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Abstract

The concept of critical pedagogy (CP) has beenratdar some time in education,
but there has not been so much research in ELTuoted on implementing the basic
tenets of CP into the classrooms through one of gkils. This paper is an
argumentative paper in that it argues for bringhglents' native language, their own
culture, daily experiences and problems, some basemcepts in CP, into the
classroom, hence giving more voice to the studémtthe learning process and
making it more meaningful and motivating for thefss. there are things to argue for
in this paper, there are things against which thaper implicitly argues. These
argued-against concepts are some principles ofréititional ways and methods of
teaching because they all have banned the "judicime" (Akbari, 2008) of students'
L1, culture and their experiences and problemsh@n dlassroom. All this is done
through writing since it has so much power and midé for bringing into the
classroom the underlying principles of CP, so ariage between CP and writing.
This argumentation has also some implications #forglage teachers and local
materials writers. For language teachers, this sidkem more competent because
they can make use of all these things as instm&tioesources in the classroom,
neither are they any more considered false copfethe master's voice_ native
speakers_ rather genuine masters in themselvedo&ar materials writers writing
materials based on these basic tenets seems ttegepromising and helpful since
they no longer import dictated materials from In@@rcle countries, moreover; their
materials become more relevant to the studentst@achers, hence exploits their

potential abilities as far as learning Englishaacerned.
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1. Introduction

Critical pedagogy is not a set of ideas, but a whydoing’ learning and
teaching. It is a practice motivated by a distaititude toward classrooms and
society. Critical students and teachers are prépresituate learning in the
relevant social contexts, unravel the implicatiaispower in pedagogical
activity, and commit themselves to transforming tineans and ends of
learning, in order to construct more egalitariamuigable, and ethical

educational and social environments (Canagaraf205)2

This appreciation of critical pedagogy (CP) may cattch all sides of the concept, but it gives
a rather succinct account of some of the basicimies of the tradition. The concept of CP
has been around for some time, perhaps with thigatibn of Paulo Freire’s “The Pedagogy
of the Oppressed” or, even if one can go a bihirback, with John Dewey’s “Democracy
and Education”. However the term ‘critical pedagogsgs not coined until Henry Giroux
coined it in his influential book “Theory and Reaisce in Education” in 1983(Darder et al.,
2003). No matter how much theorizing has happeme@F®; the tradition has not enjoyed its
full potential in the classrooms yet (Akbari, 2008)

CP is like a tree with some very central brancties pasic principles. ‘Empowerment’ is one
of those very main branches of great moment inlCi8.mainly concerned with developing
in students and teachers the self-esteem to quoe#t® power relations in the society
(McLaren, 2003; Peterson, 2003), thus gain thec®othey deserve in the same society
(Heyman, 2004). In one with the concept of empovesrinis that of ‘resistance’ which is

both “movement against the dominant ideology .d anmovement toward emancipation”
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(Chase, 1988). CP looks at education as a pdldiarprise (Kincheloe, 2008) and aims to
raise students’ “consciousness”, a term borrowethfFreire, to make them more aware of
the power games in the society and their own psiti that game (Burbules & Berk, 1999).
It is the “pedagogy of inclusion” (Pennycook, 20@hd has in large part been created to give
the marginalized students the “right to speak” (¢&i1989, 1995, 1997). Through breaking
away with the principles of “banking” concept ofuedtion and a mutual “dialogue” among
the teachers and students, the oppressed studenesto resist domination and oppression,
hence aiming for social transformation both in ¢keessroom, and in a larger scale, in society
and the whole world (Freire, 1972; Pennycook, 198&ari, 2008; Sapp, 2000).

For the CP side of the coin, some very basic casogpre concisely presented, and now it is
time to have some word about writing pedagogy. kMe@iroux (1978) categorized the
practice of writing into three different school4) ¢he technocratic school (2) the mimetic
school and (3) the romantic school, although thess not be the schools which have
informed ELT much. The technocratic one is morénd lof bottom — up approach to writing,
focusing more on grammatical rules. Writing is ef€ in this school, and it fails to make a
connection between the students’ inner worlds améroworlds. The mimetic school starts
from the top rather than the bottom. The proponehthis school believe that good writing
appears as students read good writers such as &idtmthers of that ilk. The romantic
school of writing puts emphasis on the studentslifigs at the expense of a systematic,
logical writing pedagogy. The proponents of thikaal try their best to make a connection
good the good writing itself emerges accordinglynl of these approaches examines the
‘when-and-how-one-writes ‘process. Nor do they labkvriting from a critical and political
point of view, teaching students how to write catly about a subject .In other words, no
trace of CP, if one can say, can be found in tleet®ols. The students’ experiences and
social environment, which are of high importancetlie curriculum, are not taken into

account in these schools at writing.

The ‘process’ approach and the ‘product’ one am tther approaches to writing which are
more prevalent in ELT than the aforementioned omis. process approach focuses more on

the process of writing and consists of planningftérg, revising, responding, evaluating and
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“post-writing” (Seow, 2002). In the product apprbato writing the focus is more on
grammatical accuracy and the final product, suctessay and a report, rather than the
writing process itself (Reid, 2001; Brown, 2001nheTwriting pedagogy in the SL writing
classrooms mainly draws on the cognitivist andekggressivist perspectives and has left the
social constructionist one behind which is in lapgat informed by and has informed CP(
Santos, 2001.See Zamel, 1982, 1987; Johns, 200@ieWr1993; Memering and O’Hare,
1984).

This paper, in line and informed by the social ¢artionist theory, is intended to explain
some very basic principles of CP that should and loast be integrated into the writing
classrooms. To this end some words, the basiciphas; are borrowed from Akbari (2008)
and Morrel (2003). These are centrality of “studéldcal culture “, importance of “learners’
L1 as a resource “, “Historicity” and “problem-pogf or students’ real life concerns. For the
rest of the paper, | will argue for bringing thdsesic tenets of CP into the writing classrooms

and the reasons for doing so.

2. Students' Local Culture and First Language

Whether target culture (the culture of the natidmoge language one is to learn) should be
taught in the classroom has been the concern ohawy ELT practitioners and led them
towards a lack of certainty dealing with it in tblassroom. This unwillingness on the part of
teachers to teach target culture owes much to phead of English as an International
Language (EIL) and some other contemporary trendke field. In fact, the spread of EIL
has challenged the traditional relationship betwaédture and language teaching and the way
the students have been supposed to assimilatedswta cultures of Inner Circle countries
(Mckay, 2003).

Byram and Feng argue for breaking away with theliti@al ways of teaching culture,

among those the mainly practised facts-orientedagmb in which the cultural norms of the
target language are dissected and then presentbd rlassroom accordingly (2004). In the
traditional sense, “both the linguistics dimenswanich focuses on monolingualism and the
cultural dimension which focuses on monoculturalEmed at benefiting the native speaker

of English *“(kumaravadivelu, 2003). But these disiens, monolingualism and
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monoculturalism, are what CP rebels against andesrdor an English culture which is

global and no longer the property of a specificrtoy culture or race (Modiano, 2001).

To think of creating a common culture to presenthie classroom is also irrelevant, instead
what we have is a “dynamic flowing of multipliciie'(McKenna, 2003). This multiplicity
aligns itself with the basic tenets of postmodemia tradition that works against the “ever-
present temptation to exoticize L2 learners anédsentialize their home cultures” (Leki,
2003). In this international and postmodern eramwte L2 learners are to give information
about their own community and culture (Mckay, 20Q08)is totally irrelevant to expose
learners to “one distinct culture” (Modiano, 200Moreover so many teachers lack the
needed knowledge or are in large part unwillingai& about the target culture, since this is
distinctively at variance with their own identitringing the “source culture “(Gortazzi and
Jinn, 1999, in Mckay 2003) into the classroom gigesond language learners enough
confidence and language to talk about the diffeespiects of culture in which they live and
find ways to develop a sense of consciousnessesistance in the students to bring about
changes or “cultural revolution”, a term borrowednh Freire (1972), in the society when
change is needed (Akbari 2008; Canagarajah, 1999).

The controversy over teaching culture is not g@ng on in English methodology circles,
but the testing circles have been also undergos®p dhanges with the advent of CP in the
field. Shohamy argues for a reconsideration oftdsting procedures followed in different
institutions. She demands that the “cultural irgesedf monitoring groups “be accounted for
in testing practices. She gives the example ofelsrarabs who are deprived of their own
local culture and content in schools and are reduio study Jewish content and culture in

schools in order to pass the exams and enter tkersity (2004).

As far as writing is concerned, some recent crii@ge argued against the claim that students
should write in order to meet native speaker nothsmonolingualism and monoculturalism
dimensions, instead of expressing their own “caltidientities” (Connor, 2003: see Kubota,
1999; Ramanathan and Atkinson, 1999; Kubota anahéel2004). This sense of resistance
against the native-speakerism can be brought abdbée classroom through having students

write about their own home culture or bringingnta the classroom through a variety of
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writing tasks. Because the teaching of culture Ive® “transmission of specific knowledge
and sets of assumptions”, it can be really amenabiensmission through writing or having
students write about it (Albertini, 1993). Againisttconcept of resistance can be brought
about in another circle through altering testinggadures followed in the classroom in order
to tap students’ writing abilities. Instead of assirg students’ knowledge on a target culture,
the practitioners can assess their knowledge df then culture, which is itself against
linguistic imperialism and in line with principlesft CP. What if the teachers would have
different cultures from those of students? Under tircumstances, dialogue, one of the

means used in CP, can be used as a tool to fil#pebetween the students and teachers
cultures (Gallegher, 2000).

Connor (2003) voices his concern over the narropr@gech to writing pedagogy which sees
writers’ identities as separate and identifiablencwy from separate, identifiable cultures (See
Atkinson, 1999; Kaplan, 1966; Leki, 2003; Scolld®97; Spack, 1997; Zamel, 1997). This
view on culture as separate and identifiable, bglication, brings concepts of inferiority of
some cultures and superiority of others associatiégld the history of their nations, hence

English culture being lionized and presented ad#®t choice in the classroom.

Kubota proposes an approach namely “critical multicalism® as an alternative to the
traditional approaches to presenting culture indlassroom. Critical multiculturalism aims
for social transformation. It is intended to raggadents’ critical consciousness in order for
them to be agents of change, bringing about streiakformation. This kind of approach can
be best integrated in the writing classroom or geds and turn it into a critical writing
pedagogy through explicitly taking account of ratignd other forms of inequality, “
problamization of difference “, considering “cuktuas a discursive construct “ and looking at
it not just for the marginalized but for all theidents (1999, 2004 ).

Like the controversy on how and what kind of cuwdtup present in the classroom, the
guestion of whether to use L1 in the class or rast Ibeen around for a long time. As far as
the use of language in the class is concernedcangs can be recognized. One is to outlaw
the use of L1 in the classroom and the other ote fisake “judicious use” (Akbari, 2008) of

it. Some practitioners argue that the mere ushetarget language makes the class more real



231
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

and authentic. Some others claim that in a mutdfilad classroom it is practically impossible
to take account of all first languages, and stiling other ones try to follow first language
studies and argue that because child first langleageers have no access to another second
language, L2 learners had better follow the samedind abandon the use of and exposure to
L1 (Cook, 2001). But these claims or arguments regjall use have not been proved

scientifically yet, and seem to be no longer valid.

As there are some pros on the use of L1, theralabesome cons on its use in the classroom.
Looking at the use of L1 in classroom as an obstacl the way of L2 learning has been
challenged by critical pedagogy, and the exclusse of target language is considered a kind
of “linguistic imperialism” (Phillipson,1992) . Tdook at the issue from a different
perspective, “An individual’'s L1 is part of his ity and a force which has played a crucial
role in the formation of that identity” (Akbari, 88). Trying to blindly restrict the use of L1
in the classroom may have counterproductive effeatd is morally wrong, too. Moreover,
abandoning L1 gives students a sense of inferianty is not in one with their own identities
(Nieto, 2002). Auerbach (1999) argues for “promgtihe first language as a vehicle for
cultural maintenance” among the different generatiand social classes. Not only is the
promotion of first language necessary for "culturaintenance", but also it is highly needed

so as to challenge language death and resist $itigimperialism.

In a multilingual world, teaching English withowtference to the students’ L1 is a sign of
disempowerment (Canagarajah, 2005). Rivera (198f)ea that students are more willing
not to be silenced and bring in their experienc#e the class with their first language,
because they have experienced them through thetrlfinguage and are more at ease to
recollect or reflect upon them in this languageerhhave even been some different activities
proposed such as having role-plays, reading draamas, playing puppets through which
students’ L1 can be completely integrated intosiylabus (Delpit, 2003).

To cut the long story short, “students’ languages understood as mutually transformative
rather than oppositional” (Zamel, 1997). This comérsy over L1 use in the classroom has
been transferred to writing pedagogy, too. Chnste (1999) encouraged her students to use

their home language while writing since in this widngy no longer harbour a feeling of



232
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing
1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

inferiority. Ghahremani and Mirhosseini (2005) raadse of Dialogue Journal Writing
(DJW) as a tool for students’ empowerment and thdents were allowed to use Farsi (their
L1) words where they couldn’t locate the Englistuigglents. The students were told to
choose a topic of their concern and interest, ard tvrite about it without paying too much
attention to grammar, spelling etc. The practicgooirnal writing was used in this study
because “DJW grants students the freedom to disadrence, playing a major role in
empowering them”. One part of this disagreement i@ayhe use of first language while
writing because it is not consistent with the pipies of traditional methods to teaching and
managing classrooms. One of other activities incihil and L2 writing can be integrated is
the one proposed by Cook (1999). In this kind divég you can have students write reports
in one of the languages after reading or listeting series of interviews or different texts.
The use of such activities produces a “multicompespeaker “(Cook, 1999) rather than a
false imitation of a native speaker, hence in thise it can be empowering and move towards

social transformation.

The use of L1 in writing can also be interpretedhaging one’s voice in writing. This is what
one of the participants in Zamel's (1982) studyeaded: “when | write in my own language,
| feel great because | can express my writing as gamy world. It's like painting. It
materializes on a piece of paper, and other peoale share what | feel “. Reid (2001)
believes that planning and talking about the comtipmsprocess and its content in L1 can
lead students to be more confident when writingndang the writing assignment in L1,
translating it into L1 and then writing it, thinkjnin L1 while writing and searching for
lexical entries in L1 can be other tools for uslrigin the writing process ( Wang and Wen,
2002; Woodall, 2002; Wang, 2003).

A word of caution should be in order here. Whentalk about bringing students’ language
into the classroom, we should aim for the logics# of language, not an intuitive-based one.
Akbari (2008) argues that the “judicious use of shedents’ language” can be one of the very
first steps towards transformation in the sociéiyother important point is about the role of
the teachers in this process of transformation. itlea of resistance and empowerment is
transferred from the teachers to the students giralifferent means like having dialogues

with students, otherwise; the students will notalseare of their empowering potentials and
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feel helpless without a helping hand. As far aslestis’ own culture and L1 are concerned,
the teachers should be as informative as possibileggstudents the courage to make use of
their cultures and L1 in the classroom, in this way more in line with the notion of

resistance and empowerment for the next stagieadr education.

3. Historicity and Problem posing

CP begins where students are at ; it is basediog ggidents’ present reality as a foundation
for further learning rather than doing away withbadittling what they know and who they
are.(Nieto,2002).The classroom instruction and eonshould be grounded in students’
experiences and daily concerns (Buckingham and,P@¢6; Auerback, 1993; Brito et al.,
2004; Fishman and McCarthy, 1996; Hasbrook, 2002zK1997; Raimes, 2002; Rode,
1995); hence they can have their say in planniegctirriculum, in this way not viewed as
passive students or depositors to be filled, bathers in themselves ready to teach and share
their experiences with other people participatingtihe learning process (Freire, 1972;
Stoecker et al, 1993). Through introducing contetsch are familiar to the students, those
which draw on students’ experiences and daily @ois, they can exercise empowerment
(Reid, 2001; Christensen, 1999). In this view, stud are no longer deemed white slates

waiting to be written on, but pens or pencils reamwrite and decide their own ideal lives.

Paulo Freire demands that “problem-posing theodymactice take man’s historicity as their
starting point” (1972). When the students’ histidyictheir experiences and daily concerns,
are rightly accounted for in the curriculum and ttlassroom, they will no longer be
considered illiterates or “empty vessels” (Freer®alohnson, 1998) waiting to be nourished
with the Inner-Circle countries’ historicity, rathtihey can appear in the guise of the teacher
this time and share their historicity with othendstnts and teachers. This sharing can then

lead to reflection which is one of the very firstss in CP.

A true critical pedagogue can learn from studesitehce in the classroom (Carter, 1997) and
through using a ‘problem-posing’ approach draw d@sudes central to the lives of the
students” (Frye, 1999). Giroux and McLaren (1998)dve that “student experience is the
fundamental medium of culture, agency, and iderfiitynation and must be given pre-

eminence in emancipatory curriculum”. The importamd students’ experiences has been
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lately recognized by some teachers, but few effbege been put in bringing it into the
second language writing pedagogy. With this in mianow turn to the importance of the

theme, historicity, in writing pedagogy.

The theme of the ‘historicity and problem-posing’dne of the central ones in the recent
writing pedagogy since “engaging in literacy prees helps [sic] [the students] make sense
of both their lives and social worlds, and provifeis] them with a partial refuge from the
harsh realities of their every day experiences f{Maand Sablo, 1996). Vygotsky (1978)
believes that “writing should be incorporated iattask that is necessary and relevant for life
“.Writing is one of the essential tools that giwee students the chance to examine “one’s

own world and that of others “(Clark and Ivanic9T3.

“Writing from and out of experience “(Lee, 200@) at the heart of process approach to
writing (Albertini, 1993). The “discovery approatho writing is one of other central ones
which focuses on students’ personal experiencesaatng point for writing (Kroll , 2001,
Morrel, 2003). A lot of proponents of the expresssb approach to writing also demand that”
the writing classroom work explicitly toward libéirsg students from the shackles of a
corrupt society” (Berlin, 1988) through integratitige classroom syllabus with the students’
experiences and lives. The kind of writing classnothat is informed by CP and the
aforementioned approaches starts right from theestis’ experiences and daily problems in
the society and moves immediately towards carrysogial justice and transformation
through writing (Morrel, 2003). In the writing cle®om students should write “from the
classroom outward to the community [and] from tleenmunity experience inward to the
classroom” (Deans, 20000). It is right through imgtthat teachers can engage into dialogue
with their students on their experiences and prabl@ieto, 2002), in this way negotiate on
the problems they both face in the society andgbabout changes, if necessary, in a large
scale. Wharton in the book “ Plain English “ throygresenting students’ real life problems
tries to empower the students and make them adentsocial action (Greer , 1999).
McDonough and Shaw (1993) think of free compositisrone of the tools for writing about
personal experiences and problems, Lowenstein(@984 ) and Deans (2000) argue for the
importance of journals for doing so , Pough ( 2D@2ercises student empowerment ( mainly

black students ) through having them write jourraisl autobiographies . Amy Lee (2000)
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talks about her Basic Writing class 8 years agahét class the students were required to
reflect on a kind of experience or problem they leadountered in their lives and write it
down in whatever genre they liked. One of the sttelecalled Maria wrote about the
experience of being raped. In her essay she wiggin the personal voice and then through
sharing the experience with the readers gain aipublce, hence criticizing the society for
the purpose of transformation. In another studyPbugh (2002) the black students thought
of writing as an essential tool for bringing abobhainge in the society. The kind of procedure
in this study was in this way that hey read autgt@phies by other oppressed people in their
culture such as Brown and Newton, and after thatewasked to write about their own
experiences and problems in the society. This fatriting made them reflect more on their
ancestors’ lives and made them “explore their ovemla@g with the words they have at their
disposal” (Ghahremani and Mirhosseini, 2005).Theegebut a few kinds of writing that can
be used for the goal of empowerment because wrsirggenre that in large part harbours

this potential in different guises.

4. Problems with CP-Oriented Writing Classes

As there are certainly advantages in writing aljmersonal experiences and daily concerns,
there might be problems with this approach too.ofh(...) raises issues with this approach
on two grounds. The first problem is that havingnedknowledge of the personal experiences
and problems does not necessarily mean that onevéemnabout them automatically. Being
cognizant of experiences and daily problems withmawing how to write is of little value,
and this is perhaps one of the reasons we shoulthbtous about blindly integrating the
students’ experiences into the classroom withoyt@mnsideration of their writing abilities
and overall proficiency. The second one is thae “Writer’'s self is simply not what most
academic writing is about”. There are some contextsere writing about personal
experiences may prove of little value, and the anad context is one of those according to
some scholars. This second view or problem is wotpted by the author, however; he
believes that this may be the case with EnglisiSfeecific Purposes (ESP), however; we can
talk about critical ESP or EAP (see, Benesch, 2001)
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Some believe that those classrooms that are infbbyweCP are no longer writing classrooms
(Yagelski, 1999), and the students in these claappgar to be “antagonistic toward one
another” (Thelin, 2005), perhaps because of theflicbng experiences they have
experienced. Some others claim that the criticadsriooms seem to be more concerned with
political transformation rather than teaching shidehow to write critically (Soles, 1998).
Some other scholars believe that CP is unnecegsdadrmful” (Swoden, 2008) and is
sometimes reduced to just some kind of autonomeasiing (See Swoden, 2008; Akbari,
2008a, 2008Db).

5. Concluding Remarks

CP is not all black and white, nor is it all esg&idt or reductionist. It is more like a
continuum having different stages in it leadingte last stage which is transformation of the
status quo and creation of justice. Taking accofitihe students’ first languages and culture
and bringing the students’ experiences into the@uum can be considered as the first steps
towards student emancipation and transformatiom. difierent arguments for and against the
use of L1 and “source culture” (Gortazzi and Jib®99, in Mckay 2003) were explained in
the preceding sections of the paper and their actmation in the writing classroom is a
sign of empowerment, resistance, and a way of imgaway with the traditional methods of
teaching that were dictated unidimentionally byiveaspeakers. The second point for which
another part of the paper argued was the recognitiche students’ experiences and daily
problems in the writing pedagogy. Through bringihgir experiences into the classroom
they are no longer considered as “empty vesselgefhan & Johnson, 1999), rather experts
so far as their experiences are concerned. Thesgdive students the chance to reflect upon
their experiences through different writing tasksl &#ring about change wherever necessary.
Among the various skills writing is selected instipaper for implementing the basic tenets of
CP because of its special characteristics. Writimagy not lead to social transformation
immediately, but when it breaks “the culture ofesite” (Ghahremani and Mirhosseini,
2005), it is a step towards empowerment and tramsfbon. Through integrating writing
with CP students and teachers all over the wontdatwllenge the traditional atmosphere of

the classroom and empower themselves so as t@ @eaice of their own.



237
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Acknowledgements:

We would like to acknowledge the contributions afr gorofessors in Tarbiat Modares
University to the development of our paper, espigcir. Akbari who opened new horizons

for us in his Applied Linguistics course.



238
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

References

Akbari, R. 2008. Education is filled with politidSLT Journal, 62 (3), 292-3.

Akbari, R. 2008.Transforming lives: introducing critical pedagogytd ELT classrooms
ELT Journal, 62 (3), 276-83

Albertini, J. 1993.Critical Literacy, Whole Languwggand the Teaching of Writing to Deaf
Students: Who Should Dictate to Whoi2SOL Quarterly. 27(1), 59-73.

Angélil-Carter, S. 1997. Second language acquisitad spoken and written English:
Acquiring the skeptronTESOL Quarterly, 31(2), 263-287.

Atkinson, D. 1999. TESOL and culturBESOL Quarterly, 33(4), 625-654.

Auerbach, E. 199Futting the P back in participat@=SOL Quarterly, 27(3), 543-5.

Auerbach, E. 1999. The power of writing, the wugtiaf power: Approaches to adult ESOL
writing instruction.Focus on basics, 3(1), 3-6.

Benesch, S. 200Critical English for Academic Purposes. Theory, Politics, and Practice.
USA: Taylor & Francis.

Berlin, J. 1988. Rhetoric and ideology in the imgtclassCollege English, 50(5), 477-494.

Brown, H.D. 2001.Teaching by principles: an interactive approach to language pedagogy.
USA: Longman.

Buckingham. & Pech,W.C. 1976 experience approach to teaching compositidSOL
Quarterly, 10(1), 55-65.

Burbules, N.C. & Berk, P. 1999. Critical thinkingnda critical pedagogy: relations,
differences, and limits. In Popkewitz, T.S., & FendL. (eds.)Critical theories in
education: changing terrains of knowledge and politics. USA: Routledge.

Byram, M., & Feng, A. 2004Culture and language learning: teaching, research and
scholarship. Language Teaching, 37, 149-168.

Canagarajah, A. S. 199Besisting linguistic imperialismin English teaching. Oxford: OUP.

Canagarajah, S. 2005. Critical pedagogy in L2 liegrrand teaching. In Hinkel, E. (ed.),
Handbook of research in second language teaching and learning. USA: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.



239
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Chase, G. 1988. Accommodation, resistance and tfigcp of student writing.College
Composition and Communication, 39(1), 13-22.

Christensen, L.M. 1999. Critical literacy: teachimegding, writing, and outrage. In Edelsky,
C. (ed.),Teachers working toward critical whole language practice (209-22). USA.
NCTE.

Clark, R., & Ivanic, R. 1997The politics of writing. London: Routledge.

Cook, V.J. 1999. Going beyond the native speakdanguage teachin@ESOL Quarterly,
33(2) 185-209.

Cook, V. 2001. Using the first language in the stasm.The Canadian Modern Language
Review. 57(3) 402-23.

Connor, U. 2003. Changing currents in contrastivetaric: implications for teaching and
research. In Kroll, B. (ed.xploring the dynamics of second language writing. USA:
CUP.

Darder, A., Baltodano, M., & Torres, R.D. 2003. t€al pedagogy: An introduction. In
Darder, A., Baltodano, M., & Torres, R.D. (edsThe Critical Pedagogy Reader.
Great Britain; Routledge Falmer.

Deans, T. 2000Afiting partnership: service learning in composition. USA: NCTE.

Delpit, L. 2003. Language diversity and learniirg.Darder, A., Baltodano, M., & Torres,
R.D. (eds.);The Critical Pedagogy Reader. Great Britain; Routledge Falmer.

Fishman, S.M., & McCarthy, L.P. 1996. Teachinggtrdent change: A Deweyan alternative
to radical pedagogyCollege Composition and Communication, 47(3), 342-366.

Freeman, D., & Johnson, K.E. 1998econceptualizing the knowledge-base of language
teacher educatiomESOL Quarterly, 32(3), 397-417.

Freire, P. 1970Pedagogy of the oppressed (M. B. Ramos, Trans.). New York: Continuum.

Frye, D. 1999. Participatory education as a clitftamework for an immigrant women's
ESL classTESOL Quarterly, 33(3), 501-513.

Gallagher, C.W. 2000:Just give them what they need": Transforming ttagformative
intellectual.Composition Studies, 28(2), 61-83.

Ghahremani-Ghajar, S., & Mirhosseini S.A. 2005.glish class or speaking about
everything class? Dialogue Journal Writing as &éicali EFL literacy practice in an

Iranian high schoolLanguage, Culture and Curriculum, 18(3).



240
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Giroux, H. 1978. Writing and Critical Thinking iftné Social StudieCurriculum Inquiry,
8(4), 291-310.

Giroux, H.A., & McLaren, P.1992. Writing from the amgins: geographies of identity,
pedagogy, and powelournal of Education, 174(1), 7-30.

Greer, J. 1999. "No Smiling Madonna": Marian Whartand the struggle to construct a
critical pedagogy for the working class, 1914-191%llege Composition and
Communication, 51(2), 248-271.

Hasbrook, M. 2002:'BLAH” or praxis? Reflection in Freirean pedagodiaper presented at
Conference on College Composition and Communication. Atlanta.

Heyman, R. 2004. Inventing geography: Writing asoaial justice pedagogyJournal of
Geography, 103, 139-152.

Johns, A.M. 2003. Genre and ESL/EFL compositiotrircsion. In Kroll, B. (ed.)Exploring
the dynamics of second language writing. USA: CUR

Kaplan, R. 1966. Cultural thought patterns in ideltural educationLanguage Learning,
16, 1-20.

Katz, J. 1997. When “reality bites” the writing ingctor: going beyond “just teaching” and
“just writing”. Paper presented at Conference on College Composition and
Communication. Phoenix.

Kincheloe, J.L. 2008<nowledge and Critical Pedagogy: An Introduction. Springer Science
& Business Media B.V.

Kroll, B. 2001. Considerations for teaching an H3tL course. In Celce-Murcia, B. (ed.),
Teaching English as a second or foreign language. USA: Heinle & Heinle.

Kubota, R. 1999. Japanese culture constructed bgodises: Implications for applied
linguistics research and ELTESOL Quarterly, 33, 9-35.

Kubota, R. 2004. Critical multiculturalism and seddanguage education. In Norton, B., &
Toohey K. (eds.)Critical pedagogies and language learning. USA: CUP.

Kubota, R., & Lehner A. 2004. Toward critical cadtive rhetoric.Journal of Second
Language Writing, 13, 7-27.

Kumaravadivelu, B. 2003. Critical language pedag@ggostmethod perspective on English
language teachingVorld Englishes, 2(4), 539-50.

Lee, A. 2000Composing critical pedagogies: teaching writing as revision. USA: NCTE



241
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Leki, I. 2003. A challenge to second language wgitprofessionals: is writing overrated? In
Kroll, B. (ed.),Exploring the dynamics of second language writing. USA: CUR

Lowenstein, S., Strater, E.C., & Gannet, C. 19%eRvisioning the Journal: writing the self
into the community. In Sullivan, P.A. & Qualley, D .(eds.)pedagogy in the age of
politics (pp.139-52). USA. NCTE.

Mabhiri, J. & Sablo, S. 1996. Writing for their &8: The non-school literacy of California's
urban African American youtfThe Journal of Negro Education, 65(2), 164-180.

McDonough, J., & Shaw, C. 2003aterials and methods in ELT. United Kingdom:
Blackwell Publishing.

McKay, S.L. 2003. Toward an appropriate EIL pedagoge-examining common ELT
assumptiond.nternational Journal of Applied Linguistics, 13(1), 1-22.

McKenna, T. 2003. Borderness and pedagogy: expasitigre in the classroom. In Darder,
A., Baltodano, M., & Torres, R.D. (eds.The Critical Pedagogy Reader. Great
Britain; Routledge Falmer.

McLaren, P. 2003. Critical pedagogy: a look atriegor concepts. In Darder, A., Baltodano,
M., & Torres, R.D. (eds.)The Critical Pedagogy Reader. Great Britain; Routledge
Falmer.

Modiano, M. 2001. Ideology and the ELT practitionbiternational Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 11(2), 159-73.

Morrel, E. 2003. Writing the word and the world:itical literacy as critical textual
production. Paper presented at Conference on College Composition and
Communication, New York.

Nieto, S. 2002. Critical pedagogy, empowerment laadning. In Pollard A. (ed.Readings
for Reflective Teaching (pp.39-49), USA: Continuum International Publighi@roup.

Peirce, B. N. 1989. Toward a pedagogy of posspilit the teaching of English
internationally. TESOL Quarterly, 23, 401-420.

Peirce, B. N. 1995. Social identity, investment] éanguage learnind,ESOL Quarterly, 29,
9-31.

Peirce, B. N. 1997. Language, identity, and theexsimip of EnglishTESOL Quarterly, 31,
409-429.



242
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing
1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Pennycook, A. 1989. The concept of methods, intede&nowledge and the politics of
language teachinGESOL Quarterly, 23, 589-618.

Pennycook, A. 2001Critical applied linguistics: A critical introduction. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Peterson, R.E. 2003. Teaching how to read the varttichange it: Critical pedagogy in the
intermediate grades. In Darder, A., Baltodano, 8Torres, R.D. (eds.)The Critical
Pedagogy Reader. Great Britain; Routledge Falmer.

Phillipson, R. 1992Linguistic imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pough, G.D. 2002. Empowering rhetoric: Black stuslemriting black panthersCollege
Composition and Communication, 53(3), 466-486.

Raimes, A. 2002. Ten steps in planning a writingrse and training teachers of writing. In
Richards, J.C. & Renandya, W.A. (eddVethodology in language teaching: an
anthology of current practice. United Kingdom: CUP.

Ramanathany., & Atkinson, D. 1999. Ethnographic approaches amdhads in L2 writing
research: A critical guide and reviempplied Linguistics, 20, 44-70.

Reid, J. 2001. Writing. In Carter, R. & Nunan, Bd$.),The Cambridge guide to teaching
English to speakers of other languages. United Kingdom: CUP.

Rivera, K.M. 1999. Popular research and social transformation: A conitywbased
approach to critical pedagoghESOL Quarterly, 33(3), 485-500.

Rode, G. 1995. Father knows best: liberatory pegia@md the tropics of containment. Paper
presented aConference on College Composition and Communication. Washington.

Santos, T. 1992. Ideology in composition: L1 and. E®urnal of Second Language Writing,
1(2).

Sapp, D.A. 2000. Education as apprenticeship faiab@ction: composition instruction,
critical consciousness, and engaged pedaddgyorks, 3(1).

Seow, A. 2002. The writing process and processngritn Richards, J.C. & Renandya, W.A.
(eds.),Methodology in language teaching: an anthology of current practice. United
Kingdom: CUP.

Shohamy, E. 2004. Assessment in multicultural smseapplying domecratic principles and
practices to language testing. In Norton, B., & fiep K. (eds.)Critical pedagogies
and language learning. USA: CUP.



243
MJAL 1: 4 July 2009 ISSN0974-8741

Putting Things Right: State-of-the-Art on Critical Pedagogy and Writing

1.Mohammad Momenian 2. Mohsen Shirazizadeh

Soles, D. 1998. Problems with confrontational téag:h College Composition and
Communication, 49(2), 267-269.

Spack, R. 1997. The rhetorical construction of iodfual studentsTESOL Quarterly, 31,
765-774.

Stoecker,R., Schmidbauer, M., Mullin, J., & Yourd, 1993. Integrating Writing and the
Teaching Assistant to Enhance Critical Pedagdggaching Sociology, 21(4), 332-
340.

Swoden, C. 2008. There is more to life than pditit T Journal, 62(3), 284-91.

Thelin, W.H. 2005. Understanding problems in caticlassroomsCollege Composition and
Communication, 57(1), 114-41.

Vygotsky.L.S. 1978. M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, Stil@wer, & E. Souberman. (edshind in
society: the development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Wang, L. 2003. Switching to first language amongtevs with differing second-language
proficiency.Journal of Second Language Writing, 12,347-375.

Wang, W., & Wen, Q. 2002. L1 use in the L2 compgginocess: An exploratory study of 16
Chinese EFL writerslournal of Second Language Writing, 11, 225-246.

Woodall, B. 2002. Language-switching: Using thestfilanguage while writing in a second
languageJournal of Second Language Writing, 11, 7—28.

Yagelski, R.P. 1999. The ambivalence of reflecti@nitical pedagogies, identity, and the
writing teacherCollege Composition and Communication, 51(1), 32-50.

Zamel, V. 1982. Writing: The process of discovennganing TESOL Quarterly, 16(2), 195-
209.

Zamel, V. 1987. Recent research on writing pedagdg$OL Quarterly, 21(4), 697-715.

Zamel, V. 1997. Toward a model of transculturatibBSOL Quarterly, 31,341-352.



