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ABSTRACT 
This degree project essay aims to create ways for promoting critical literacy by teaching 

persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts in the subject of English at upper-secondary level in 

Sweden. In the essay, the syllabus of the English subject is critiqued for not explicitly stating 

what it means to take a critical approach towards sources and media; it is claimed that the 

meaning of critical examination only is implied in the syllabus for English 7. Therefore, the 

psychological perspective on reading seems to be dominant in the syllabus. However, this 

essay proposes, from a sociological perspective on reading, that critical reading and analysis 

of persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts could function as an explicit content in all 

English courses at upper-secondary level in Swedish upper-secondary school. Moreover, the 

essay suggests that critical reading in a Swedish educational context is particularly important 

because of the population’s common trust in media.  

 The essay builds on Norman Fairclough’s view that critical dimensions of education 

are necessary in a democratic society in order to promote active citizenship. As a means to 

increase critical aspects of language teaching into the subject of English as a second or 

foreign language, this essay presents the three models approach. The three models approach 

combines traditions of informal logic (the Toulmin model and fallacy analysis) with critical 

discourse analysis and is created specifically for analysis of persuasive and manipulative, 

authentic texts in the EFL and ESL classroom. Ultimately, the three models approach 

promotes critical literacy and critical language awareness (CLA) in the sense of 

understanding language as an instrument of power. However, building on Rod Ellis’ task-

based language teaching and concept of consciousness-raising, as well as Richard Schmidt’s 

noticing hypothesis, the three models approach, paying close attention to arguments and word 

choice, also forwards incidental language learning through tasks that demand conscious 

noticing of language features and structures. 

 Additionally, the essay critiques Ellis’ principles of instructed language teaching for 

leaving out critical aspects of language learning and teaching. The essay upholds that both 

language awareness (in the grammatical sense) and critical language awareness (in the sense 

of understanding language as power) are important in second language courses, something 

that is also emphasized in the three models approach.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
As teachers in Swedish upper-secondary school, our mission is to teach our various subjects 

with one common goal: educating young democratic citizens (Lgy 11 5). The curriculum Lgy 

11 states that “[e]ducation shall forward understanding of other human beings and the 

capacity to empathize with others”1 (5). “In education, it is not enough to convey knowledge 

about democratic values. Education shall also be conducted through democratic working 

models and support students’ ability and will to take personal responsibility and actively 

partake in societal life” (6). Moreover, “[t]he goal of education is that each student . . . 

enhances their belief in their own capacity to, by themselves and together with others, take 

initiative, responsibility, and affect their conditions” (12-13). In a world with growing 

political extremism and intolerance, the above directions are significantly important for us to 

actively include in education.  

 In the subject of English, one can trace the democratization mission. In the core 

content for English 6, emphasis is put on “recognizing perspectives and underlying 

meanings” along with “attitudes” and “how language . . . is used to exercise influence in, for 

instance, political orations and commercials” (Lgy 11 60). Also, in English 7, emphasis is put 

on “[h]ow stylistic and rhetorical moves are used for different purposes as well as how 

language is used as an instrument of power” (Engelska 9). These core contents all come 

down to one common denominator—critical literacy. However, in spite of these contents, 

Anita Norlund, who in the thesis Kritisk sakprosaläsning i gymnasieskolan ‘Critical Reading 

of Non-fiction in Upper Secondary School’ has investigated critical reading of non-fiction in 

the subject of Swedish in upper-secondary school, affirms that the connection between 

language and power and language as power is given less space in the classroom (186). 

Therefore, how could we teach this form of critical reading with the purpose of fulfilling the 

goals of the English subject and the democratic mission? 

 The topic of this essay is critical literacy and argument analysis in the subject of 

English in Swedish upper-secondary school. I show how argument analysis of persuasive, 

manipulative, authentic texts can be used in order to promote critical literacy in upper-

secondary level courses in the subject of English as a second or foreign language.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  In this section, all following quotations form the curriculum (Lgy 11 and Skolverket) will all be my 
translation.	  
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 In this essay, I argue that task-based language teaching, analyzing persuasive, 

manipulative, authentic texts, can be used in order to promote critical literacy and, in turn, 

language awareness (in the sense of understanding language as an instrument of power) and 

incidental language acquisition through consciousness-raising tasks using the Toulmin 

model, fallacy analysis, and critical discourse analysis (my three models approach). 

2. BACKGROUND 
The following background section is divided into four major parts. Firstly, I provide 

important definitions of concepts and approaches discussed in the upcoming sections. 

Secondly, the relevance of critical literacy in a Swedish context is illustrated, referring to 

previous research on critical reading in Swedish upper-secondary school and providing 

information on the Swedish tradition of argumentation and media reporting. Thirdly, I 

analyze the curriculum of Swedish upper-secondary school as well as the syllabus for the 

English courses 5, 6, and 7, justifying my choice of material and discussing the role of critical 

literacy and argument analysis of persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts in relation to the 

curriculum. After follows a theory section where I highlight already existing pedagogical 

suggestions for promoting critical literacy; discussions of the Toulmin model; and theories of 

second language teaching and language awareness, including concepts of critical language 

awareness (CLA), task-based language teaching, consciousness-raising tasks, principles of 

instructed language learning, and the noticing hypothesis. 

2.1. RELEVANCE OF CRITICAL LITERACY AND RESEARCH IN THE 

FIELD FROM A SWEDISH PERSPECTIVE 

Unfortunately, I have not found any empirical studies regarding critical literacy in the subject 

of English specified to Swedish upper-secondary school; however, the following study on 

critical reading in the subject of Swedish is of relevance because it can be said to reveal 

something about the status and position of critical literacy in Swedish upper-secondary 

education. 

 In Kritisk sakprosaläsning i gymnasieskolan ‘Critical Reading of Non-fiction in 

Upper Secondary School’, published in Göteborg Studies in Educational Sciences, Anita 

Norlund focuses on critical reading in the subject of Swedish. She illustrates that the field of 

critical reading in Swedish upper-secondary school is rather unexplored. Norlund is therefore 

interested in how the representation of critical reading of non-fiction in the curriculum of 
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1994 accords with teaching materials (textbooks), teacher perspectives, and national tests. To 

investigate this, she has made contrasting textual analyses of textbooks for vocational and 

academic programs at upper-secondary education, interviewed 21 teachers (working either in 

vocational or academic programs), and studied national tests in the subject of Swedish in 

upper-secondary school (abstract, 209-10). She has looked at the representation of critical-

analytical reading, critical-evaluative reading, critical-integrative reading, and critical-

ideological reading. Norlund’s overall results from her three studies show that critical-

analytical reading (which involves study techniques with an emphasis on sifting through 

information; collecting information; noticing cause and effect relations; drawing parallels 

between different texts; and analyzing the structures of texts) is disfavored and declining in 

the teaching of the Swedish subject (abstract, 104-5, 176). The critical-analytical reading 

style does not have a central position in the subject until the course “Svenska C” (today 

referred to as “Svenska 7” which is the last course in Swedish available at upper-secondary 

level) where more emphasis is placed on analytical skills and ability to question what is taken 

for granted in society (176). The critical-integrative reading style, which involves readers 

comparing statements in different texts and taking a stand based on knowledge of different 

perspectives, is also decreasing in education according to Norlund (112, 177). The same 

tendencies go for critical-ideological reading (185). Norlund explains that teachers of 

Swedish find critical-ideological reading, where students engage in discussions on societal 

issues, to be significant in order for students to understand others and their own situation in 

different ways (126, 185). However, the connection between language and power and 

language as power seems to be placed in the background (186). In contrast to these critical 

reading styles mentioned, critical-evaluative reading activities, where students evaluate 

source credibility or appropriateness in relation to their own tasks at hand, is increasing (118, 

181). However, Norlund says that critical-evaluative reading also makes way for reading on a 

superficial level where students evaluate sources by examining its content as either true or 

false. More complex and deep evaluation of information can therefore be lost (183).  

 The conclusions that can be drawn from Norlund’s study is that critical reading styles 

where information is dealt with from a nuanced and complex perspective are not taught to the 

same extent as information-sorting reading strategies. Rather than viewing complexities 

entwined in arguments and word choice, students select information and evaluate it as either 

true or false, or good or bad. However, critical literacy is more than evaluation. It entails 

critical analysis and reflection, something that is shown further on in this essay. 
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 Moreover, one might ask why it is important, from a wider civic perspective, to 

discuss the issue of critical literacy and language as power in a Swedish educational context. 

According to Åke Daun, author of Svensk mentalitet (Swedish Mentality), Swedish 

communication in media and television is often based on so called rational statements of 

factual information (154, 158). Conflicts of opinion are a central part in political debates; 

however, conflict of opinion should not escalate into mere conflict or attack (105). In 

addition, Daun explains that Swedish language use often is direct and effective where 

rationalism, taking a moderate stance towards issues, is perceived as more important than 

confronting issues from a purely logical standpoint (156). Also, Sweden as a state has been 

under a tradition of wanting to inform its public through television, radio and other medias, a 

phenomenon Daun calls “folkupplysningen” ‘public enlightenment.’ Therefore, generally, the 

public’s confidence in authoritative sources is high (163). The effect of this factual and 

rational attitude in Swedish society can be explained in less argumentative approaches 

towards issues at hand (156). This trusting outlook on authority and media, which Daun 

presents, I claim needs to be addressed in the Swedish educational system and that argument 

analysis of persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts is one way to confront the issue.  

2.2. DEFINITIONS AND APPROACHES 
In what now follows, I give definitions and provide information on approaches and traditions 

used in this essay. The terms defined are of relevance either for my pedagogical proposal 

(informal logic, the Toulmin model, fallacy theory, critical discourse analysis, task-based 

language teaching, the noticing hypothesis, and language awareness) or for my reading of the 

curriculum and concluding discussions (such as the sociological and psychological 

perspectives on reading). Also, I provide definitions of crucial concepts such as critical 

literacy and authentic texts.  

Critical literacy is an approach to reading where language is seen as a source of power and a 

possibility for change. Allan Luke and Karen Dooley describe the term as follows: 

Critical literacy is the use of texts to analyse and transform relations of 

cultural, social and political power. It is a part of a longstanding normative 

educational project to address social, economic and cultural injustice and 

inequality. It aims towards the equitable development and acquisition of 

language and literacy by historically marginalized communities and students, 

and towards the use of texts in a range of communications media to analyse, 
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critique, represent and alter inequitable knowledge structures and social 

relations of school and society. (Luke and Dooley 856) 

 

Authentic texts are, in the context of language teaching, defined as materials that are not 

created for language teaching purposes and that are usually communicated by native speakers 

with an audience of other native speakers in mind (McGrath 104). 

 

The psychological model of reading is a way of viewing reading as a psychological process 

of neutral essence (Luke & Freebody 190). Reading is seen as a task of decoding words and 

understanding meaning for the sake of “personal growth” (Luke & Freebody 207), focusing 

on readers mental perspectives such as feelings and point of view. The psychological view 

also thinks of reading development in progressive stages where decoding leads to 

comprehension, comprehension to empathy, and empathy to critical analysis (Luke & 

Freebody 212). 

 

The sociological model of reading is, in contrast to the psychological perspective, a way of 

viewing reading as a social process where ideology and power play important parts. Reading 

is therefore not seen as a neutral act, but rather a cultural action forming social identities 

(Luke & Freebody, 207). Moreover, reading is not thought of as a hierarchal process that 

proceeds in progressive stages. Instead, reading is a cultural phenomenon, a domain, that 

readers adapt to, and of which readers need to be taught the practices (Luke & Freebody 

212).  

 

Language awareness involves, according to the Swedish National Agency for Education 

(‘Skolverket’), consciousness regarding language use and its effects as well as conscious 

language learning: 

Språklig medvetenhet . . . innebär förmåga till medveten reflektion kring vad 

språk är, hur språket används på varierande sätt och för skilda syften, samt 

medvetenhet om hur man på olika sätt kan lära sig språk och utveckla sin 

språkförmåga. (Om ämnet engelska) 

Language awareness . . . entails capacity of conscious reflection on what 

language is, how language is used in various ways and for different purposes, 

as well as awareness of strategies of how to enhance one’s own language 

learning and develop one’s own language abilities.  
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Informal logic is a form of logic that analyzes arguments taking place in the “natural 

language . . . discourse” (Groarke 1). These arguments can involve debates or discussions 

occurring in for instance media, political discourse, or advertisement. Originally, the talk 

about informal logic started in North America during the 1970’s when the demand was high 

for educational contents that connected to the concerns of the times. There is a tradition of 

teaching informal logic in English speaking countries such as Canada, the United States, and 

the United Kingdom amongst others. The educational movement in critical thinking, which 

emphasizes the importance of examining facts taken for granted in society, has been a 

platform for informal logic to thrive. In the tradition of teaching informal logic at university 

level, emphasis has been put on “everyday arguments” (Groarke 2) with an aim to move 

away from seeing arguments as either good or bad in order to bring more dynamic 

discussions on logic into education (Groarke 1-3). The Toulmin model and fallacy theory 

presented below are both parts of the tradition of informal logic (Groarke 2, 10). 

 

The Toulmin model is an analytical approach to reasoning. According to Stephen Toulmin, 

in The Uses of Argument, arguments are grounded in not only premises and conclusions, but 

also reasons and evidence from which one draws conclusions and proposes claims (data, D); 

assumptions leading someone to make a specific claim (C) based on ones data (warrants, W); 

tentative expressions that indicate the realization that there might be facts that could make 

one’s claim less believable (qualifiers, Q); data that one does not have access to but could 

change the claim (rebuttals, R); and information that one bases one’s assumptions on 

(backings B). 

 

 

  

  

  

 

 

(From Toulmin’s The Uses of Argument in Barnett’s Teaching Argument in The Composition 

Course, 130) 

 

D Therefore, Q, C 

Since W 

On account of B Unless R 
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Fallacy theory has been, and is, used as a means for analyzing informal arguments. The 

notion of fallacies, or “common patterns of faulty reasoning” (Groarke 10), has been used in 

education for purposes of teaching good, logical argumentation by addressing faults. This 

technique for teaching good reasoning is a debated area. The opponents of including fallacies 

as a means for teaching good argumentation argue that teaching students how to distinguish 

faults in argumentation does not make them more likely to produce logical arguments 

(Groarke 10-11). I will, later in this essay, confront this critique towards the use of fallacy 

theory in education. 

 

Critical Discourse Analysis, or CDA, is a method of analysis that focuses its attention on 

social dimensions of language and discourse and how they connect to relations of power. The 

aim is to question existing social orders and power relations visible in discourse in order to 

enable social change (Bloor and Bloor Ch. 1, location 303). Often, critical discourse analysis 

has been combined with linguistic traditions under the terms Critical Linguistics and Critical 

Linguistic Analysis as in, for instance, Systematic Functional Linguistics (SFL), a grammar 

that emphasizes social and situational aspects of language. But even so, these combinations 

are generally more concerned with the function of language rather than its social affects. In 

contrast, CDA has its primary focus on social motives behind utterances in language and in 

discourse with the aim to reveal established social orders and to enable change (Bloor and 

Bloor Ch. 1, location 237-248). According to the tradition of CDA, achieving objectivity is 

an impossible task. Instead, the analyst should adopt a critical stance towards one’s own 

position in the social context and develop an awareness of one’s own biased attitudes (Bloor 

and Bloor Ch. 1, location 292).  

 

Task-based language teaching involves, according to Rod Ellis, tasks including four 

criteria. First, the dominant focus of the task should be directed to semantic and pragmatic 

meaning. Second, the task should be constructed in a way that students need to fill in gaps of 

information, meanings, or opinions. Third, the aim is for learners to use their own existing 

linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge of the language to execute the task. Fourth and lastly, 

tasks should not only result in outcomes of language use, but also in outcomes where 

language functions as an instrument in order to reach the outcome (“Task-Based Language 

Teaching: Sorting out the Misunderstandings” 223). 

 



	  8	  

The noticing hypothesis of second or foreign language learning suggests that learners 

acquire the forms and features of language that they consciously notice (Schmidt 139). 

 

The three models approach is my own pedagogical suggestion for promoting critical 

literacy of persuasive and manipulative, authentic texts in the teaching of English as a second 

or foreign language in Swedish upper-secondary school. The approach combines the Toulmin 

model, fallacy analysis, and critical discourse analysis in order to address individual 

arguments (the Toulmin model), address the logic of those arguments (fallacy analysis), and 

consider the power of word choice (critical discourse analysis). The model is therefore based 

on three approaches that are divided into two categories. The first category is argument 

analysis, including the Toulmin model and fallacy analysis, and the second category is 

critical discourse analysis. In the analysis section of this essay, I show what the three models 

approach can achieve.  

 

2.3. CRITICAL LITERACY IN THE SUBJECT SYLLABUS, MATERIALS 

DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE 

As material for the task-based activity focusing on analyzing persuasive, manipulative, 

authentic texts, I chose an article written by Cristal Wright found on the online version of the 

newspaper website The Telegraph regarding the ongoing presidential candidacy in the US, 

2016. My reasons for choosing this particular article are its political and ideological motives 

and that I quickly saw potential for analysis of arguments in the article because of their 

persuasive and manipulative characteristics. However, the question is how authentic texts that 

have specific purposes to persuade and manipulate can be justified in an educational context. 

The following quotations are from the general goals for Swedish upper-secondary school and 

have functioned as bases for my choice of using persuasive and manipulative authentic texts 

as material: 

“The world that students encounter in school and the activities students partake in shall 

prepare for life after [and outside of] school” (Lgy 11 8). 

“Teachers shall . . . openly account for, and together with students, analyze different 

values, ideas, and issues as well as their consequences”2 (Lgy 11 12). 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  In this section, all following quotations form the curriculum (Lgy 11 and Skolverket) will all be my 
translation.	  
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As can be seen in these statements, one of the general goals for Swedish upper-secondary 

school is to actively bring real world issues and ideas into the classroom in order to prepare 

and equip students for social and societal life. When analyzing authentic texts of the 

persuasive and manipulative kind, this is exactly what is in play. However, the use of 

persuasive and manipulative texts in education could presumably be perceived to be a 

controversial issue. However, in contrast, Sharon Crowley, in “A Plea to the Revival of 

Sophistry,” argues for the revival of rhetoric in education and urges teachers to encourage 

students to question the objectivity of the information they encounter in society. In Crowley’s 

view, the practice of rhetoric is the opposite of seeing knowledge as objective, and, therefore, 

she does not argue for just any kind of rhetoric. According to her, “technical rhetoric” (323), 

where the aim is to conduct a practice that is value-neutral, avoiding sensitive societal issues, 

is irresponsible. She maintains that teachers have the responsibility to bring the outside world 

and its issues into the classroom, to educate students in how to deal with the world. In effect, 

although one could perceive persuasive and manipulative texts in an educational context as 

controversial content, they can also be perceived as necessary in order for teachers to educate 

students in how to deal with real life issues of persuasion and manipulation. 

 Moreover, the core contents for the English subject also emphasize, in conformity 

with Crowley, the importance of addressing real occurring issues through a critical 

perspective. The core content in English 5 states that the course should address ”[t]opics that 

connect to students’ education as well as social and working life; current issues; events and 

their causes; thoughts, opinions, ideas, experiences and feelings; relations and ethical issues” 

together with “[l]iving conditions, attitudes, values, and traditions as well as social, political 

and cultural conditions in different contexts and parts of the world where English is used” 

(Lgy 11 54). Furthermore, the core contents of English 5 mention that students should learn 

“[d]ifferent ways for searching, selecting and critically examining texts and spoken 

language” (Lgy 11 55). In addition, according to the core content of English 6, students 

should learn “[s]trategies for how to take a critical approach when listening to and reading 

production from different sources in different media” (Lgy 11 60).  These contents indicate 

that the use of authentic texts from English speaking countries that have specific purposes to 

persuade and manipulate are preferable in order to address issues of current events and ideas. 

 However, the syllabi for English 5 and 6 are not clear on what it means to critically 

examine something. One could ask what it means exactly to take a critical approach towards 

different sources and media. In English 7, one seems to get an answer. The syllabus 

implicitly states that the critical position involves using strategies for analyzing “attitudes, 
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perspectives, purposes, and values” (Engelska 9) along with implied meaning, rhetorical 

moves, and power aspects of language (9). However, the equivalent implicit answer is 

invisible in both English 5 and 6. In other words, the syllabus is not consistently clear on 

what it entails to take a critical stance when confronted with texts. One speculated reason for 

this, I believe, is the combination of the two different views on reading that are reflected in 

the subject syllabus—the psychological model of reading and the sociological model of 

reading. 

 According to Bo Lundahl, reading has been seen as something that emerges one step 

at a time in hierarchical, progressive levels. Decoding words has been viewed as easier than 

reading between the lines or reading critically. He claims that these tendencies are evident in 

descriptions from the Council of Europe (Europarådet) and in the curriculum for Swedish 

upper-secondary school. In contrast to this psychological perspective on reading, Allan Luke 

and Peter Freebody argue, in their article “Shaping the Social Practices of Reading,” for a 

sociological view that accentuates the cultural, social, and political aspects of reading. They 

claim that the sociological reading model is especially important in the modern world, where 

the psychological view on reading has long been dominant. According to Luke and Freebody, 

reading is not a neutral act. Instead, it is “correlated with issues of identity and cultural and 

political power, access to capital, and contemporary configurations of gender, ethnicity, class, 

and citizenship in late-capitalist societies” (191). Therefore, the teaching of reading is also 

the teaching of social order, ideology, and perspectives taken on the world. The sociological 

perspective therefore leads away from the “read-and-summarize” activities, as well as the 

“‘answer the questions at the end of the chapter”’ (205) strategy. They promote instead an 

awareness of reading, not only as a way of decoding and understanding meaning, but also as 

a way of putting these meanings into social context (195, 205-6). The authors argue that 

critical reading is not something that emerges on its own as a result of good ability to decode 

words and, in turn, meanings. It is something that needs to be taught explicitly and alongside 

other reading abilities (212, 220).  

 However, one could ask in what way these perspectives on reading are reflected in the 

syllabus of the English subject in relation to authentic texts with persuasive and manipulative 

effects. What can be ascertained is that, at least, argumentative texts as content are included 

in all three courses in the subject syllabus for upper-secondary school. However, there seems 

to be a shift between the different courses in what kinds of argumentative texts that are 

referred to and what kind of reading is expected from the students in relation to these texts. In 

English 5, focus is on “[h]ow words and phrases in oral and written communication create 
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structure and bearing by elucidating introductory elements, causal connection, time aspects, 

and conclusions” (Lgy 11, 55). Consequently, there is an emphasis on language structure 

(implicitly indicating grammar), composition, and coherency.  

 Next, in English 6, the ability to read between the lines, recognize attitudes, 

perspectives, style and the persuasive and manipulative aspects of language are added. The 

focus has turned to “[s]trategies for searching for relevant information in larger amounts of 

text or longer sequences of spoken language in order to recognize different perspectives and 

implied meaning”; “[h]ow structure and coherence is created as well as how attitudes, 

perspectives, and style is expressed in spoken and written language of different genres”; and 

“[h]ow language, images, and sound is used in order to influence in for instance political 

speeches and commercials” (Lgy 11, 60).  

 Finally, in English 7, persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts would be in their most 

natural element, according to the syllabus. In this course, attention has turned to “[s]trategies 

for drawing conclusions about attitudes, perspectives, purposes, and values as well as 

recognizing implied meaning in spoken and written language” as well as “[h]ow oral and 

written communication of different genres are structured. How stylistic and rhetorical moves 

are used for different purposes, and how language is used as an instrument of power” 

(Engelska 9). Here the purposes and ideologies of texts are added alongside rhetorical aspects 

for achieving different purposes as well as the relationship between language and power.  

 Based on the mentioned core content, I claim the sociological perspective is visible in 

the curriculum insofar that it emphasizes social dimensions of reading such as recognition of 

different perspectives, attitudes, values and language as power. However, there is also a clear 

connection between the core content in the syllabus and the progressive, psychological view 

on reading. First, the focus is on language structures (English 5), later it goes on to 

understanding attitudes, perspectives and implied meaning (English 6), and lastly, to 

understanding of purposes, affects and language as power (English 7). Reading is therefore 

seen as something that evolves in progressive stages. In the curriculum, the critical, analytical 

reading style, which recognizes language as an instrument of power, is seen as the most 

difficult one and therefore last in the progression.  

 In contrast to the syllabus, I argue that the first step in promoting critical literacy in 

the EFL or ESL classroom is to see reading from the sociological perspective, which views 

reading as a social and cultural action that needs to be taught explicitly and involves no 

natural or neutral activity. Therefore, I propose that critical reading, reflecting on the power 

of language, is something that not only needs to be taught in English 7; it could be taught 
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throughout the English subject, across all three courses, in Swedish upper-secondary school 

with increasing difficulty, because, according to me, one way of reading does not necessarily 

induce the other.  

 In sum, I criticize the syllabus in the English subject for not being precise enough 

about what is meant by taking a critical approach towards sources and media. Using a diffuse 

description, the syllabus indicates that analysis of persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts is 

most appropriate in English 7. Nonetheless, I believe that argument analysis of these texts to 

be a natural content also in English 5 and 6. As a result of explicit teaching, students in all 

English courses at upper-secondary level can engage in the analysis of persuasive, 

manipulative, authentic arguments with increasing difficulty.  

 

2.4. THEORIES 

Theories relevant to teaching critical literacy through argument analysis of persuasive, 

authentic texts in the English subject include existing pedagogical suggestions of how to 

increase critical literacy in the EFL or ESL classroom; different opinions on the Toulmin 

model; different perceptions of the concept of language awareness; Ellis’ consciousness-

raising task-based language teaching; and Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis. 

2.4.1. Reading as a Means for Social Change: Critical Literacy and Pedagogical 

Suggestions 

In the foreword to Paulo Freire’s book Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Richard Shaull comments 

on Freire’s educational philosophy. According to Shaull, Freire saw the teaching of critical 

literacy and critical interpretation as a way to enable social change (33). Others after Freire 

have argued the same. For instance, in “Critical Literacy and Active Citizenship,” Colin 

Lankshear and Michele Knobel emphasize critical reading of media texts as a way of 

enhancing active citizenship. They suggest critical language analysis as a way of making 

“construction[s] of reality” (113) visible in texts and what underlying assumptions it signals 

about its presumed readers (112-13). This method of analysis involves a focus on discourses 

(119). Lankshear and Knobel advise teachers to form activities where students answer 

questions concerning the reality presented in a text; from what or whose perspective it is 

written; if there are any perspectives that are left out from the text; what the purpose of 

enhancing some perspectives and leaving out others might be in the particular context; what 

lexical and/or syntactic means are used to create this textual reality; what the writer’s pre-

knowledge and assumptions about the readers might be; and what pre-knowledge the reader 
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must have in order to understand the text (113). Moreover, Lankshear and Knobel suggest 

drawing parallels between a range of different texts regarding specific discourses to provide a 

more full and vivid picture of issues discussed (115-17).  

 Applying a critical literacy perspective on second language teaching, Catherine 

Wallace, in “Critical Literacy Awareness in the EFL Classroom,” provides more pedagogical 

suggestions. According to Wallace, “critical reading . . . involves more than a critical 

response to the text itself. It involves a critical awareness in a broader sense, of what reading 

itself is, which, in turn, involves a consideration of cross-cultural aspects regarding who reads 

what and why in what situations” (61). Wallace claims that learners of English as a second or 

foreign language often are disregarded when it comes to engaging in reading as a social 

activity, being introduced to provocative texts, or being taught how to read to identify 

ideological standpoints (62). Wallace argues that critical reading should be taught explicitly 

also in the EFL classroom and suggests four activities, applicable for authentic texts, which 

could be used to promote EFL learners’ critical reading abilities. In her tasks, she wants to 

move away from the questions that suggest that there are right answers. Instead, she wants to 

use questions that elicit multiple answers and where students have to argue for their case 

(70).  

 Moreover, Wallace wants to expand the commonly used “pre-reading,” “while-

reading” and “post-reading” activities where readers are to give their opinion on the topic, 

anticipate what will happen next, and answer questions about the text after reading. To add 

critical dimensions to this reading-activities structure, Wallace has based her pre-, while-, and 

post-reading activities on five questions: “[w]hy is [the] topic being written about?,” “[h]ow 

is the topic being written about?,” “[w]hat other ways of writing about the topic are there?,” 

and “[w]ho is writing to whom?” (71). Wallace has used these questions to formulate more 

context-based questions about particular texts using the pre-reading, while-reading, and post-

reading structure (73). 

 The critical analysis Wallace suggests that teachers use to promote critical literacy 

involves examining discourses entwined in “linguistic choices” (69) made by writers. 

Wallace has introduced her activities to adult EFL learners taking a general English course 

and other groups of students at college level (62). The first activity Wallace suggests is to get 

students to think about the role of reading in people’s lives. Wallace has done this by 

introducing texts about people’s personal experiences with reading and letting students do 

their own surveys of family members’ reading practices. The group also looked at children’s 

books and what values they entailed. According to Wallace, these introductory activities got 
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students to recognize the social, political, educational dimensions of reading, as well as the 

fact that assumptions about different social groups are reflected in texts. Secondly, to address 

the issue of language and power, Wallace, together with her class, gathered texts of different 

genres such as bills, advertisements, newspaper articles, and letters. When working with 

these texts, students were to classify the genre of the text, figure out its producer and its 

anticipated audience, examine for what purpose the text was produced, and discuss the 

relevancy of the text in groups (64-66). Thirdly, Wallace suggests activities where students 

are introduced to a text bit by bit and where the teacher withdraws information about genre, 

author, and background. Here the task is for students to guess its genre and topic, why the 

text was written, traits of the author, and who the intended audience is based on the limited 

information provided in the parts from the original text (74-75). Fourthly, Wallace introduced 

a text to a group that had before worked with a simplified version of Hallidayan grammar. 

The class was divided into three groups. Members of group number one were to focus on the 

field of the text, including “[e]xperiential meanings” (77) such as participants, predicates, 

and agency, answering questions about topic and how that topic was presented by looking at 

the use of adjectives, nouns, and verbs. Members of group number two were to focus on 

tenor, including “[i]nterpersonal meanings” (78) such as mood (affirmative, imperative, or 

interrogative), modality (modal verbs), and person (personal pronouns). Lastly, members of 

the third group were to focus on mode, including “[t]extual meanings” (78) such as theme, 

voice, and cohesive relations, answering questions about perspective, active and passive 

voice, and connectors. The groups were also to evaluate the effects of these lexical and 

syntactic choices. The purpose of this exercise was, according to Wallace, to get the language 

itself into the center of discussion (77-78). As a result of her activities, Wallace claims that 

students’ awareness of language as an ideologically loaded phenomenon increased as well as 

their “awareness of social influences on the interpretation of texts” (80). 

	   For the construction of my own pedagogical proposal on how to increase critical 

literacy in upper-secondary English courses, a proposal I present in the analysis section, I use 

Wallace’s, Lankshear, and Knobel’s suggestions as inspiration, especially with regards to the 

method of critical analysis of word choice. However, in contrast to their proposals, my main 

focus is on critical analysis of arguments and arguments entwined in word choice. 
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2.4.2. Discussions on the Toulmin Model 

Philosopher Stephen Toulmin is one of the most influential theorists in the field of informal 

logic and argumentation. In the twentieth century, Toulmin introduced a model of logic that 

moves away from the belief in absolute truths of logical structures such as the syllogism to 

recognizing the underlying assumptions and circumstances that affect arguments (Barnett 

121). In The Uses of Argument, Toulmin argues that the traditional ways of categorizing 

arguments in minor premises, major premises and conclusions are insufficient (see 

Definitions and Approaches for a definition of the Toulmin model) (123). 

 According to Gail Stygall, the teaching of Toulmin’s model to students at college 

level will enhance their understanding of an argument’s ethical dimensions and on which 

grounds the argument was based. Also, Stygall claims the use of Toulmin’s model is a way to 

increase students’ awareness of the relativity of perspectives (Stygall 382-83; Barnett 121). 

According to Stygall, students, by moving away from “percep-tions of . . . right and wrong” 

(383) and seeing the argument in the light of their backings, are able to see arguments from 

different perspectives and are less inclined to quickly refute an argument as wrong (383). 

 However, opinions about the effectiveness of Toulmin’s model vary. In “Technical 

Logic, Comp-logic, and the Teaching of Writing,” Richard Fulkerson advises against 

teaching Toulmin’s model by claiming that it puts too much emphasis on analyzing others’ 

arguments and not the production of arguments. He also argues that the model creates 

confusion because it does not recognize either induction or deduction: it only covers single 

arguments and not entire discourses, and provides insufficient information for determining 

whether or not the argument is acceptable (330-32). 

 In the debate about the Toulmin model, I agree with Stygall that the Toulmin model 

creates opportunities for students to see connections between reasons and claims that form an 

argument. For that reason, the Toulmin model is included in my three models approach for 

increasing critical literacy of persuasive, manipulative, argumentative, authentic texts. Using 

the Toulmin model, students break down arguments into bits and pieces to discover their 

logical or illogical construction. Why I disagree with Fulkerson’s view, I return to further on. 

 

2.4.3. Pedagogical Theory: Second Language Teaching and Language Awareness 

In the definitions section of this essay, I include an explanation of the concept of language 

awareness provided by the Swedish National Agency for Education (‘Skolverket’). In this 

part of the theory section, I present more perspectives on the term. Language awareness is of 
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importance in the context of this project since the pedagogical proposal, introduced in the 

upcoming section, arguably forwards language awareness explicitly and incidentally. 

 In “Language Awareness,” Ronald Carter provides an overview of the field of 

language awareness and language acquisition. Carter presents two dominant discourses about 

language awareness. The first discourse focuses on critical language awareness (CLA) where 

language is understood as a non-neutral act, and the second discourse focuses on language 

awareness in the sense of grammar and form through task-based instruction. 

 Norman Fairclough, advocates the first orientation towards language awareness, 

claiming, in the introduction to his book Critical Language Awareness, that education in 

language awareness needs to stop neglecting the social dimensions of language and start 

including aspects where language is viewed through critical eyes as a source of power (1). In 

Fairclough’s view, teaching language without a critical perspective limits learners’ capacity 

to partake in a democratic society as active citizens (6): 

[A] language education focused upon training in language skills, without a 

critical component, would seem to be failing in its responsibility to learners. 

People cannot be effective citizens in a democratic society if their education 

cuts them off from critical consciousness of key elements within their physical 

or social environment. If we are committed to education establishing resources 

for citizenship, critical awareness of the language practices of one’s speech 

community is an entitlement. (Fairclough 6) 

 According to Fairclough, teaching critical language awareness can be performed 

through analysis of discourse. Discourses (the use of language) have mutual connections with 

social orders and society; they establish and reestablish our conception of knowledge, social 

relations, and social identities; they take their form on the bases of power relations which 

constitutes what is normal and abnormal in different contexts; they are bearers of ideological 

assumptions; and they can be used as a means of domination. Fairclough suggests critical 

discourse analysis as a means for creating consciousness of the power of language use (8-10). 

Also, he argues that the use of critical discourse analysis to promote critical language 

awareness does not exclude other more formal linguistic aspects of language commonly 

associated with the traditional theories on language awareness. Quite the opposite, the critical 

approach to language awareness deals with both aspects (14). Furthermore, Fairclough 

advocates that critical awareness should be integrated into the teaching of skills and 

competences and not to be seen as a remote field of language teaching. In addition, critical 
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language awareness enables learners to make democratic, societal decisions about whether to 

agree with the current social and societal orders in discourse or whether to oppose them (16).  

  In “Grammar Teaching – Practice or Consciousness-Raising?,” Rod Ellis, speaker for 

the second view on language awareness which emphasizes grammar and form, claims that 

consciousness-raising approaches to task-based language teaching help students recognize 

certain grammatical structures and features when they notice a feature, compare the feature to 

previous grammatical knowledge, and integrate the new knowledge into their own repertoire 

with the aim of increasing students’ implicit knowledge for communicative purposes (171-

72). Also, Ellis says, in the on-line video “Prof. Ellis on Task-Based Pedagogy: The What, 

Why and How,” that task-based language teaching generates incidental language learning, 

which according to him is the type of learning that is claimed to be most common. 

 Moreover, in his article “Principles of Instructed Language Learning,” Ellis has 

formulated pedagogical principles to function as guidance and advise for teachers of second 

languages. He has based his principles on existing theories in order to construct a general 

overview of important aspects of language teaching and learning (209). In his principles, Ellis 

emphasizes the importance of focusing on both grammatical and formulaic knowledge in 

order for learners to reach precision and fluency in language (210-11). Also, he highlights the 

need to focus on both semantic (lexical and grammatical) and pragmatic (circumstantial and 

flexible) meanings, where the latter is best taught through a task-based instructional approach 

(211). Furthermore, Ellis suggests that learners should be extensively exposed to the target 

language in order to acquire it. Here, Ellis accentuates the importance of output. When in the 

course of production, learners process language structures, practice their own already 

acquired knowledge, take part in topics of their interest, and reflect upon their own produced 

material (218). Lastly, Ellis discusses the topics of implicit (unconscious) knowledge and 

explicit (conscious and metalingual) knowledge. He explains that implicit knowledge is said 

to be the foundation for success and fluency in a second language. However, there is 

controversy regarding how the implicit knowledge is to be achieved and if explicit 

knowledge can help to facilitate implicit knowledge. Ellis takes the weak interface position 

on the matter, which proposes that explicit knowledge helps to lay the foundation for 

language learning processes that involve ‘noticing’ grammatical structures or gaps in order 

for learners themselves to produce similar structures (214-15). 

 On the topic of conscious or unconscious language learning, Richard W. Schmidt, in 

“The Role of Consciousness in Second Language Learning,” discusses the concepts of 

consciousness in second language acquisition. Schmidt addresses the issues of whether 
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language learning can be a subconscious (subliminal) phenomenon, whether second language 

learning requires conscious attention or can be incidental, and whether second language 

learning requires conscious understanding by the learner or if it takes place at an abstract, 

implicit, unconscious level. Schmidt explains that there has been general skepticism towards 

consciousness among theorists of second language learning and claims that the traditional 

theories of second language acquisition have not been enough focused on learners’ own 

experiences and thoughts when learning a second or foreign language. Therefore, Schmidt 

has investigated his own experiences when learning a new language. What he observed from 

his diary notes was that the grammatical structures he took notice of, he learned and used 

(130, 139-40). Based on these findings, Schmidt’s hypothesis is that “intake is that part of the 

input that the learner notices” (139). Moreover, he emphasizes that instruction and tasks may 

have an effect on getting students to notice, and therefore has an effect on learners’ intake 

(143).  

 Schmidt concludes that conscious noticing is crucial for any language learning. 

However, Schmidt also sees incidental language learning as possible if students are engaged 

in tasks that have a specific focus on certain features and advises to more research regarding 

task-based language teaching in these respects. That language learning is an implicit 

phenomenon, Schmidt says cannot be falsified. However, that implicit, unconscious learning 

might take place does not mean that conscious aspects should be disregarded in discussions 

on language acquisition or be perceived as unimportant to language learning (149). 

Moreover, Schmidt claims that the discourse of conscious and unconscious language learning 

has been restricted “by limiting the study of second language learning to the most abstract 

principles of grammar” (150) (a discourse that Schmidt himself participates in). This 

statement, I want to elaborate on further in order to expand the view of language learning, 

language awareness, task-based language teaching, and the concept of noticing to include 

discussions about the understanding language as an instrument of power. 

 In my three models approach presented in the following section, I combine the two 

traditions on language awareness. Therefore, although Ellis has missed a critical perspective 

to his consciousness-raising tasks, only focusing on language awareness in the grammatical 

sense, I add, in my three models approach, critical aspects to task-based language teaching by 

using the Toulmin model, fallacy analysis, and critical discourse analysis. Moreover, I 

expand the conception of the concept of noticing, building on Schmidt’s statement above, to 

include not only noticing of grammatical and lexical features in language, but also noticing of 

language use, argumentation, word connotation, and its effects. 
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3. ANALYSIS AND THE THREE MODELS APPROACH  
In this analysis section, I introduce my own pedagogical proposal for promoting critical 

literacy in the subject of English at upper secondary level. This approach combines three 

models of analysis (and thereof its name): the Toulmin model, fallacy analysis, and critical 

discourse analysis (CDA). By providing sample analyses of a newspaper article of a 

persuasive and manipulative character, I show the educational potential and effects of this 

approach. 

3.1. THE THREE MODELS APPROACH 
Now follows a close description of my task. 

3.1.1. Step One: The Toulmin Model 

The first step in my three models approach is argument analysis using the Toulmin model. In 

order to adapt the Toulmin model to teaching critical reading of persuasive, manipulative, 

authentic texts in the subject of English as a second or foreign language on upper-secondary 

level, I have decided to simplify the model by removing the focus on backings and rebuttals. 

My reason for doing so is that, when working with argumentative texts of these kinds, one 

cannot assume that the writer has provided its readers with clear evidence and backings or 

addressed other possible data that could work against the claim. Ultimately, we do not want 

learners to get stuck looking for something that simply is not there. Therefore, the simplified 

graph of the model is as follows: 

 

 

  

 

 

The task is to reveal individual claims, their data, and presenting the warrant leading the 

writer to make a particular claim (also see Definitions and Approaches for an explanation of 

these terms). 

3.1.2. Step Two: Fallacy Analysis 

When dealing with persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts, one wants to examine their 

persuasive and manipulative effects. Texts like these have intentional or unintentional 

purposes to affect readers into believing in arguments that are not necessarily logically valid. 

Therefore, the second step in the three models approach is a fallacy analysis in order to 

Since, Warrant 

Data Therefore, (Qualifier), Claim 
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address the logic behind claims. The task is to examine the logic behind the arguments 

presented in the first step of the approach. First, the task is to discuss the argument by 

examining the relationship between the data, claim, and warrant and later to connect the 

conclusions about the argument to appropriate fallacies. 

3.1.3. Step Three: Critical Discourse Analysis 

The third step in the three models approach is CDA. After having engaged in argument 

analysis, investigating the logic behind claims, it is time to address discourse and word 

choice in the text. This can be done either with the statements used in the argument analysis 

section, or with new components from the text. The purpose of this task is to get at the text’s 

persuasive and manipulative effects integrated not only in arguments, but also in word choice 

in order to address the text’s social effects. The task is to return to the text as a whole in order 

to pick out words, or combinations of words, that reflect the writer’s ideas about something. 

 Questions one can bear in mind when working with this third step is why the writer 

uses certain words and what view the writer transmits by using those words. These questions, 

and the task, are inspired by Lankshear and Knobel and Wallace’s pedagogical theories about 

critical literacy, summarized previously.  

 

3.2. ARGUMENT ANALYSIS (The Toulmin Model and Fallacy Analysis) 
Turning to the article “Donald Trump’s Supporters are not Racist – They are Sick of Being 

Let Down,” I will now show what an analysis of the text, using the simplified Toulmin 

model, could look like with the aim of revealing the underlying assumptions that lead to the 

writer’s claims. The analysis using the Toulmin model is then followed by the fallacy 

analysis of the argument. I address four claims, their data, and warrant. Of course, when 

using the three models approach in the classroom, teachers can choose how many claims are 

appropriate for students to address when engaging with a text. One or two claims might be 

enough. 

 

3.2.1. Argument 1 

The first argument I address is incorporated into the title of the article: “Donald Trump’s 

supporters are not racist – they are sick of being let down [by President Obama]” (Wright 1). 

Using the graph above to analyze the statement, the data, claim, and warrant could look 

something like the following: 
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Now that the data, claim, and warrant of the argument are made explicit, it is time to address 

the logic of the argument in a fallacy analysis, the second step in my three models approach. 

 There are two substantial problems with this argument. First, the claim that people 

supporting Donald Trump are not racist is not supported by accurate data. The provided fact 

that Donald Trump’s supporters are sick of being let down by President Obama might be 

true; however, that does not prove that they are not racists. Second, the warrant is an ‘either 

or’ relation that results in one outcome being excluded even though it has not been disproven:  

 

Either A or B 

If A then not B 

 

This way of reasoning does not make the combination of two or more outcomes possible: 

either Donald Trump’s supporters are racist or they are sick of being let down by Obama, and 

because they are sick of being let down by Obama, they are not racists. Nonetheless, logically 

speaking, it is also possible that people support Trump for both being let down by Obama and 

being racists. And it is possible that they give him their vote for totally different reasons that 

have nothing to do with neither Obama nor racist appeals. Such a relation between possible 

outcomes would look as follows. 

 

Either A or B 

Or both A and B 

People	  support	  
Donald	  Trump	  

because	  they	  are	  sick	  
of	  being	  let	  down	  by	  
President	  Obama.	  

Therefore,	  Donald	  
Trump’s	  supporters	  
do	  not	  vote	  for	  him	  
for	  racist	  reasons	  or	  

appeals.	  

Either	  Donald	  
Trump’s	  supporters	  
are	  sick	  of	  being	  let	  
down	  by	  Obama,	  or	  
they	  are	  racists.	  
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Or C 

 

The argument is a red herring in the sense that the provided data functions as an element that 

withdraws attention from the actual claim (that Donald Trump’s supporters are not racist) 

towards something else (that, instead, they are disappointed and tired of President Obama) in 

order to deceive the reader into believing that the claim has been proven (for information on 

the red herring fallacy, see Walton 97). Moreover, the argument is connected to the 

disjunctive fallacy since alternative A excludes alternative B, even though alternative B has 

not been disproven (for information on the disjunctive fallacy, see Murray & Kujundzic 295) 

 

3.2.2. Argument 2 

“Unlike Obama, Trump has lots of experience successfully running businesses” (Wright 2). 

 

 
The data that Donald Trump is a successful businessman and Obama is not implies that 

Trump is a more legitimate candidate at the President post than Obama because of his 

experience with running businesses. However, why does this make Donald Trump a better 

candidate for the President post? What is the connection between being a good businessman 

and being a good president? In order to make that connection, one has to believe that being a 

businessman and being a president involves doing practically the same thing. But in what 

sense are these positions the same thing? Why does the fact that Donald Trump is a 

successful businessman give him an advantage over Obama if he were to be elected 

president? As readers and analysts of this argument, we are not provided with any further 

information about why being a successful businessman entails being a successful president.  

Donald Trump is a 
successful 

businessman, which 
Obama is not.	  

Therefore,	  Donald 
Trump will be a 
better President 

than Obama. 
(Implicit claim)	  

Being President 
is like being a 

chief executive	  	  
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 Moreover, there is a contradiction in the connection between the data and warrant. If 

being President is like being a chief executive, then Obama, because he has been president, 

does also have experience being a chief executive and is not as inexperienced compared to 

Trump as the writer tries to suggest. In turn, the claim that Donald Trump will be a better 

President than Obama because he is a successful businessman is questionable. The argument 

is a faulty analogy in the sense that what the writer initiates to be an advantage for Trump is 

not argued to be a real advantage; the writer only presumes that being president is like being 

a chief executive and does not give any reasons why we are to believe that being a successful 

businessman guarantees being a successful president (for information on faulty analogy, see 

Aufses et al. 103). 

3.2.3. Argument 3 

“Obama’s attempts to destroy America have made Trump the perfect candidate for patriotic 

Americans” (Wright 1). 

 

 
This line of reasoning is similar to what we saw in the first analyzed argument. This is an 

‘either or’ relation that results in one alternative being, so to speak, disproven and, in turn, the 

other alternative is proven without being supported by data: 

 

Either A or B 

Since not A, then B 

 

Obama is destroying 
America.	  

Therefore,	  Donald 
Trump is the perfect 

alternative for 
patriotic Americans.	  

Either Trump is a good 
patriot or Obama is a 
good patriot. Since 

Obama is destroying 
American, he cannot be 

a patriot.	  
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In this case, Obama being a patriot is disproven based on the data that he is destroying 

America. Since Obama is not a patriot, Donald Trump is a patriot. And since Donald Trump 

is a patriot, he is the best alternative for patriotic Americans. However, the writer has not 

provided data that supports the claim that Donald Trump is a good patriot. If we were to 

believe that Donald Trump is the perfect alternative for patriotic Americans, we would want 

the claim to be supported by data that shows just that. Such data would provide information 

about Trump being a patriot, for instance stating that he has done a great deed or made a 

sacrifice for his country in some way.  

 Moreover, the data that Obama is destroying America is in itself a claim that needs to 

be supported by its own data. One could ask the question on what grounds the writer makes 

the claim that Obama is destroying America. How can this claim or opinion, being 

unsupported by evidence, be used as data in order to prove that Donald Trump is the perfect 

alternative for patriotic Americans? Consequently, the provided data that Obama is 

destroying America is in fact an unsupported claim that does not prove that Donald Trump is 

a patriot and therefore the best alternative for patriotic Americans. Neither the actual claim of 

this argument (Donald Trump is the perfect alternative for patriotic Americans) nor the claim 

presented as data (Obama is destroying America) is supported by accurate grounds or 

reasons. 

 The argument is a false dichotomy in the sense that the argument is built on an either 

or relation that, by excluding alternative A, seems to prove alternative B without actually 

proving alternative B (for information on the false dichotomy fallacy, see Murray & 

Kujundzic 408-409). In addition, the argument is an ad populum because the writer is trying 

to appeal to the sentiments of the text’s intended audience. The writer uses the data that 

Obama is destroying America (which actually is a claim) as a commonly held opinion and 

therefore provides no reasons to support the data (for information on the ad populum fallacy, 

see Walton 111-14). 

 

3.2.4. Argument 4 

Donald Trump’s [‘]noisy complaints that immigration is out of control are 

true. Nobody is making conscious decisions about who is wanted and who is 

not ...,[’] wrote political commentator David Frum.  

  Trump’s calls for a temporary moratorium on Muslims entering the US 
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and deportation of illegal aliens who steal jobs from and kill American citizens 

aren’t insane ideas. (Wright 2) 

 

 
In this argument, the claim that Donald Trump’s propositions on the policy of immigration 

are not insane ideas is supported by data that refers to a political commentator who has 

written or said that Donald Trump’s statements on immigration being out of control are true. 

But why should one believe that what the political commentator says is correct? And how 

does the data that immigration is out of control justify a temporary moratorium and 

deportation of illegal aliens? Why is this a good solution in order to get control of 

immigration? 

 The core to the problem of this argument is the underlying assumption that the 

political commentator speaks the truth. This assumption leads to taking the political 

commentator’s statement (that Donald Trump’s assertions of immigration being out of 

control are true) as truth. This, in turn, leads to the assumption that, because the political 

commentator says Donald Trump speaks the truth about immigration, and since the political 

commentator speaks the truth, Donald Trump speaks the truth and is therefore trustworthy. In 

turn, this leads to the conclusion that Donald Trump’s propositions of a temporary 

moratorium on Muslims and deportation of illegal aliens are not insane ideas. The equation of 

this kind of reasoning could be explained as follows: 

 

Because A says B 

B is true 

A political commentator 
(David Frum) says 

Donald Trump speaks 
the truth about 

immigration being out of 
control. 

Therefore, Donald 
Trump’s propositions of a 
temporary moratorium on 
Muslims and deportation 
of illegal aliens are not 

insane ideas.	  

Since the political 
commentator speaks the 

truth, and he says Donald 
Trump speaks the truth on 
the topic of immigration. 



	  26	  

Because B says C 

C is also true 

 

However, the claim of this argument is not really supported because the political 

commentator stating that Trump speaks the truth when asserting that immigration is out of 

control does not prove that a temporary moratorium on Muslims and deportation of illegal 

aliens are good ideas. The natural conclusion to draw from this information would be that 

immigration is out of control, which also would have to be supported by more data. 

 The relevant fallacy in this case is the appeal to authority fallacy. The writer appeals 

to a political commentator’s statement that Donald Trump speaks the truth about the situation 

on immigration and therefore draws the conclusion that Donald Trumps ideas on immigration 

are sound (for information on the appeal to authority fallacy, see Walton 215-25). 

 

3.3. CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 
Now that the logic of arguments in the text have been addressed, it is time to turn the focus to 

word choice and its persuasive and manipulative effects by using CDA. Again, I have chosen 

to analyze four quotations from the newspaper article “Donald Trump’s Supporters are not 

Racist – They are Sick of Being Let Down.” 

 

Obama's attempts to destroy America have made Trump the perfect candidate for patriotic 

Americans (Wright 1). 

The phrase “Obama’s attempts to destroy America” signals that Obama intentionally has 

tried, by force and will, to ruin America. The words used by the writer invite readers to think 

of Obama in negative terms, as someone to be disappointed in, as someone who has tried to 

lure the country into destruction. Also, the phrase could get the audience to associate Obama 

with traits such as untrustworthy, treacherous, and/or phony. In contrast, the phrase “perfect 

candidate,” in connection to Donald Trump, signals that he is flawless and everything that 

Obama is not. What is created is two antipodes where Donald Trump is perfect and Obama is 

corrupt. 

 

For the past seven years, Obama – aided and abetted by the mainstream media – has waged a 

jihad of political correctness on the nation, seemingly in defence of everything but America 

(Wright 3). 
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First, the statement that Obama has been “aided and abetted by the mainstream media” could 

make readers wonder if Obama’s success really is his own doing or if it is the mainstream 

media that has helped him get to the place he is today. Again, the words chosen by the writer 

create an image of Obama as untrustworthy. Second, the word “jihad”3 in connection to 

Obama encourages an interpretation and mental image connecting him, jihadists and extreme 

fundamentalism. This link gives the impression that Obama is the enemy. However, what 

does it mean that Obama has “waged a jihad of political correctness on the nation”? Does it 

mean that he says things that sound good, but have no content? In that case, there is definitely 

a difference between saying that Obama lacks substantial opinions, and between saying that 

he has waged a jihad of political correctness on the nation. 

 Moreover, what does it mean that Obama seems to be “in defence of everything but 

America”? Who is he in defence of? What does the writer mean by this statement? The 

combination between this statement and the word “jihad” creates an impression that Obama 

defends religious fundamentalists more than the American people. 

 

[T]he black president (Wright 3).  

The use of the expression “the black president,” when referring to Obama, minimizes his 

sense of authority. The word black could, in this context, be perceived as having oppressive 

connotations. Why call him “the black president” instead of just the president? Or why does 

not the writer use an expression such as “the corrupt president” or “the phony president” if 

that is really what she is trying to say he is? The use of the expression “the black president,” I 

believe, reveals something about the intended audience of the newspaper article. The phrase 

appeals to readers who share the sentiment that Obama is “the black president.”  

 

Trump’s calls for a temporary moratorium on Muslims entering the US and deportation of 

illegal aliens who steal jobs from and kill American citizens aren’t insane ideas. These 

policies protect us and national security (Wright 2). 

The statement that Muslims and illegal aliens “steal jobs from and kill American citizens” 

stigmatizes these groups of people. There are probably some cases where this has been the 

case (and the other way around as well); however, to generalize groups of people as job 

stealers and murderers is definitely a case of spreading prejudiced beliefs, whether 

intentionally or unintentionally. Moreover, what are the connotations in the expression to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  By the Macimillan English Dictionary defined as “a holy war or fight that Muslims take part in to 
defend Islam” (758). 
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“steal jobs”? To steal something from someone else is a criminal act that involves taking 

something from somebody. But is it really possible to steal a job? The writer certainly uses 

the word as if it is possible. The words chosen by the writer reasonably affects readers into 

feeling threatened to lose their jobs to illegal aliens or Muslims, or get killed by them instead. 

Additionally, the writer explains that there is a way to be spared from these threats. The 

writer ends the statement by affirming that the policies of “a temporary moratorium on 

Muslims entering the US” and “deportation of illegal aliens” “protect us and national 

security.” This statement makes it seem as if policies on banning Muslims and illegal aliens 

from America are necessary measures. 

 

3.4. EDUCATIONAL POTENTIAL AND LANGUAGE LEARNING 

The three models approach forwards two kinds of language learning—critical language 

awareness and incidental language learning (grammatical language awareness). Critical 

language awareness is practiced explicitly in the task by examining language use and 

arguments from a critical perspective, using the Toulmin model, fallacy analysis, and critical 

discourse analysis. Incidental language learning, however, is forwarded implicitly, but 

consciously, by restating ideas, reflecting on words used by others and their connotations, 

and choosing ones own words carefully and with precision. 

	   Noticing is crucial for both types of language learning. I believe, in accordance with 

Schmidt, that one needs to notice in order to learn. Therefore, my task is centered on noticing 

power aspects of language, line of thought, and sources of persuasion and manipulation, 

which also creates spin off effects of incidental language learning. While using the language 

as a tool to communicate ideas and reflect on the ideas of others and their intentions, learners 

acquire language by consciously taking notice of language use. The grammatical and lexical 

language learning is incidental in the sense that we cannot determine or affect what students 

notice while reading and analyzing the persuasive and manipulative text. However, what we 

can determine is that my three models approach creates favorable conditions for noticing, 

which, in turn, create favorable conditions for language acquisition by encouraging students 

to pay close and explicit attention to sentence level arguments, word choice, and connotation. 

 These favorable conditions for noticing that forward incidental language learning are 

especially in play when trying to restate the warrant of an argument. One has to pinpoint 

someone else’s possible underlying assumptions by choosing the right words. This is not a 

simple task. Moreover, in order to understand the full meaning of arguments, one needs to 
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understand the full meaning of words used in order to forward that argument. This could also 

encourage students to notice and discover words they do not already know and speculate 

upon their contextual meanings.  

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
As shown in the definitions and approaches section of this essay, critical literacy involves 

understanding and examining communicative and social aspects of language by critically 

analyzing texts. In the analysis section, I tried to show how critical literacy could be 

promoted through task-based language teaching techniques, analyzing persuasive, 

manipulative, authentic texts, using my pedagogical suggestion, the three models approach. I 

explained that the three models approach is divided into three parts—the Toulmin model, 

fallacy analysis, and critical discourse analysis—and two categories with argument analysis 

as the first (containing the Toulmin model and fallacy analysis) and critical discourse analysis 

as the second. The purpose of the Toulmin model is for learners to understand the writer’s 

perspective and underlying assumptions, which function as relations between data and 

claims. The purpose of fallacy analysis is for learners to analyze the logic of those 

assumptions in relation to the data and claims. And finally, the purpose of CDA is to focus on 

word choice, its connotations and effect on readers. 

 The two approaches in the ‘argument analysis category’ are somewhat debated. As 

presented in the theory section, Fulkerson critiques Toulmin’s model on argumentation for 

not being applicable to entire discourses and for paying too much attention to other people’s 

arguments rather than creating arguments. While I understand and recognize Fulkerson’s 

critique of Toulmin’s philosophy, I do not fully agree. That the model is not applicable to 

entire discourses might be seen as a shame; or, it can be seen as an advantage. I see the use of 

the Toulmin model as an excellent opportunity to pick out arguments that are integrated into 

larger textual masses and to analyze those on a deep level. Ultimately, in the debate on 

Toulmin’s model, I agree with Stygall. I believe the Toulmin model could be an effective 

way of teaching students to understand what perspectives writers take or what assumptions 

about what is true or false, or right or wrong, might be integrated into arguments.  

 Moreover, Fulkerson’s critique that the Toulmin model is not compatible with 

composing own arguments is also related to the common critique directed towards the use of 

fallacy analysis and theory in education. To address the skepticism towards using fallacy 

theory in education, the persuasive, manipulative, authentic texts, which I am referring to, are 
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not for students to mimic. Instead, students should get the opportunity to learn how to analyze 

them, since these are texts that they might meet out in the real world. Using fallacy analysis 

will give learners tools and strategies for how to handle arguments of this kind. In 

combination with the Toulmin model, fallacy analysis might even enable learners to create 

counter arguments based on an understanding of why the writer’s arguments are 

questionable, instead of attacking the opponent from an emotional standpoint4. Fallacy 

analysis could also, of course, be used in students’ own production, creating a connection 

between reading and writing. However, the focus of this essay has been to show how the 

strategy of fallacy analysis can be used for the purpose of reading persuasive and 

manipulative texts, in an approach combining the Toulmin model and critical discourse 

analysis, in order to promote critical literacy and not for the sake of teaching composition.  

 Additionally, one might ask what distinguishes my three models approach from other 

pedagogical suggestions on promoting critical literacy presented in this essay. One could 

claim that Lankshear, Knobel, and Wallace’s approaches on promoting critical literacy is 

much like the approach I want to suggest, especially with regards to teaching critical literacy 

through critical discourse analysis. However, in the case of Wallace’s pedagogical 

suggestions, my propositions are different in two significant ways. Firstly, my focus is 

different in the sense that I have a greater interest in authentic texts that are persuasive and 

manipulative, whereas Wallace’s focus is directed towards authentic texts of various kinds, 

including informative, descriptive, and argumentative (82-92). Secondly, and more 

importantly, the ultimate goal with my pedagogical suggestions is not for students to achieve 

critical reading by explicitly focusing on grammatical features, which is described in 

Wallace’s fourth activity. Instead, I want students to comment on what they notice about 

connections between data and claims (by using the Toulmin model), the logic behind those 

connections (using fallacy analysis), and word choice by elaborating on their effects and 

associative meanings (through critical discourse analysis). Ultimately, the focus I suggest is 

directed towards informal logic, word connotation, and language comprehension rather than 

an explicit focus on grammar. One important reason why I choose not to focus explicitly on 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4This form of argumentation technique is connected to the Rogerian argument. The Rogerian 

argument involves listening to others, trying to see things from others’ point of view, to understand 

their perspective. This rhetorical strategy is a way of sharing ideas rather than attacking ideas. Here, 

the aim is to understand opposing views before presenting your own in order to reach an agreement 

(Hairston 373-377).  

	  



	  31	  

grammar is that I do not want critical reading to become dependent on student’s pre-

knowledge of grammatical terminology, since I argue that critical reading can be taught in all 

stages and courses at upper-secondary level.	  Nevertheless, it is possible to adapt the three 

models approach so that the grammatical language learning is made explicit. This decision is 

up to the individual teacher using the model. However, in the case of not focusing explicitly 

on grammar, the outcome of the explicit focus on logic and comprehension still leads to 

language learning on an incidental level: the three models approach creates a foundation for 

learners to notice and therefore acquire linguistic features by paying close attention to 

language use and line of thought. 

 Also, in the case of Lankshear and Knobel’s approach, they too emphasize the 

importance of readers understanding the writer’s perspective and implicit assumptions. They 

propose critical language analysis, with attention to discourse, as a means for readers to 

ascertain these perspectives and assumptions, a method that seems to be in line with 

Wallace’s pedagogical approach. In contrast to Lankshear and Knobel’s instruction, I expand 

their approach by combining the Toulmin model and fallacy analysis with CDA for the 

purposes of learners understanding writers’ perspectives and underlying, implicit 

assumptions.  

 Regarding the discussions on language awareness, I agree with Fairclough that critical 

aspects of language education are needed in order to create opportunities for learners to 

participate actively in a democratic society. Teaching critical literacy is therefore necessary in 

order for us English teachers to contribute our part in fulfilling the mission of educating 

democratic citizens. Fairclough has suggested CDA as a pedagogical approach, as have I. 

Also, like Fairclough, I maintain that critical aspects of language education do not exclude 

other dimensions of language learning. 

 Similarly, I maintain that task-based language teaching is not restricted to acquiring 

grammatical language awareness, but also critical language awareness. However, by 

examining Ellis’ principles on instructed language learning, it seems that his discussion on 

second language teaching has excluded dimensions of critical language awareness. In other 

words, there is a gap in his principles of instructed language learning about critical language 

awareness and its importance to EFL teaching and theory. Therefore, I have added critical 

dimensions to his task-based language teaching.  

 The same tendencies of excluding critical language awareness from the discussion of 

language teaching are evident in Ellis’ description of “consciousness-raising” tasks. These 

consciousness-raising tasks, Ellis explains, function as a means of increasing learners’ 
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implicit grammatical knowledge. As I have argued, the three models approach, even though it 

has its primary focus on social aspects of language, can have spin off effects that result in 

learners acquiring the target language incidentally. Consciousness-raising tasks, such as the 

three models approach, can therefore result in both language (linguistic and grammatical) 

awareness, through incidental language acquisition, and critical language awareness, by 

focusing on underlying assumptions and affects of word choice. These tasks are not restricted 

only to one of these two aspects of language learning. I say both aspects are essential and 

therefore should be treated as equally important. 

 Moreover, I want to add that my pedagogical proposal is based on Schmidt’s 

hypothesis on language learning. I believe, as Schmidt emphasizes, that it is impossible to 

learn something without consciously noticing it. Therefore, we should teach critical reading 

explicitly in order to increase the chances for learners to discover language as an instrument 

of power and a source for manipulation.  

 In sum, I argue that task-based language teaching, analyzing persuasive, 

manipulative, authentic texts, can be used to promote critical literacy and, in turn, critical 

language awareness and incidental language acquisition through tasks using the Toulmin 

model, fallacy analysis, and critical discourse analysis. I also claim that critical literacy and 

critical language awareness is important in a Swedish educational context because of its 

decreasing tendencies in the classroom and because of the Swedish media tradition of 

enforcing public enlightenment, resulting in a trusting outlook on authority among the 

Swedish population.	  The three models approach is an attempt not only to argue that critical 

literacy and critical language awareness need to be incorporated into second or foreign 

language teaching of English on the upper-secondary level, but also to show how it can be 

done.  

 Furthermore, I argued, in line with Ellis’ conclusions about task-based language 

teaching, that the three models approach results in incidental language learning. However, I 

have not shown exactly what language learning takes place while working with the tasks 

because of individual differences among students. On the other hand, I have explained that I 

believe, as Schmidt claims, that intake is dependent on conscious noticing and that my task-

based pedagogical approach creates favorable conditions for students to notice language use 

and features. 

 Moreover, I claim the syllabus for the English subject to be too narrow, restricting 

explicit teaching of critical approaches and the relationship between language and power to 

English 7. I argue, from a sociological perspective, that critical reading can be taught 
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throughout all English courses in upper-secondary school with increasing difficulty through 

explicit teaching using consciousness-raising tasks, such as my three models approach. 

 To conclude, I encourage teachers of English as a second or foreign language at 

upper-secondary level to try the three models approach on their students. Hopefully, teachers 

will find the three models approach a helpful tool to increase students’ awareness of the 

power and effect of persuasive, manipulative arguments and word choice and to help them 

become more aware readers, language learners, and active thinkers.  
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