analysis 
The first part of this analysis is a general description of the tasks in question—the instructions 

and potential learning experiences—followed by two segments devoted to two different areas 

of discussion. The first is a discussion about what the tasks can be interpreted to accomplish 

in relation to the question of cultivating critical thinking skills; the second segment is a 

discussion about how the tasks can be interpreted to align with some of the principles of the 

aforementioned approaches to language teaching, including comments about how the tasks 

relate to the knowledge requirements as well. There, I also discuss potential challenges for the 

teacher and possible solutions. 
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Many of the tasks in chapter three seem to focus on standard-form argument analysis. The 

first exercise, 3A Reducing Simple Arguments to Standard Form, starts with the basics. It 

asks students to analyze simple arguments and rewrite them to fit standard form, presumably 

for the purpose of understanding the roles that premises and conclusions play in an argument. 

Some of the arguments are only one sentence long whereas the longest ones are three to five 

sentences, possibly making it a bit harder for uninitiated students to spot the relevant premises 

and conclusions at first glance. Exercises 3B, C, and D build on what students did in 3A. For 

example, in 3B, Reducing an Editorial to Standard Form, students are asked to put an 

argument into standard form once again; this time, however, students are to analyze an 

editorial composed of four short paragraphs instead of shorter, separate arguments. In 3C, 

Identifying Hidden Assumptions, students are asked to go through the exact same type of 

exercise as in 3A, only that identifying hidden assumptions is now part of the analysis. That 

is, as students put simple arguments into standard form, they supply any hidden assumptions 

as premises within brackets, in addition to identifying overt premises and conclusions. This 

exercise might be intended to teach students to read between the lines and find the hidden 

premises that are not expressly stated. Exercises 3A, B, and C lead up to 3D, Responding to 

an Opinion Piece. In this exercise, students are once again asked to practice standard-form 

argument analysis: they are to articulate hidden assumptions, overt premises, and conclusions. 

What is different about this exercise, though, is that it asks students to a) reduce an entire 

opinion piece to standard form, and b) respond to the piece, which 3A, B, and C do not ask 

for. This can be interpreted to give students the opportunity to make an argument of their own 

in addition to further practice in adapting arguments to fit the standard-form format. The two 

writing assignments also relate to standard form. In writing assignment 4, the nature of 

standard-form argumentation seems to manifest itself in the product that students are to 

create: a political handout. There is an example handout next to the assignment instructions 

that mimics standard-form argumentation by stating clear premises separately in support of a 

conclusion. The headline reads “Five Good Reasons to Oppose the Vouchers Initiative,” 

supported underneath by five premises in bullet form (57). Each premise is then supported in 

turn by a short text that describes the reasoning behind the premise. At the bottom, we find 

the conclusion: “Vote No on Prop. 174.” The students are to evaluate the effectiveness of this 

example handout before creating their own. It seems likely that this assignment has the 

potential gives students further practice in standard-form argumentation, but with more of a 

focus on explaining one’s position than the above-mentioned exercises seem to involve.  
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Writing assignment 5, on the other hand, is not about handouts. In place of that, it asks 

students to summarize a nine-paragraph article of medium length by following a) the general 

guidelines for writing summaries explained on the preceding page, and b) six specific 

“Strategies for Writing a Summary” (65), both of which guide students through the process of 

writing their summary. At first glance, this assignment does not seem to relate to standard 

form as clearly as the other tasks, but there is a connection. According to the textbook 

authors, Cooper and Patton, summaries are related to standard form in the sense that standard 

form is a “simplified method” of summarizing arguments (65). Writing summaries, they 

argue, resembles the process of exploring arguments that the act of putting an argument into 

standard form entails. In both cases, the writer reveals conclusions and their supporting 

premises; thus, the purpose of this assignment can be interpreted to align with the 

aforementioned tasks which also concern standard form. In contrast, 3E, Distinguishing 

Arguments from Explanations, does not seem to concern standard form. Instead, it asks 

students to decide which of two letters—the one an argument, the other an explanation—

represents an argument and explain their reasoning with reference to both letters, presumably 

so as to teach students how to distinguish between an argument and an explanation. 

 
 
3.1. About the tasks’ potential relation to the aforementioned aspects of critical 

thinking 

Exercises 3A through E as well as writing assignment 5 seem to have potential to help 

students develop their critical thinking abilities with regard to Cooper and Patton’s notion of 

critical thinking. As noted earlier, they hold that critical thinking involves “discerning or 

discriminating thought characterized by careful analysis …” (3). This view can be interpreted 

to align with 3A since that exercise encourages students to discern which parts of an argument 

(i.e. sentences or clauses) represent premises/conclusions and discriminate them by putting 

them into the appropriate slots in the standard-form argument format. In other words, students 

are encouraged to discern and discriminate premises and conclusions through sentence-level 

argument analysis. It is in this way that we may interpret that this activity connects to both 

discerning/discriminating thought and the element of careful analysis. This is indicated in 

Table 1 (see Appendix 1) by a “y” beneath criteria one and two in exercise 3A’s row. 

The same aspects of critical thinking that students are encouraged to work with in 3A can 

be interpreted to reappear in exercises 3B, C, and D as well as writing assignment 5 seeing as 

those also encourage inspecting and dissecting arguments. Aside from discerning and 
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discriminating thought, however, exercises 3C and D seem to encourage an aspect of reading 

between the lines. Students are prompted to go through the same process of putting arguments 

into standard form, but this time, they are also prompted to identify hidden assumptions, 

which can be interpreted to relate to the element of self-defense (see criteria four in Table 1) 

since identifying hidden assumptions can sometimes reveal whether an argument is deceptive 

or not, giving the person who analyzes the argument an opportunity to defend him/herself 

against falsehood. The following is an example of a deceptive argument: “I never see Sophie 

without a book; she must be highly intelligent” (Cooper and Patton 62). Here, the hidden 

assumption is “reading makes people highly intelligent,” which some may consider to be 

false. It can be argued that reading does not automatically make people highly intelligent 

although it can be a contributing factor, which is not what the argument stated. By identifying 

the hidden assumption, students get the opportunity to see that the above argument is 

misleading in the sense that it makes the relationship between reading and high intelligence 

seem like a causal relationship, which some may argue is untrue. However, there is another, 

more adverse hidden assumption in the argument. The first part of the argument, “I never see 

Sophie without a book,” attempts to imply that Sophie is always reading a book, although the 

argument never articulated that particular claim. One might be of the opinion that omitting 

this hidden assumption (which the original does) makes the argument even more misleading 

because having a book in close proximity to one’s person is not a contributing factor to high 

intelligence, but merely happenstance, which makes the argument logically unreasonable. In 

this way, reading between the lines to identify the hidden assumptions in this argument might 

help students to defend themselves against its falsehood.  

Just like exercises 3C and D—Identifying Hidden Assumptions and Responding to an 

Opinion Piece—can be interpreted to relate to Cooper and Patton’s idea of self-defense, so 

too can they relate to Andrews’s idea of reading with skepticism. This is indicated by the y’s 

beneath criteria four and nine in Table 1. Skepticism can be interpreted to come into play as 

exercises 3C and D allow students to practice their abilities to inspect and dissect arguments 

to find the hidden assumptions within in order to reveal whether the argument is false or not. 

Practicing such abilities might help students to mistrust arguments as they learn that some 

arguments are deceptive and should be met with skepticism. In turn, that attitude might help 

students to develop the habit to scrutinize arguments before accepting them, which is to say 

that next time a student encounters an argument (whether that be in school or elsewhere) that 

student would be more inclined to question it prior to accepting it. This means that raising 

awareness of the basic building blocks of argument—premises, conclusions, and hidden 
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assumptions—might be one way to promote students’ propensities for skepticism, which in 

turn can be interpreted to allow them to take a critical stance towards various written and 

spoken arguments in the world around them. Accordingly, English teachers might use the 

exercises to teach students how to be skeptical, rather than just tell them to be.  

Exercise 3E, Distinguishing Arguments from Explanations, not only asks students to 

discern and discriminate, but might also train students’ capacities for judgment. According to 

the Oxford English Dictionary, the term judgment refers to the “ability to make considered 

decisions,” (20 May 2018). Exercise 3E can be interpreted to ask students to make a 

considered decision seeing as the instructions ask students to read the two letters “carefully 

and decide which is which,” (69) so as to distinguish the argument from the explanation. 

Hence, it can be interpreted that exercise 3E trains students’ capacities for judgement by 

asking them to read carefully—that is, consider the material—and make a decision. 

Writing assignment 4, Creating a Political Handout, seems to have the potential to involve 

Cottrell’s notion of critical thinking as well as Cooper and Patton’s. As mentioned before, 

Cottrell holds that critical thinking involves rationality, which refers to “The quality of being 

based on or in accordance with reason or logic,” according to the Oxford English Dictionary 

(18 May 2018). One may interpret that in writing assignment 4, students are prompted to 

demonstrate their capacities for rationality seeing as the task encompasses syllogistic 

reasoning via standard form and therefore also logic. Thus, one may argue that by creating a 

handout that conforms to the rules of standard form, supplying premises backed up by reasons 

in support of a conclusion, students get the opportunity to meet this criterion for critical 

thinking articulated by Cottrell. Cooper and Patton’s notion of critical thinking, on the other 

hand, applies to writing assignment 4 in a different way. Earlier, I mentioned that they name 

judgment an element of critical thought, which the Oxford English Dictionary define as the 

ability to make considered decisions (see the above paragraph). One may argue that one way 

to consider something is to evaluate it, which is what students are prompted to do in writing 

assignment 4. Evaluation can also be interpreted to involve judgment. When one evaluates 

something, one seldom leaves it there: one does so in order to form an opinion about its 

worth, which is to say that one judges its worth. In this way, writing assignment 4 can be 

interpreted to help students cultivate their critical thinking ability by offering them an 

opportunity to cultivate their capacities for judgement through practicing evaluation. 
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3.2 About potential pedagogical concerns regarding the tasks in question 

As Table 2 (see Appendix 1) indicates, not many of the tasks in chapter three seem to draw on 

aspects of communicative language teaching, but all seem to draw on the task-based 

approach. Several n’s beneath criteria one and two show that exercises 3A through D do not 

seem to involve collaborative learning in any way and do not seem to put students in the role 

of active communicative participants. That is, it seems likely that those tasks can be done 

without interacting with classmates. There are, however, two exceptions: writing assignment 

5 encourages students to “compare summaries with classmates,” and exercise 3E invites 

students to discuss their work “with other students in [their] class,” both welcoming 

collaborative learning (Cooper and Patton 67; 69). In contrast to this general lack of 

communicative aspects, all seven tasks seem to relate to task-based language teaching, as 

indicated by the column of unanimous y’s in Table 2. The tasks can be interpreted to relate to 

the task-based approach in the sense that students might need to perform them in real life: 

argumentation is part of real life. We see it in politics, in relationships, in education, etc.—it 

is everywhere, as Lunsford and Ruskiewicz argued, which I mentioned earlier—and 

argumentation is what all the tasks are about. They seek to help students develop their 

argumentative skills in different ways, for example by raising awareness of the building 

blocks of argument.  

By choosing tasks that students might need to perform in real life, the teacher can 

incorporate task-based language teaching into the teaching of argument since such tasks are 

characteristic of that approach, according to Richards and Rodgers (176). Writing assignment 

4 can be interpreted as an example of an activity that students may engage in in real life 

because creating a political handout can be argued to be one way of engaging in public debate 

to try to change some of the problems in society. We saw an example of such a handout in the 

instructions for writing assignment 4. Created by the California Teachers Association, the 

handout argues against a proposition for education policy and encourages others to oppose it 

by giving five reasons (i.e. premises) for opposition. Some of the premises can be interpreted 

to indicate that the handout is a token of real-life argumentation: first, premise number two 

and six concern economic issues about taxes and school funding; second, premise number 

three concerns discrimination; and third, premise number four concerns inequality. All three 

can be interpreted to point to issues of the real world that concern people in different ways: 

economically, legally, and morally. Thus, by evaluating the handout and creating their own, 

students might learn one way of arguing for/against real-life issues, which is to say that the 

task seems to draw on this one principle of task-based language teaching. Table 2 (see 
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Appendix 1) shows that writing assignment 4 fulfils this quality of the task-based approach, 

but not the two concerning communicative language teaching since the assignment does not 

seem to encourage communication or collaboration in any way (unlike writing assignment 5, 

which I discuss later). 

To continue this analysis, I discuss potential learning experiences in writing assignment 4, 

Creating a Political Handout, in relation to the syllabus and Andrews’s theories by examining 

a handout (created by myself) that represents an example of student work. The mock example, 

which mimics the format of the example handout provided in the task instructions, follows 

below.  

 

Three reasons why abortion should remain legal: 

Abortion is a right.  

• In 1973, it was established that the US constitution guarantees a woman’s right to 

terminate her pregnancy because that is part of her rights of privacy. If a country 

such as North America—which repeatedly permits gun violence to tear families 

apart—sees abortion as something abominable, Sweden should too.  

 

Research shows that fetuses do not feel pain. 

• In 2010, Britain’s Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists published a 

review of research which shows that the ability to feel pain develops long after 

most abortions are performed.  

 

Abortion is not related to increased health risks. 

• Much research shows that today, abortion is safe and does not cause lasting health 

issues. A study from 2015 determined this by finding that modern abortion 

procedures generally do not lead to major health complications. In fact, a 2012 

study found that giving birth is actually more dangerous than abortion.  

 

Abortion should remain legal 

Source: abortion.procon.org/ (accessed 10 May 2018) 
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The potential learning experiences that this task might generate can be interpreted to align 

with the syllabus, rendering task-based language teaching appropriate for the teaching of 

argument. It can be argued that the first part of the task intends to teach students to examine a 

text since it encourages them to evaluate the effectiveness of a given example handout that 

makes an argument against a certain education policy. Here, the task involves a text that 

argues—which all three English courses are to include (Skolverket, Engelska 3, 6, 9)—seeing 

as the example handout makes a case against the proposition by giving reasons why it affects 

public schools negatively with regard to discrimination, unjust tax policies, and more. In the 

second part of the task, students are prompted to create their own political handout. Their 

creation is to be an argument “in support of or in opposition to” a given issue, and seeing as 

the model handout in the instructions explains each premise with supporting evidence, it can 

be inferred that students should do the same (Cooper and Patton 57). The above mock 

example does that. The first premise is supported with an argument by analogy—with 

reference to the US constitution—whereas the second and third are justified with research in 

the field. By supporting their views in this way, students can show that they have the ability to 

argue and motivate their opinions in written production, which, again, corresponds to all three 

English courses (Skolverket, Engelska 3, 6, 9).  

What is more, writing assignment 4 can be interpreted to illustrate Andrews’s theory about 

arguing well. He proposes that viewing a given argument as a piece of architecture can help 

the writer to examine its structures, which is what students are prompted to do in the first part 

of the task as they examine the example handout. They are prompted to evaluate to what 

degree the conclusion holds with regard to the premises in order to judge how well the 

argument adheres to the rules of standard-form argumentation. After that, students are 

prompted to put their newly-acquired knowledge into practice and articulate premises backed 

up with reasons in support of a conclusion in a handout of their own, working with argument 

as it if were a building by raising the load-bearing walls. In the above mock example, the 

load-bearing walls are the three premises “Abortion is a right,” “Research shows that fetuses 

do not feel pain,” and “Abortion is not related to increased health risks,” (25). These are 

justified with reasons that explain their rationale, strengthening the argument as a whole. One 

may argue that from doing writing assignment 4, students get the opportunity to develop their 

argumentative skills seeing as they are being taught “how argument is constructed,” to use 

Andrews’s wording (“Critical Thinking” 58). 

To complete writing assignment 4, however, students need to find information that can 

support their premises, which the teacher can make sure is available in advance to help align 
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the students’ work with the purpose of the task. If finding information is problematic and 

cumbersome, the task might turn into a time-consuming search for supporting evidence rather 

than the practice of putting together an effective handout. Seeing as the latter seems to be the 

purpose of the task, supporting information should be easily accessible. The supporting 

information in the mock example is from ProCon.org, a website that offers a vast number of 

pros and cons about various topics such as health and medicine, education, and politics, to 

name a few. Some of the most popular issues on the site are medical marijuana, gun control, 

and animal testing, all of which could be used in this task to help students complete writing 

assignment 4 more smoothly. 

The above discussions about writing assignment 4 intends to show that from evaluating an 

argumentative handout and creating their own, students have the potential to learn this one 

strategy for participating in discussions in the civic domain, in accordance with a) task-based 

language teaching, and b) Andrews’s theories about learning how to argue well. The teacher 

can exploit ProCon.org (and perhaps other websites) to make the task more focused on 

composing an effective handout than searching for supporting evidence. Since the latter does 

not seem to be the focus of writing assignment 4, it can be reserved for another time, although 

it is a valuable skill to practice in itself. In any case, it seems likely that task-based language 

teaching could be used to teach argument in alignment with the syllabus and with a basis in 

theory.  

Next, I turn to a discussion about writing assignment 5, Summarizing an Article, and how 

it can relate to communicative language teaching, all-around communicative ability, and 

Patterson’s study about using context mapping and sentence writing to break down the 

writing process. One may argue that if the teacher incorporates more of communicative 

language teaching into writing assignment 5 than it already involves, the task might help 

students meet certain parts of the knowledge requirements. The instructions for the 

assignment encourage students to compare their summaries with each other, guiding students 

to engage in collaborative learning, which is one aspect of communicative language teaching. 

In turn, that can have the effect of putting students in the role of active communicative 

participants, which is another aspect of the approach (Richards and Rodgers 390). In Table 2 

(see Appendix 1), this is indicated with a y beneath criteria one and two, in the second to last 

row. One way to incorporate both aspects into writing assignment 5 simultaneously might be 

to involve peer review, which might take students one step closer to the grading criteria. In 

peer review, students can, of course, compare texts—which is a good idea since that would 

enable students to encounter different ways of dealing with the same task—although 
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comparison is not the main focus of the activity. Rather, the main focus of peer review is to 

give feedback. Accordingly, if peer review is involved, writing assignment 5 could connect 

with the part of the knowledge requirements that says that students are to “[give] an account 

of, [discuss] and [comment] on content and details,” a goal that is relevant to all three English 

courses (Skolverket, Engelska 3, 7, 10). Thus, involving communicative language teaching in 

this way—peer review of each other’s summaries—might be one way to boost students’ 

chances of meeting this criterion in the knowledge requirements. 

Moreover, writing assignment 5 might also scaffold students’ sentence-level argument 

formulation as well as help them to develop their all-around communicative ability by guiding 

them in (1) adapting language to purpose, (2) developing linguistic accuracy, and (3) 

expressing oneself with precision. The students are prompted to adapt their language to the 

purpose of writing a summary by following the guidelines for writing summaries in chapter 

three. Those guidelines inform students that a good summary conveys the “essence” of the 

original text without going into background information or details: It is both “complete and 

concise [sic]” (65). A good summary is also objective, “excluding inferences and opinions” 

(65). In order to follow these guidelines, students are encouraged to go through the six 

strategies which provide practical tips about effective summarizing. For example, one of the 

strategies is to “eliminate repetition and any details that are not essential to the writer’s 

argument [i.e. the original]” (66). Another is to “make sure you haven’t overlooked an 

important idea or included an opinion of your own” (66). The sixth strategy can be interpreted 

to encompass the second and third aspects of an all-around communicative ability: linguistic 

accuracy and the ability to express oneself with precision. The strategy reads as follows: 

“Revise for coherence by combining sentences and inserting transitional phrases where 

necessary. Edit for conciseness by eliminating all ‘deadwood’ (unnecessary words) from your 

sentences. Check grammar and spelling” (66). One might argue that this strategy can help 

students to develop linguistic accuracy by encouraging a) the use of transitional phrases—

which nourishes their phraseological awareness—and b) correct grammar and spelling. As to 

expressing oneself with precision, the strategy encourages revision and removing deadwood, 

which helps clarify written language by making it more precise and less messy. Moreover, the 

sixth strategy can also be interpreted to scaffold students in their attempts at sentence-level 

argument formulation as it advises students to combine sentences for coherence and trimming 

their sentences by removing deadwood, both of which are composition strategies that the 

students might not have thought of using had not strategy number six raised their awareness 

of them. 
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This strategy-oriented pedagogy which writing assignment 5 follows can be interpreted to 

align with Patterson’s method for facilitating writing by using structured context mapping 

prior to spelling out sentences. Her idea was to break down the writing process to make it 

easier, transforming it from one big chunk of effort into smaller, more manageable parts. This 

might also correspond to the overarching pedagogy of Writing Logically, Thinking Critically 

since, as noted before, the textbook is filled with sentence-level tasks that are intended as 

“concrete steps” that help students build or analyze arguments (Cooper and Patton xii). This 

similarity might suggest that writing assignment 5 follows a pedagogical strategy sequence 

seeing as Patterson’s method produced positive results. On the other hand, one might object 

and say that Patterson’s participants, all six to eleven years old, were very much younger than 

those who Writing Logically, Thinking Critically is directed towards or students in Swedish 

upper-secondary school, which can imply that the same pedagogy might not work with older 

children. However, Liu and Stapleton—who studied nineteen to twenty-year-olds—also made 

use of a step-by-step pedagogy, including brainstorming and planning, similar to Patterson’s 

method, and met with positive results. These findings suggest that step-by-step pedagogies 

contribute to learning across a wide age span, which makes it reasonable to acknowledge 

writing assignment 5—with its six strategies gradually guiding the writer to the finished 

product—as pedagogical. 

Moreover, Ustunel and Tokel’s findings can also be interpreted to suggest that writing 

assignment 5 has the potential to scaffold students in a productive manner. Ustunel and 

Tokel’s study showed that scaffolding argumentation at the sentence level—such as using 

hints, sentence starters, and question prompts—helps students develop their argumentative 

ability. The six strategies in writing assignment 5 mimic the idea of providing question 

prompts, which suggests that they might produce positive results seeing as Ustunel and 

Tokel’s use of question prompts achieved that. The similarity manifests itself in the sense that 

both alternatives—i.e. the six strategies and Ustunel and Tokel’s question prompts—lead 

students in a direction that is appropriate for the task at hand. The former help students write 

their summary and the latter help students learn argumentation. In addition, the latter could be 

used for scaffolding summarizing as well. For example, to match the strategy that encourages 

students to “make sure you haven’t overlooked an important idea or included an opinion of 

your own” (Cooper and Patton 66), a question prompt could take the following form: “Is your 

summary free of your own opinions?” This question prompt allows for the same type of 

scaffolding as that of the above strategy: It provides a suitable prompt for students to write a 

summary that follows the general guidelines. One might say that the strategies in writing 
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assignment 5 are question prompts robbed of their question marks and transformed into 

commands.  

In sum, it seems likely that the teacher can use writing assignment 5—infused with 

elements of communicative language teaching—to teach sentence-level argument formulation 

while also helping students to develop all-around communicative ability, and do so in a 

pedagogical manner. 

 

4. Conclusion 
Teaching argument using chapter three in Writing Logically, Thinking Critically can not 

only apply to both task-based and communicative language teaching separately, but it can also 

combine the two. As discussed earlier, the teacher can involve traits of communicative 

language teaching in the teaching of chapter three by involving peer review. However, peer 

review also has the potential to draw on the task-based approach if the work that students 

discuss in peer review is based on tasks (e.g. writing assignments 4 or 5). Judging from the 

above analysis of chapter three, it seems likely that the tasks in question could be used to 

incorporate discussion and feedback into the teaching of argument. That is to say, tasks could 

be used to facilitate the incorporation of communicative language teaching in the teaching of 

argument, which is what Liu and Stapleton did in their study by using joint writing activities 

in order to scaffold students’ argumentative writing. Whether this idea is true for the other 

chapters of Writing Logically, Thinking Critically (or other textbooks/resources), I cannot 

determine since I have not researched the matter widely. 

The two writing assignments (i.e. 4 and 5), then, seem to show potential for both drawing 

on the addressed approaches to language teaching and combining the two, which can be 

interpreted to give teachers three options for teaching the types of argumentation that pertain 

to the respective assignments. Since I have argued in this essay that teachers of English can 

draw on the two aforementioned approaches to language teaching when teaching argument 

using said textbook, it also argues that strategies are available for them to use in their 

endeavor to teach critical thinking—and to teach critical thinking using chapter three in 

Writing Logically, Thinking Critically as a resource seems to be possible to a high degree 

(depending on which aspects of critical thinking the teacher aims to teach), judging from the 

analysis in this particular study. 
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The above materials analysis indicates that chapter three seems to show splendid potential 

for promoting some of the aforementioned aspects of critical thinking, namely those 

corresponding to criteria one, two, and six. That is, nearly all tasks in the chapter show 

potential for involving discerning/discriminating thought and rationality thanks to the 

chapter’s heavy focus on logic, which tallies with Cooper and Patton’s notion of critical 

thinking as well as Cottrell’s. Additionally, precisely all tasks in the chapter show potential 

for involving careful analysis, again corresponding to Cooper and Patton’s notion of critical 

thinking. However, in six of the nine criteria (i.e. criteria three to five plus seven to nine), 

chapter three shows a very low potential or none at all for involvement of the corresponding 

aspects of critical thinking. That is, it does not seem to involve many of the nine criteria in all 

of the tasks. On the other hand, it seems that the chapter as a whole—all the tasks put 

together—show potential for involving many of the nine criteria (six, to be exact). That is, 

although chapter three does not seem to include all the aspects of critical thinking that this 

essay addresses, it seems to involve discerning/discriminating thought, rationality, careful 

analysis, judgment, self-defense as well as skepticism, the last of which relates to Andrews’s 

perception of criticality. This can be interpreted to indicate that the chapter shows a fairly 

high rating in potential involvement of the nine aspects of critical thinking thanks to the 

versatility of tasks in chapter three (despite many of the tasks’ lacking potential for the 

involvement of judgment, self-defense, and skepticism). 

Seeing as chapter three on the whole seems to involve many of the concerned aspects of 

critical thinking, it might help teachers work in alignment with the curriculum and help 

students develop their critical thinking ability, which is one of the overarching goals of upper-

secondary school. One example of how to achieve this goal is writing assignment 4, as 

discussed previously. I argued that the task has the potential to promote students’ propensities 

for judgment and rationality via evaluation of a handout and the logical reasoning inherent in 

standard form, which can help students develop their critical thinking skills with regard to 

Cooper and Patton and Cottrell respectively. As chapter three can also be interpreted to 

involve examination/scrutiny, it can help teachers work in alignment with another, related part 

of the curriculum. The curriculum states that, in addition to training their critical thinking 

ability, students are to train their ability to examine/scrutinize, which one may interpret 

students are led to do in, for example, exercises 3C and D, Identifying Hidden Assumptions 

and Responding to an Opinion Piece: There, the students get the opportunity to practice 

identifying hidden assumptions through standard-form argument analysis, and to find the 

hidden assumptions, one must examine/scrutinize. One must look beneath the surface because 
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the assumptions are hidden and not overt. Had they been overt, examination might not have 

been necessary, but finding something that is hidden implies that one must look closer and 

inspect thoroughly.  

Although chapter three seems to show splendid potential for promoting some aspects of 

critical thinking, it can be interpreted to miss out on some other aspects. Cooper and Patton’s 

idea of open-mindedness, for example, seems yet to be considered, which suggests that a 

portion of Andrews’s notion of criticality—weighing sources against each other and pointing 

out contrasts between points of view—also seems to be left out of the chapter. The tasks in 

chapter three seem to focus heavily on careful analysis through rational thinking and logical 

reasoning, but not so much on weighing different points of view or listening to others. Other 

chapters in Writing Logically, Thinking Critically might cover those aspects, but whether or 

not that is the case, I invite other students or researchers to investigate. 

For teachers of English, this can be interpreted to mean that chapter three alone might not 

be enough to help teachers teach all aspects of critical thinking addressed in this essay and 

that teachers might have to involve open-mindedness and dialectical thinking in other ways to 

address that issue. If they do, however, the teaching might help students develop the third and 

last aspect of a “scientific approach” that the curriculum articulates, which is the ability to 

“appreciate the consequences of different alternatives” (Skolverket, Läroplan 7). By 

involving Andrews’s notion of criticality in full—that is, comparing sources and pointing out 

contrasts between points of view in addition to being skeptical—in addition to the aspects of 

critical thinking that chapter three involves, the teacher might help students adopt all three 

aspects of a scientific approach and thereby work in alignment with the curriculum to a 

further extent than by teaching critical thinking and argumentation using chapter three only. 

The idea that involving dialectical thinking in argumentation can help cultivate critical 

thinking can be interpreted to resonate with some of the research, which in turn can be 

interpreted to give teachers further reason to involve Andrews’s notion of criticality in full 

when teaching argument using chapter three. Liu and Stapleton’s study shows that instruction 

in dialectical thinking supports students’ argumentative development more than not including 

such instruction. In turn, that can be interpreted to imply that the participants demonstrated 

more of Andrews’s criticality if they were taught how to do so and less if they were not. From 

this research, we might infer that incorporating open-mindedness into the teaching of 

argument can produce positive results, which in turn might indicate that involving the third 

aspect of a scientific approach—the ability to appreciate the consequences of different 

alternatives—in the teaching of argument might benefit students in their attempts to argue 



 35 
 

well. Therefore, it may be argued that teachers should look beyond chapter three, The 

Structure of Argument, when planning to teach argument so as to teach students how to 

demonstrate more aspects of critical thinking than the chapter itself offers. Doing that might 

help solve the problem of Swedish students not being taught how to demonstrate criticality, 

which Ivanov’s study illustrates. 

Furthermore, the other studies can also be interpreted to inform pedagogical choices with 

regard to scaffolding options. First, in relation to Patterson’s method, I argued that writing 

assignment 5 follows in the same vein and utilizes the idea of breaking down the writing 

process to make it more manageable. It can be interpreted to do so by providing students with 

the six strategies that instruct them to a) eliminate repetition with attention to detail, b) 

remove deadwood, c) combine sentences, and d) insert transitional phrases, to name a few of 

the tips. Since this type of scaffolding can be interpreted to align with the pedagogy that 

Patterson found to be productive, it is likely that it is a pedagogical asset in the teacher’s 

arsenal of scaffolding techniques. Second, in relation to Ustunel and Tokel’s study, I argued 

that the strategies in writing assignment 5 can be seen as pedagogical because they are similar 

to question prompts, which Ustunel and Tokel found to be a productive scaffolding technique 

for developing students’ argumentative abilities. With the scaffolding options that the 

research presents, it can be argued that teachers have tools at their command that they can 

utilize as they approach the task of helping students develop their critical thinking skills 

beyond the aspects of rationality, judgment, examination/scrutiny, self-defense, 

discerning/discriminating thought, etc., and incorporate open-mindedness and dialectical 

thinking alongside the focus on logical reasoning inherent in chapter three. All of those can be 

seen as important aspects, but in order to teach more than chapter three offers, and continue 

nourishing students’ critical thinking skills further, teachers can use the pedagogical tools that 

the research suggests are productive. 

I have explained in the essay that the syllabus makes references to argumentation, but not 

that the curriculum does so. The curriculum makes at least three references to argumentation. 

First, several program descriptions state that the education should help students develop their 

ability to argue (Skolverket, Läroplan 33, 41, 45, 47, 51). Second, at least two program 

descriptions state that students should be given opportunities to develop their abilities to 

motivate their position (Skolverket, Läroplan 45, 49), which resonates with the Oxford 

English Dictionary’s definition of the term argue: to give reasons in support of an idea/theory 

(see p. 8).  
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A third reference concerns one of the overarching goals of upper-secondary school. The 

goal in question is that every student “kan göra medvetna ställningstaganden grundade på 

kunskaper om mänskliga rättigheter och grundläggande demokratiska värderingar samt 

personliga erfarenheter” ‘can consciously take a stand [on a given issue] based on knowledge 

about human rights and fundamental democratic values and personal experience’ (Skolverket, 

Läroplan 11). Taking a stand based on knowledge could be interpreted to refer to syllogistic 

reasoning, like standard-form argumentation for example: Taking a stand can be seen as the 

end of the line in one’s train of thought about a given issue, just like a conclusion in standard-

form argumentation; basing that standpoint on knowledge can be seen as stopping by at 

meaningful train stations in one’s thought process, similar to providing supporting premises in 

standard-form argumentation. Judging from the above, one may infer that the curriculum 

makes both explicit and implicit references to argumentation—explicit references seeing as 

students should learn to argue, and implicit references seeing as students should learn to take 

a stand and motivate their positions.  

With the above three references, one may infer that the curriculum gives teachers of 

English further reason to teach argumentation (that is, in addition to the references to 

argumentation in the syllabus), and that it also gives teachers of English reason to connect the 

teaching of argumentation to the democratic mission of the school, which the third reference 

does. One part of the democratic mission is that “Utbildningen ska förmedla och förankra 

respekt för de mänskliga rättigheterna och de grundläggande demokratiska värderingar som 

det svenska samhället vilar på̊” ‘The education should convey and anchor respect for human 

rights and the basic democratic values that the Swedish society rests on’ (Skolverket, 

Läroplan 5). I propose that one way to convey and anchor respect for democratic values 

might be to teach students how to argue in support of them. For example, in an exercise about 

democratic values, a student could argue that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

should be respected and defended, and support that position with premises about democratic 

values and the benefits they involve. In other words, by incorporating argumentation into the 

teaching of democratic values, teachers might work in accordance with the democratic 

mission of upper-secondary school and help students adopt democratic values. In this way, 

the cultivation of argumentative skills on the one hand and democratic values on the other 

could operate in tandem. With this perspective in mind, it can be argued that learning to argue 

better is not only beneficial in itself and for developing critical thinking, but it can also be 

beneficial for cultivating democratic values. In turn, cultivating democratic values might help 

fight prejudice and bias and promote fair-mindedness seeing as the democratic values 
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articulated in the curriculum denounce discrimination and applaud righteousness and equality, 

among other things (Skolverket, Läroplan 5). 

In conclusion, backed by theory and research, this study supports the idea that teachers 

can teach argument to develop students’ critical thinking ability and thus see to, if not solve, 

the problem of young Swedes lagging behind in critical thinking skills while simultaneously 

working in accordance with both the curriculum and the English subject syllabus. One way to 

do this can be to draw on task-based and/or communicative language teaching when working 

with chapter three in Writing Logically, Thinking Critically in class. Appendix 2 indicates that 

chapter three shows great promise in regard to task-based language teaching but not in regard 

to communicative language teaching (unless the teacher involves peer review or other 

communicative ways of learning). If the teacher does involve peer review, however, 

communicative language teaching may function well with the teaching of argument and 

chapter three, which has been discussed earlier in this paper. The materials analysis suggests 

that chapter three seems to be a good starting point for drawing on task-based and/or 

communicative language teaching when teaching argument. However, working with that 

chapter only does not seem to be enough concerning the cultivation of critical thinking. Based 

on the discussions in this paper, I suggest that teachers need to teach more than chapter three 

offers, such as open-mindedness, for example, since acknowledging multiple viewpoints and 

contrasting them are important aspects of criticality, according to Andrews. By incorporating 

both chapter three and Andrews’s notion of criticality in full in the teaching of argument, 

teachers might circumvent the limitations of said chapter and begin dealing with the problem 

of some Swedish students viewing criticality as guesswork or tacit knowledge, a view that is 

indirectly supported by Andrews when he says that criticality is a “hidden criterion in the 

judgement of excellence” (“Critical Thinking” 58, emphasis added). Even though it can be 

argued that critical thinking is a hidden criterion in education—tacit knowledge, i.e. skills that 

are expected but not always taught, just like argumentation—the analysis and discussions in 

this paper indicate that pedagogical methods and various scaffolding techniques for teaching 

critical thinking skills exist and that teachers can utilize them when teaching argumentation to 

try to promote critical thinking. 
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Appendix #1 
 
Table 1 – overview of the correlation between tasks and critical thinking skills 
 
 Criteria  

based on notions of critical thinking 
Cooper & Patton Cottrell Andrews 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
 

Tasks 

Ex. 3A y y n n n y n n n 
W. A. 4 n y y n n y n n n 
Ex. 3B y y n n n y n n n 
Ex. 3C y y n y n y n n y 
Ex. 3D y y n y n y n n y 
W. A. 5 y y n n n y n n n 
Ex. 3E y y y n n n n n n 

 
y(es) = the task incorporates the corresponding criterion  

n(o) = the task does not incorporate the corresponding criterion 

Ex. 3A = exercise 3A 

W. A. 4 = written assignment 4 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Discerning/discriminating thought 

2. Careful analysis 

3. Judgment 

4. Self-defense 

5. Open-mindedness 

6. Rationality 

7. Dialectical thinking through comparing sources and weighing them against each 

other 

8. Dialectical thinking through pointing out contrasts between different points of 

view 

9. Skepticism
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Table 2 – overview of the correlation between tasks and approaches to language teaching 
 

 
 

Criteria 
Based on approaches to language teaching 

CLT TBLT 
1 2 3 

 
 
Tasks 

Ex. 3A n n y 
W. A. 4 n n y 
Ex. 3B n n y 
Ex. 3C n n y 
Ex. 3D n n y 
W.A. 5 y y y 
Ex. 3E y y y 

 
y(es) = the task involves the corresponding criterion 

n(o) = the task does not involve the corresponding criterion 

CLT = communicative language teaching 

TBLT = task-based language teaching 

1 = students take on the role of active communicative participants 

2 = the task involves collaborative learning through pair and group work 

3 = students might need to perform this task in real life  
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Appendix #2 
Below follow the seven tasks found in chapter three. Some information from the tasks has been excluded due to logistical reasons, but the tasks 

and their respective instructions, as retold below, can be understood nonetheless. For example, I did not include nine of the “simple arguments” 

in exercise 3A below because supplying that information would not be necessary to understand the task. Similarly, the editorial in exercise 3B is 

not included in this appendix because the purpose of the task can be understood without it. 

 
Exercise 3A – Reducing Simple Arguments to Standard Form 

Put each of the following arguments into standard form by first underlining the joining words and transitional phrases, then identifying the 

conclusions, and finally identifying the premises. List the premises, numbering each separate statement, and write the conclusion using the 

symbol ∴. Leave out the joining words and phrases because standard form identifies premises and conclusions, but write each premise and the 

conclusion as a complete sentence. 

 

Example: All politicians make promises they can’t keep, and Jerry is nothing if not a politician. He will, therefore, make promises he can’t 

keep. 

1. All politicians make promises they can’t keep. 

2. Jerry is a politician. 

∴ He will make promises he can’t keep. 

 

1. Because drones violate international law, the United States should stop using them in the middle east. 

2. Because donors to presidential campaigns wield too much influence over their candidates and because political ads on television are too costly, 

presidential campaigns for the major candidates should be financed by the government. 
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Writing assignment 4 – Creating a Political Handout 

The following handout urges Californians to vote “No” on Proposition 174. This proposition (like other school voucher initiatives) would require 

the state to give parents vouchers to apply to their children’s tuition if they choose private schools over public. This issue is debated at the 

national level as well. As you will recognize, the content of this handout is essentially an argument in standard form: premises in support of a 

conclusion. each premise is then developed and supported by a sentence or two.  

After evaluating the effectiveness of this handout, create one of your own in support of or in opposition to a current political issue, on campus or 

off. Pay special attention to the format and visual appeal of your document. Your computer program may allow you to add graphics to your 

design. 

 

Five Good Reasons to Oppose the Vouchers Initiative 

It provides no accountability.  

• Though they would receive taxpayer dollars, the private and religious schools would be wholly unaccountable to the taxpayers—or to 

anyone other than their owners. Anyone who could recruit just 25 youngsters could open a “school.” It would not need to be 

accredited, to hire credentialed teachers, or to meet the curriculum, health, and safety standards governing the public schools. 

 

It undermines “neighborhood” schools, making large tax hikes likely. 

• The initiative would strip our public schools of 10 percent of their funding—even if not one student transferred to a private or 

religious school—to give vouchers to students currently in nonpublic schools. Either the public schools would be devastated—or 

hefty tax increases would be needed … not to improve education in the public schools, but to pay for subsidizing private, religious, 

and cult schools. 
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It permits discrimination. 

• Private and religious schools could refuse admission to youngsters because of their religion, gender, IQ, family income or ability to 

pay, disability, or any of dozens of other factors. In fact, they wouldn’t even have to state a reason for rejecting a child. 

 

It transfers taxpayer money to the rich. 

• Rich parents already paying $10,000 to $15,000 or more in private school tuition would now gain $2,600 from the vouchers—a form 

of “Robin Hood in reverse.” 

 

It abandons public school students. 

• The children left behind, in the public schools, would sit in classrooms that were even more crowded—and that had even less money, 

per student, for textbooks, science equipment, and other materials and supplies. 

 

Vote No on Prop. 174 

California Teachers Association/NEA • 1705 Murchison Drive • Burlingame, CA 94010 
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Exercise 3B – Reducing an Editorial to Standard Form 

Put the argument presented in the following editorial into standard form. 

 

 

Exercise 3C – Identifying Hidden Assumptions 

The following arguments are missing either a premise or a conclusion. Put them into standard form, adding the implicit premise or conclusion; 

then place brackets around the missing assumptions you have inserted. A word to the wise: As with all argument analysis, find the conclusion 

first and then look for what is offered in its support [sic]. 

1. Maggie is a musician, so she won’t understand the business and of the partnership. 

2. Those who exercise regularly increase their chances of living into old age, so we can expect to see Anna around for a very long time. 

 

 

Exercise 3D – Responding to an Opinion Piece 

Chose an opinion piece from one of the following: salon.com, slate.com, huffingonpost.com, nytimes.com, politico.com, wsj.com, 

dailybeast.com, or a similar website you are familiar with which presents controversial topics. Reduce it to standard form, supplying any hidden 

assumptions you may find (put brackets around these), and then write a brief response, a paragraph or two, expressing your reaction to the piece. 
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Writing assignment 5 – Summarizing an Article 

Read the following essay by high school senior Nathan Yan carefully, and write a summary of the article. You may want to compare summaries 

with classmates. 

 

 

Exercise 3E – Distinguishing Arguments from Explanations 

The following two letters to the editor both address fracking, the drilling of rock or shale to release gas. One presents an argument; one does not. 

read them both carefully and decide which is which. Explain your answer with references to specific passages in both pieces. You may want to 

discuss your answer with other students in your class. 

 

I would like to direct readers’ attention to the recent creation of the Center for Sustainable Shale Development, a collaborative 
effort of energy companies, environmental organizations and philanthropic foundations for safe, environmentally responsible shale 
resource development. 

This group is cooperating to develop rigorous performance standards for air and climate and surface and groundwater. Such 
cooperation between respected participants with different agendas is a worthwhile step in the fracking debate. 

Peter H. Spitz 
Scarsdale, New York, April 17, 2013 

 

Fracking for gas has not reduced America’s dependence on foreign oil as we don’t use natural gas in our cars or oil to produce 
electricity. . . . . 

The gas companies continue to deny that there has been even one instance of groundwater contamination from fracking—
despite multiple proofs of this happening in Texas, Wyoming, Pennsylvania and other states. . . . . America should reject these 
false claims for fracking and pursue energy efficiency and clean energy instead. 

Mark Ruffalo 
New York, April 18, 2013 

 


