Approaches to critical pedagogy

Assembled by Robert Hattam

Luke et al (2002: 34) map a number of key pedagogical practices that the literature suggests are likely to foster high levels of student engagement:
· Goal oriented teaching where students are clear about the goals of instruction;

· Real world connections in lessons to community problems and issues;

· Support for student autonomy and choice in lesson design;

· Interesting texts and multiple texts;

· Strategy instruction designed to foster metacognitive skills;

· Collaboration and small group projects;

· Praise and rewards for successful engagement in literacy practice;

· Ongoing evaluation of students’ performance that includes both external and student-centred evaluation (e.g tests and task/project exhibitions). (p. 39)
Like et al (2002) Beyond the Middle: A Report about Literacy and Numeracy Development of Target Group Students in the Middle Years of Schooling 

WHAT IS THE FOUR RESOURCES MODEL?
Freebody and Luke (1990) believe that effective readers need to use four roles to comprehend a text. These are code breaker, text participants, text user, and text analyst.

THE CODE BREAKER ROLE
To be an effective code breaker, students need to be able to decode symbols, whether it is letters on a page or a symbol on a graphic. In practice, students need to be able to read text.

THE TEXT PARTICIPANT ROLE
As a text participant, students need to use their background and personal experiences to interact with the text. In situations where they are not familiar with the textual context, students need to be guided by a teacher. An inner city student and a rural student would have two very different understanding about a story that takes places on a farm. Some challenges encountered may include assumed knowledge, new vocabulary, and slang. Students will have a basic comprehension of the text using this role.

THE TEXT USER ROLE
Being aware of the text’s purpose and how the reader intends to use the text is crucial to the role as a text user. Knowing that a recipe can be read in a variety of ways will determine how the reader uses the text. If they are browsing a recipe book to find a recipe that he/she may enjoy, the reader may only skim the ingredients list or look at the pictures. If the reader is using a recipe to bake cake, then the instructions will need to be followed precisely and in the correct order. A text reader might ask the following questions:

· What is the purpose of this text, and what is my purpose in using it?

· How has the use of this text shaped its composition?

· What should I do with this text in the context?

· What are my options or alternatives after reading? (Anstey & Bull 2004:96)

THE TEXT ANALYST ROLE
Critical thinking, identifying bias and analytical think form the basis of the text analyst role. They ask questions such as:

· Who wrote this text and why?

· How have they formed the text to position the reader?

· What has been omitted from the text?

Which point of view has been omitted?

Freebody, P. & Luke, A. (1990) Literacies programs: Debates and demands in cultural context. Prospect, 5, 7–16. 
Shor (1988) summarised the elements of a dialogic approach as: 

1. 
Participatory .... students should be active in the classroom from the very outset.

2. 
Critical nature of learning .... problem-posing is central to how the content is presented and dealt with in class.

3. 
Situated .... the class text is the language, statements issues and knowledge of the students. From this text the problems are developed.

4. 
Dialogic .... a return to a desire to talk about and act on the world together.

5. 
Desocialising .... ‘to transform passivity into involvement’(p. 106). 

6. 
Democratic .... ‘authentic and critical student voices are spoken’ (p. 107) and asserted.

7. 
Interdisciplinary .... uses material from many areas.

8. 
Activist oriented .... aim is to effect change in society so that it is more just.  

Shor (1987) sets out a teaching sequence with these five elements:

1. Describe the problem in great detail.

2. Locate the problem in its immediate social setting.

3. Examine the global relations of the problem.

4. Locate the problem in the past and future.

5. Re-invent the problem.

Shor I, (1988) Working Hands and Critical Minds:  A Paulo Freire Model for Job Training, Journal of Education, Vol. 170, No. 2, 102-121.

Shor I, (1987) Critical Teaching and Everyday Life. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Freirian Approach 

1. The life and vocabulary of the community were investigated.

2. The sixteen or so generative words were codified, that is, a poster, slide, or film strip of the local situation described by each of the chosen words was prepared.

3. A card of discovery for the initial word was formulated.

4. A place to meet - a church, school, or whatever community building was available - was arranged.

5. Co-ordinators, not teachers, for each group were selected and trained. This was a major problem in setting up the program. The technical aspect of the procedure was not difficult to impart, but the creation of a new attitude required a period of supervision to help co-ordinators avoid the temptation of 'anti-dialogue'.

6. A circle of culture, not a school or class, was organised consisting of twenty-five to thirty non-literates who would be participants, not pupils. (Brown, 1975, p. 229)

The Education for Social Justice Research Group (1994) developed a ‘teaching for resistance’ model. The model has three phases: raising consciousness; making contact (with resistance groups in the community); and taking action.  Having decided on a theme the 3 phases are described in terms of:

raising consciousness: orientation to the concept of resistance; encounter with the issue in resistance context; extension (extent of injustice and resistance to it); explanation (why unjust? Why resistance?) evaluation of level of commitment to the issue

making contact: searching for relevant resistance groups; preparing questions, contacting; meeting groups, discussing questions; evaluating ideas and strategies of groups

taking action: selecting and planning resistance action; implementing the action; evaluating the action(s).

Education for Social Justice Research Group (1994) Teaching for Resistance. Adelaide, University of South Australia.
The New London Group (1996) developed a ‘pedagogy of multiliteracies’ with these features: situated practice; overt instruction; critical framing and transformed practice.

situated practice: immersion in experience and the utilisation of available Designs of meaning, including those from the students’ lifeworlds and simulations of the relationships to be found in workplaces and public spaces.

overt instruction: systematic, analytic, and conscious understanding of Designs of meaning and design processes. In the case of Multiliteracies, this requires the introduction of explicit metalanguages, which describe and interpret the Design elements of different modes of meaning.

critical framing: interpreting the social context of particular Designs of meaning. This involves the students’ standing back from what they are studying and viewing it critically in relation to context.

transformed practice: transfer in meaning-making practice, which puts the transformed meaning (the redesigned) to work in other contexts or cultural sites

New London Group (1996) A Pedagogy of Multiliteracies: Designing Social Futures. Harvard Educational Review 66(1): 60-92. See also Cope, B. & Kalantzis (eds.) (2000) Multiliteracies: Literacy Learning and the Design of Social Futures. South Yarra: Macmillan.

Elements of productive pedagogies

Intellectual quality
· Higher–order thinking 
Is higher–order thinking occurring during the lesson? 
That is, is there evidence of conceptual depth, not merely content? 

· Deep knowledge 
Does the lesson cover operational fields in any depth, detail or level of specificity?

· Deep understanding 
Do the work and response of the students provide evidence of depth of understanding of concepts or ideas?

· Substantive conversation 
Does classroom talk lead to sustained conversational dialogue between students, and between teachers and students, to create or negotiate understanding of subject matter?

· Knowledge as problematic 
Are students critiquing and second-guessing texts, ideas and knowledge?

· Metalanguage 
Are aspects of language, grammar and technical vocabulary being foregrounded?

Connectedness
· Knowledge integration
Does the lesson integrate a range of subject areas?

· Background knowledge
Are links with students' background knowledge made explicit?

· Connectedness to the world 
Is the lesson, activity, or task connected to competencies or concerns beyond the classroom?

· Problem-based curriculum 
Is there a focus on identifying and solving intellectual and/or real-world problems?

Supportive classroom environment
· Student direction 
Do students determine specific activities or outcomes of the lesson?

· Social support 
Is the classroom characterised by an atmosphere of mutual respect and support among teacher and students?

· Academic engagement
Are students engaged and on-task during the lesson?

· Explicit quality performance criteria 
Are the criteria for judging the range of student performance made explicit?

· Self-regulation 
Is the direction of student behaviour implicit and self-regulatory?

Recognition of difference
· Cultural knowledges 
Are non-dominant cultural knowledges valued?

· Inclusivity 
Are deliberate attempts made to increase the participation of the range of students?

· Narrative 
Is the style of teaching principally narrative or is it expository?

· Group identity 
Does the teaching build a sense of community and identity?

· Active citizenship 
Are attempts made to encourage active citizenship within the classroom?

Culturally responsive pedagogy (Rigney and Hattam)
1. High intellectual challenge

2. Strong connectedness to student lifeworlds

3. Cultural diversity seen as an asset for learning/ every student gets to feel positive about their own cultural identity

4. Activist orientation

5. Students produce high quality digital learning artefacts/perform their learning for an authentic audience

Strong connectedness

Putting this simply then; the challenge for developing pedagogies for justice involves working out how to integrate student lifeworld and subject discipline knowledges that does not trivialise either. On this theme, there are a number of variations that offer resources: Negotiating the curriculum: Boomer (1992a) invoked the metaphor of composing the curriculum; the curriculum being ‘a jointly enacted composition’ (Boomer 1992b: 32); which he argues provides a frame for thinking past the idea of curriculum as pre-packaged, involving ‘lock-step teaching sequences’ (Boomer 1992a: 5) experienced as ‘an almost self-perpetuating chain of subjections’ (p. 5). Connectedness in the ‘productive pedagogies’ (Hayes et al 2006) proposes that ‘students engage with real, practical or hypothetical problems which connect to the world beyond the classroom, which are not restricted by subject boundaries and which are linked to their prior knowledge’ and ‘has value and meaning beyond the instructional context, making a connection to the larger social context within which students live’. Luis Moll and various colleagues have developed, theoretically and practically, a ‘funds of knowledge’ approach as a counter-discourse to scripted and over-determined curriculum designs (Moll, Amanti et al. 1992; Gonzalez, Moll et al. 2005); a local literacies approach advanced by Street (1994) and Luke, Comber & O’Brien (1994) proposes the need for access and validity in school settings for vernacular literacies (McLaughlin 1997) closely associated with subcultures that are marginal, misrepresented or absent in mainstream institutions. More recently, there has been interest in ‘place-based’ pedagogies that enable ‘students to connect what they are learning to their own lives, communities, and regions’ (Smith 2002).  The ‘multiliteracies’ project (New London Group 1996) argues for ‘situated practice’, or that part of curriculum that aims to ‘recruit learners’ previous and current experiences, as well as their extra-school communities and discourses, as an integral part of the learning experience’ (p. 85). Shor (1988) also refers to ‘situated’ pedagogy’, which he defines in these terms: ‘[t]he course is … situated in the language, statements, issues and knowledge students bring to class. Their cognitive and social situation is the staring point, not my prefabricated syllabus’ (p. 108). All of these approaches pursue a theory and practice of teachers as ethnographers and students-as-researchers 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Egan-Robertson & Bloom 1998; Steinberg & Kincheloe 1998; Thomson & Comber 2003)
. The challenge raised above, foregrounds the imperative for developing dialogic relations and some form of negotiated curriculum if we are to advance pedagogies for justice in schools. 
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