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Abstract 

Karina Pålsson Gröndahl (2015). EFL Pupils’ Understanding and Use of Teacher 
Written Feedback. A case study in two Swedish lower secondary classrooms. Stock-
holm University, Studies in Language Education 13. ISBN 978-91-7649-145-4. Writ-
ten in English and with a summary in Swedish. 
 
The present licentiate thesis aims to investigate pupils’ understanding and use of 
teacher written feedback in English as a foreign language (EFL). The study was 
carried out in two Swedish lower secondary schools in two different classrooms, one 
in year eight with 14-year-old pupils and one in year nine with 15-year-old pupils. A 
case study research design was adopted to gain insights into nine pupils’ understand-
ing and use of feedback. The three participants in year eight wrote ‘a letter to Barack 
Obama’ and received teacher written feedback in their draft texts and on a separate 
paper with individualized comments. The six pupils in year nine wrote about ‘mov-
ies’ and received teacher written feedback in their draft texts but were also provided 
with a writing checklist. Data were collected from multiple sources but the data used 
for analysis were comprised of pupils’ draft and final version texts and pupil reflec-
tive interviews. 
 The findings suggest that pupils understand many of the issues addressed by the 
teachers in their written feedback. Most pupils express their understanding using 
everyday language and by resorting to different strategies such as explaining why 
the feedback is provided, suggesting adequate changes or just by providing a correc-
tion. However, it seems hard for a few pupils to understand the use of implicit types 
of written feedback. The results of the present study also suggest that it is hard to 
know a priori what pupils will experience as difficult to understand when it comes to 
the language used by the teachers in their written explanations. The findings further 
show that the majority of feedback points trigger pupils to make revision operations 
that involve major text-based changes. In other words pupils make more changes 
than those addressed in the teachers’ written feedback. The results also highlight that 
most pupils do not challenge their teachers’ feedback. 
 The findings of this study contribute to research on foreign language (FL) writing 
by providing insights from pupils’ perspectives and may fill a gap in the field of FL 
writing, since there are not many studies based on pupils’ perceptions. The context 
in which this study took place, lower secondary level and EFL in Sweden, also 
makes an additional contribution to the field of FL writing.  
Key words: pupils’ feedback understanding, pupils’ feedback use, teacher written 
feedback, EFL writing, lower secondary school 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 The present study 
At the core of this licentiate thesis are two questions: do pupils understand 
teacher’s feedback on their writing and how do they use it? These two fun-
damental questions are two of many raised in my every-day practice as a 
lower secondary teacher of English as a foreign language in Sweden. Even 
though many of my pupils are good at English I have always thought that 
teaching writing is challenging and hard. Moreover, it has also been difficult 
to find ways to support and develop my pupils’ ability to write. One way that 
I have frequently used is to provide my pupils’ texts with written feedback. 
Of course it is time consuming but most of all it is hard. What issues should I 
address? Careless mistakes, spelling and grammatical errors, content and 
organization? Should I address all of the errors or just a few? Should I cross 
the misspelled word out and write the correct answer or should I just under-
line it? Should I write a positive comment? After receiving my feedback will 
they want to make improvements to their texts or will they have one look at 
their texts and then throw them in the trashcan? Consequently, the aim of the 
present study is to seek answers to the two core questions but hopefully light 
will be shed on some of my other questions regarding teacher written feed-
back in EFL writing. 

The present study was carried out in two Swedish lower secondary 
schools in two different classrooms, one in year eight with 14-year-old pu-
pils and one in year nine with 15-year-old pupils. A case study research de-
sign was adopted to gain insights into the understandings and the uses of 
feedback. The three participants in year eight wrote ‘a letter to Barack 
Obama’ and received teacher written feedback directly in their draft texts 
and on a separate paper with individualized comments. The six pupils in year 
nine wrote about ‘movies’ and received teacher written feedback in their 
draft texts. They were also given a writing checklist, which was written by 
the teacher for this specific writing assignment. Data were collected from 
multiple sources such as observations, teacher interviews, a pupil question-
naire and pupil reflective interviews. Pupils’ draft and final version texts 
were also collected. However the primary data used for analysis to answer 
the core questions were comprised of pupil reflective interviews and pupils’ 
drafts and final version texts. 
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In the next section the background, the context and the motivation to this 
licentiate thesis will be further explained. 

1.2 Writing and feedback 
Communication across nations and cultures in a global world assumes pos-
sessing the ability to use language for communicative purposes. In particular 
the importance of the ability to write in a foreign language (henceforth FL) is 
being widely recognized, not only for purposes such as studying and work-
ing, but also for personal reasons (Weigle 2002). The Internet, with arenas 
such as Facebook, Twitter and blogs, has opened up possibilities for more 
people to write, share, read and comment on written texts. What is more, 
writing is also regarded as a tool for thinking. As we write we express our 
feelings, thoughts and ideas. We learn to understand ourselves and at the 
same time, we learn to understand the feelings, thoughts and ideas of others. 
In other words, people try to make sense of who they are when they write 
(Ivaniç 1998). The ‘identity’ potential inherent in writing may also play a 
part in language learning since it may either restrict or promote the process 
of language learning (Gee 1996) depending on how the learners are valued 
and/or value themselves in an educational context. Consequently, writing is 
an important tool for communicating, thinking and learning.  

The importance of writing means that FL teachers have an important task: 
to teach writing. However, it seems to be a demanding skill for teachers to 
teach and a demanding skill for pupils to master. The Swedish results from 
the European Survey on Language Competences (ESLC) carried out in 2011 
give support to this assumption since Swedish pupils in year 9 don’t do as 
well in writing, as they do in listening and reading in English. Despite the 
fact that FL writing instruction has been influenced by different approaches 
such as process-based and genre-based approaches that have aimed to sup-
port writing instruction (Grabe & Stoller 2009), teaching FL writing is still 
not an easy task. Maybe FL teachers need more knowledge about FL writing 
and FL writing instruction to make the task less difficult. 

FL writing has been researched from the field of second language acquisi-
tion (SLA) and the field of second language writing (L2 writing) trying to 
achieve different goals (Ortega 2012). While the goal of SLA research is to 
explain additional language development, the goal of L2 writing research is 
to explain additional language writing development. Much research in L2 
writing has developed from research in first language (L1) writing, and has 
contributed to the field of L2 writing. For example, the L1 model of the writ-
ing process proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981) has shown that the pro-
cess of writing includes planning, text generation and revision. The same 
model has also put forth other factors that influence the process of writing 
such as long-term memory (e.g. knowledge of the topic) and task environ-
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ment (e.g. the writing assignment). The modified model of the L1 writing 
process proposed by Hayes (1996) included social and motivational factors 
as well as two components valuable to the field of L2-writing: working 
memory and linguistic knowledge. Hayes’ (1996) model also emphasized 
the importance of reading for writing development. Only a few models of the 
L2 writing process have been proposed such as Wang and Wen’s (2002). 
The Wang and Wen (2002) model has provided valuable insights into how 
learners use their L1 and L2 during the process of writing. However, the 
model does not give a clear description of the linguistic component (Polio 
2012). 

To give effective written feedback in FL writing has been of central con-
cern for many teachers of writing (Hyland 1998) across the various ap-
proaches to FL writing instruction. Not only has written feedback been of 
central concern for its potential to support and improve pupils writing but 
also for its motivational potential. For this reason feedback in FL writing has 
received considerable attention, especially corrective feedback (CF). How-
ever, CF has also been a question of debate. Since Truscott’s article (1996) 
about the potential harmfulness of grammar correction, others (Ferris 1999) 
have tried to counter Truscott’s view. Ferris (1999) proposed that the poten-
tial harmfulness does not lie in the corrections as such but that harm can be 
caused by low quality feedback. Other studies (Fathman & Whalley 1990; 
Ashwell 2000; Chandler 2003) have been carried out to explore what factors 
influence the effectiveness of corrective feedback for written errors. The 
findings of these studies are conflicting due to methodological issues and the 
contexts in which these studies have been conducted (Guénette 2007). The 
conflicting results are likely to influence teachers’ feedback practices but 
there might be other factors. Teachers’ experience and teachers’ beliefs, for 
example, may also explain why teachers still feel insecure about what to give 
feedback on and how to give feedback (Ferris 2003). The effectiveness of 
written CF and learner outcome, in particular what evidence of learning we 
can see in for example a final product, has been a focus of concern. Equal 
concern may not have been given to the processes that teachers’ written 
feedback might or might not induce. Perhaps we should also ask questions 
about what type of feedback induces processes we think are valuable and 
what processes are induced that are not as valuable. 

An understanding of the FL writing process implies a description of the 
linguistic knowledge component, and an understanding of the feedback pro-
cess requires insight into learners’ role in that process. A field that can help 
us understand the language knowledge component and the learner’s role in 
the feedback process is the field of language assessment. The field of lan-
guage assessment has tried to describe the ability to use language for com-
municative purposes (Bachman & Palmer 2010) and has also tried to de-
scribe the notion of feedback (Sadler 1989; Council of Europe/Skolverket 
2009; Stobart 2012). Proponents of assessment for formative purposes have 
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identified feedback as a key strategy for learning (Black & Wiliam 1998), 
clarified the steps involved in the feedback process (Wiliam & Thompson 
2007) and highlighted the learner’s role in this process (Sadler 1989). As a 
result the field of assessment has contributed to shed light on variables that 
can affect the feedback process, such as learner characteristics (Shute 2008) 
and learner options (Stobart 2012).  

Another contribution from the assessment field is the concept of validity, 
in particular in relation to assessment for formative purposes and feedback 
(Stobart 2012). If the aim of giving feedback to learners is to improve learn-
ing, the need to investigate if this purpose is met will be relevant for any 
researcher or practitioner. Threats (Crooks et al. 1996) to the valid use of 
assessments can be identified both in outside contextual factors such as the 
status of education in a society and in inside contextual factors such as the 
‘classroom climate’ (Stobart 2012), which shows the complexity involved in 
giving and receiving feedback.  

Studies have been conducted with the aim of investigating how teachers 
give feedback or written commentary (Sommers 1982; Lee 2007). How stu-
dents respond to and use teachers’ written feedback has been investigated 
(Hyland 1998) and research comparing the understanding and use between 
teacher and peer feedback has also been carried out (Zhao 2010). In the Nor-
dic countries feedback or written commentary has been investigated from the 
teacher’s perspective (Igland 2008). Feedback or written commentary from 
pupils’ perspectives has been investigated in Swedish L2 (Kronholm-
Cederberg 2009). However, there are not many studies that have investigated 
feedback from pupils’ perspectives in English as a FL. Even fewer are the 
studies carried out in lower secondary schools, where the study by Berggren 
(2013) investigating peer-feedback is unique in the Swedish context.  

Therefore the present study will try to contribute to the field of FL writing 
by providing insights into the understanding and use of teacher written feed-
back from the pupils’ perspectives. However, to understand the context in 
which the present study takes place there are factors that need to be consid-
ered. The aim of the next section is therefore to introduce some outside con-
textual factors that have an impact on the instructional context and conse-
quently on the pupils within the instructional context of the present study 
such as the impact of: English in Swedish society, international surveys (Eu-
ropean Commission 2006; European Commission/SurveyLang 2012; 
Skolverket 2012b), the Swedish National Test of English and the national 
curricular guidelines set up by The Swedish National Agency for Education 
(Skolverket 2011).  
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1.3 English in Swedish society 
English is not classified as a second language in Sweden. The English lan-
guage has no function in law, politics or primary education in Swedish socie-
ty such as English has in for example Malta. Therefore English is regarded 
as a foreign language (EFL) in Sweden. Nevertheless it enjoys a special po-
sition in Swedish society for several reasons. First, many people living in 
Sweden travel a lot and they travel to different destinations around the world 
where they can get by in English. Second, people in Sweden are highly ex-
posed to English through Swedish media and can easily get access to English 
media (Hyltenstam 2004). Third, English is also rated by Swedes as the most 
useful FL to know and the most important FL for children in Sweden to 
learn (European Commission 2006). Fourth, English and Swedish are both 
Germanic languages and share many linguistic features. Consequently, Eng-
lish is relatively easy for people with Swedish as their first language to learn. 
A large majority (86%) of Swedes also rate English as the language they 
know well enough in order to have a conversation in, apart from their first 
language (European Commission 2006). However, the increasing use and 
status of English has not only been regarded as positive. Concerns have been 
raised in respect of domain losses for the Swedish language to the advantage 
of English. Partly as a result of this concern, the Swedish Language Act was 
passed in 20091. 

The status and influence of English in Swedish society is also mirrored in 
international tests. Pupils in Sweden do well. According to the European 
Survey on Language Competences (ESLC, European Commission/ 
SurveyLang 2012) carried out in 2011 pupils in year 9 of the Swedish com-
pulsory school do almost as well as pupils in Malta, where English is an 
official language. Pupils in year 9 reach high levels of achievement in the 
receptive skills of reading and listening. In reading 66% reach the level of 
B2 of the Common European Framework (CEFR) and in listening 77% 
reach the B2-level. In contrast, in the productive skill of writing only 28% 
reach B2, which compared to the other skills, is a relatively low percentage. 
Explanations for the lower results in the productive skill of writing can be 
found by comparing the writing test of the ESLC and the Swedish national 
test of English (Skolverket 2012b). Writing is an essential part in the nation-
al test of English and the writing topics in the national test of English corre-
spond well to the writing topics used in the ESLC. Topics that are close to 
the pupils and certain text types such as writing letters and messages are 
used at the lower levels while topics that are further from the pupils and 
writing of a more argumentative character are used at the higher levels. 

                                                      
1 “The purpose of the Act is to specify the position and usage of the Swedish language and 
other languages in Swedish society. The act is also intended to protect the Swedish language 
and language diversity in Sweden, and the individual’s access to language.” (SFS 2009:1). 
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However, in the ESLC the writing tasks are more focused at each level while 
in the Swedish national test the writing test is designed to allow for different 
proficiency levels since all pupils in Sweden take the same test. The writing 
tasks of the ESLC also have strict guidelines for what the writing task should 
cover and how much should be covered. In comparison, the national test of 
English has a more open format even in the tests where the demands on type 
of text are clear and/or a lot of support is given. Moreover, in the national 
test of English for year 9 there is a tradition of offering a choice of writing 
between two topics. One topic usually involves a more structured text and 
the other topic allows for the text to be not so topic related. Pupils appreciate 
being able to make the choice between two subjects but teachers find it diffi-
cult to know how close to the topic pupils’ texts should be or how far from 
the topic pupils’ texts are allowed to be. Another finding from the results of 
the Swedish assessment of writing in the ESLC is that many of the pupils 
participating from Swedish schools have difficulties in meeting the demands 
of genre and adaptation, something that is stressed in the performance stand-
ards of the current curriculum (cf. Appendix 1). In conclusion all of the 
above explanations might have affected the results of the pupils participating 
from the Swedish schools in the ESLC (Skolverket 2012b). 

The ESLC also included a questionnaire aiming at mapping pupils’ be-
liefs and attitudes. The results of the questionnaire show, just like the results 
from the survey by the European Commission (2006), that Swedish year 9 
pupils rate English as the most useful language to know. Pupils also confirm 
that they have a high exposure to the English language and that they do not 
consider English a hard language to learn (European Commission/ 
SurveyLang 2012).  

The results found in the ESLC also show that in most educational sys-
tems2 investigated in the survey, out of the four communicative competenc-
es, least emphasis is placed on writing (European Commission/SurveyLang 
2012:194). For these reasons investigating EFL writing in Swedish schools 
is relevant.  

In the next section the role and status of English in the Swedish compul-
sory school will be described. 

1.3.1 EFL in the Swedish compulsory school 
As already mentioned, the high achievement results in international studies 
such as the ESLC (European Commission/SurveyLang 2012) can be related 
to the status of English in Swedish society, the extensive exposure to English 
that pupils have in their spare time and the general self-perceived proficiency 
of many Swedes (cf. 1.2). However, there might be other explanations. Eng-
lish is also regarded as a high-status subject and has a special position in 
                                                      
2 Sixteen European educational systems participated in the ESLC in 2011. 
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Swedish schools, since it is one of the core subjects needed to gain access to 
upper secondary school3.  Yet another explanation might be the impact of the 
national tests of English. The year 9 test was first administered in 1998 and 
has been administered since then to all year 9 pupils in the compulsory 
school every spring term, together with the national test in Swedish and 
Mathematics. The national tests are not formal examinations but aim at guid-
ing and supporting teachers “in their decisions concerning individual stu-
dents’ competences in relation to the national standards.” (Erickson 
2010:238). Teachers’ reactions to the test of English are positive4 and may 
be another factor that strengthens the role and status of English in Swedish 
compulsory schools. Just like the international results, the results of the na-
tional test are also positive and confirm that pupils in year 9 do well in Eng-
lish. Almost all the pupils (97%) pass the national test of English for year 9 
according to the aggregated test scores. Therefore it can be assumed that 
most pupils in year 9 have a good level of English proficiency, both in recep-
tive (listening and reading) and productive skills (talking and writing). Alt-
hough the results from the national test of English of 2014 show that the 
results are slightly lower in the productive skill of writing pupils still do 
well5.  

1.3.1.1 The English syllabus in the Swedish National Curriculum 
Most pupils in Sweden attend compulsory school for nine years and the ma-
jority of children begin their first year at school at the age of 7. Most com-
pulsory schools are municipal but there are also compulsory schools that are 
independent. Grades are given in year 6, 7, 8 and 9 and a new grading scale 
was introduced in a new curriculum for the Compulsory School System in 
2011 (Skolverket 2011). The six level grading scale ranges from A-F where 
F is regarded as a non-pass result. Municipal and independent compulsory 
schools have a high degree of autonomy at the local level but there are edu-
cational policies to be followed such as the Education Act, ordinances and 
curricula. The National Curriculum (Skolverket 2011) provides the goals and 
the guidelines for the compulsory schools as well as the syllabuses for each 
subject. In the introductory passage to the syllabus of English (Skolverket 
2011) the reasons for learning the subject are given:  

Language is the primary tool human beings use for thinking, communicating 
and learning. Having knowledge of several languages can provide new per-
spectives on the surrounding world, enhanced opportunities to create contacts 
and greater understanding of different ways of living. The English language 

                                                      
3 The other two core subjects are Swedish and Mathematics. 
4 Preliminary results from 851 teacher questionnaires show that 42% think that the test is a 
very good test and 52% think it is a pretty good test (Skolverket, resultat lärarenkät ÄP 2014). 
5 98% passed part A (oral proficiency), 96% passed part B (receptive part) and 96% passed 
part C (written proficiency) (Skolverket 2014). 
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surrounds us in our daily lives and is used in such diverse areas as politics, 
education and economics. Knowledge of English thus increases the individu-
al’s opportunities to participate in different social and cultural contexts, as 
well as in international studies and working life. (Skolverket 2011:32) 
 

After the introductory passage, the aims of teaching the subject of English 
are presented and the long-term goals are given. What should be covered in 
the teaching of English is specified in the core content (in Swedish ‘det cen-
trala innehållet’), something that was not specified in the syllabus of 2000 
(Skolverket 2000). In the core content for the abilities Speaking, writing and 
discussing - production and interaction, the following should be covered in 
the teaching of English so that pupils can develop these abilities (Skolverket 
2011:35): 
 

• Different ways of working on personal communications to vary, 
clarify, specify and adapt them for different purposes. 

• Oral and written narratives, descriptions and instructions. 
• Conversations, discussions and argumentation. 
• Language strategies to understand and be understood when lan-

guage skills are lacking, such as reformulations, questions and ex-
planations. 

• Language strategies to contribute to and actively participate in con-
versations by taking the initiative in interaction, giving confirma-
tion, putting follow-up questions, taking the initiative to raise new 
issues and also concluding conversations. 

• Language phenomena to clarify, vary and enrich communication 
such as pronunciation, intonation and fixed language expressions, 
grammatical structures and sentence structures. 

 
For every syllabus performance standards in the subject are included (cf. 
Appendix 1). However, the performance standards have been critiqued for 
their vagueness and the usefulness of the performance standards has also 
been questioned (Hyltegren 2014). In conclusion, regarding writing, the syl-
labus stresses the production of different types of texts, the attention to lan-
guage form, and the process of writing. It is important to be aware of these 
curricular guidelines because of the influence they have on the two class-
rooms being investigated in the present study.  

1.4 Aim and research questions 
The aim of this study is to investigate how written feedback given by teach-
ers is understood and used by EFL pupils, during a writing project in two 
different classrooms in two different Swedish lower secondary schools. At 
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the core of this study are two questions: do pupils understand teacher written 
feedback and how do they use it? They are further specified into the follow-
ing four research questions: 
 

1. What do pupils report that they understand in the feedback they 
receive from their teachers? 

2. What do pupils report as hard to understand? 
3. What changes in their texts do pupils report that they make as a 

consequence of the teacher feedback? 
4.  What other changes in their texts do pupils report that they make? 
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2 Literature review 

To gain an understanding of the role of feedback in FL writing, a review is 
presented of research from two fields: the field of FL writing and the field of 
assessment. Bringing these two fields together can provide insights into 
which issues have been raised, and which issues remain unsolved. In the last 
section of the literature review (2.6) previous research of relevance to the 
present study will be presented, namely studies related to learners’ under-
standing and use of feedback. 

2.1 Writing in a FL 
Many FL learners experience their writing as constrained, difficult and inef-
fective. Even though many writers can transfer writing expertise in their first 
language/mother tongue (L1) to writing in a FL, being able to do so requires 
a certain level of FL proficiency (Silva 1993). For this reason learners who 
lack FL knowledge are more likely to focus on the technical aspects of writ-
ing such as spelling. As a result, focusing on the technical aspects of writing 
and aiming for language correctness inhibit many FL writers affecting both 
content and fluency. Another difficulty can be found at the level of reader 
awareness. The understanding of how the reader of the text will comprehend 
the text, the sense of audience, is something that many FL writers fail to 
consider. A reason for this might be that a lot of FL writing takes place in the 
context of the classroom and it is often characterized by being teacher-
initiated, teacher-guided and ultimately teacher-assessed. Even though an 
artificial recipient of the text can be made up, from the learners’ perspective, 
the recipient of the text will be the teacher, even if the writing task stresses 
another recipient. Therefore FL writers might primarily focus on form and 
not on content since correctness may be something valued and assessed by 
the teacher or something that pupils think that teachers value and assess.  

In what then lies the difference between being a skilled and an unskilled 
writer? Skilled L1 and L2 writers reread and assess their own texts on multi-
ple levels such as global (e.g. organization, style, interpretability, content) 
and local (e.g. word, phrase), resulting in the production of higher quality 
texts (Barkoui 2007). Skilled L1 and L2 writers also make a distinction be-
tween revising and editing. Revising is a frequent and recursive process 
where textual ideas and relationships are continuously explored. Editing, on 
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the other hand, is left for the final stage of the writing process where stylis-
tic, grammatical and lexical issues are dealt with (Barkoui 2007). However, 
is really editing a final stage or do skilled writers revise textual ideas and 
edit grammatical mistakes in their texts in a more recursive manner? Maybe 
dealing with both global and local issues in a recursive manner is what is 
challenging for all writers but especially so for FL writers who need the lin-
guistic knowledge to do so.  

One factor that has already been mentioned to explain the difference be-
tween novice and skilled FL writers is learners’ proficiency level in the FL. 
Another factor might be that some novice writers believe that writing is an 
inherent talent and not an ability that can be developed through effort and 
personal commitment, as many skilled writers know (Barkoui 2007). Learn-
ers’ experience of writing instruction and writing assessment can also have 
an effect on their revision practices. Learners who have been given limited 
opportunities to read and write or, who have not been given instruction in 
revision, might not be as skilled as those learners who have been given these 
opportunities (Barkoui 2007). Motivation and affect are also recognized as 
important influential factors in the process of writing highlighted in the up-
dated L1 writing model of Flower and Hayes (1981) proposed by Hayes 
(1996). Contextual factors such as time constraints, mode of writing and task 
difficulty and task type also affect FL learners’ revision practices (Barkoui 
2007).  

Another factor that might not be considered to the extent it should is how 
FL learners’ reading ability affects their revision practices. Reading plays a 
part when addressing written feedback that is directed at global issues of 
content, organization and the generation of ideas. The updated L1 model 
proposed by Hayes (1996) also gives further insights into the cognitive pro-
cesses involved when reading. Hayes’ model (1996) highlights three types of 
reading: reading to evaluate, reading source texts and reading instructions. 
These types of reading are considered to be important in the process of writ-
ing. The first type of reading, reading to evaluate, is particularly relevant to 
consider for this study because FL writers need to address issues provided by 
the teacher’s feedback on both global and local issues when they write.  

Reading to evaluate or to revise written text, is reading critically with the 
aim of detecting not only problems in the text, but also detecting what is in 
need of improvement. Hayes (1996) explains that due to the many cognitive 
processes involved when reading to evaluate such as decoding words, apply-
ing semantic knowledge and applying grammar knowledge, this process can 
be difficult. Even though written feedback is explicit and directed at per-
ceived problems in the text, comments such as ‘try to connect your ideas 
better’ or ‘your text lacks coherence’ require pupils to revise, detect and 
decide what needs to be improved. Hayes (1996) provides two common rea-
sons why weaker writers fail to revise on the level of organization and in-
stead focus on corrections at sentence level. The first is poor reading skills 
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that hinder the detection of any problem or inconsistencies in the text. The 
second is inadequate working memory, which does not let learners attend to 
problems on different levels at the same time. Although Hayes’ (1996) mod-
el is based on L1 writers it provides insights into difficulties that FL writers 
may experience when trying to address feedback that requires for example 
the re-organization of ideas in a text because of the additional demands on 
working memory that FL learners have. The working memory demands may 
also explain why it is easier for FL writers to attend to for example spelling 
mistakes instead of attending to global issues. 

2.2 FL writing instruction 
The teaching of writing in a FL has been influenced by different approaches 
and theories. According to Grabe and Stoller (2009), writing was viewed 
until the early 1970s as a “linguistically driven skill that could be learned by 
means of standard writing activities” (Grabe & Stoller 2009:440). Writing 
involved single-draft texts and helped FL writers “with practice in patterns 
of discourse organization and opportunities to correct surface errors” (Grabe 
& Stoller 2009:441). This view of writing as a product, was challenged in 
the late 1970s by researchers who thought that writing could be better under-
stood if the cognitive processes involved in writing were identified. Process-
based approaches have also had an impact in the Swedish context during the 
1980s as a result of the Bay Area Writing Project (Dragemark Oscarsson 
2009). For the present study it is therefore relevant to highlight cognitive 
models of the writing process such as the models proposed by Flower and 
Hayes (1981), Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) and Wang and Wen (2002) 
because they can provide insights into how some FL learners write. Howev-
er, this section also includes genre approaches because of the influence they 
have in the Swedish context. 

2.2.1 Process approaches 
The insight that writing is not a linear process but a recursive one is put for-
ward in the writing model proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981). Based on 
analysis of writers’ think-aloud protocols Flower and Hayes showed that 
three main processes are involved in writing: planning, translation and re-
viewing. Planning involves formulating goals and consequently generating 
and organizing ideas to fulfil those goals. Translation involves translating 
ideas into writing. Reviewing involves reading through the text and editing 
the text to better align the text with the formulated goals. This model has 
influenced writing pedagogy resulting in what are called process approaches 
to writing. Although there are different views on the stages that writers ideal-
ly go through when producing texts, process approaches try to mirror the 
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recursiveness of writing and embody the writing process in four stages: pre-
writing, composing/drafting, revising and editing (Badger & White 2000). 
Prewriting activities could involve for example brainstorming on the writing 
topic. In the next stage of composing/drafting, ideas from the brainstorming 
stage would be selected and structured, resulting in a first draft. Revision of 
the draft would be the subsequent stage and finally editing would be the last 
stage where learners proof-read their text and make final touches to their 
text.  

In process approaches writing is regarded as an individual problem solv-
ing cognitive activity, and linguistic knowledge such as knowledge about 
text structure or grammar is not emphasized. In a FL writing environment 
this might be somewhat problematic since, as noted above (cf. 2.1), learners 
need to have reached a certain level of language proficiency before being 
able to express meaning. However, it is important to bear in mind that the 
model proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981) is based on L1 writing and not 
FL writing, which can explain why linguistic knowledge is not stressed.  

Bereiter and Scardamalia’s model (1987) addresses the difference be-
tween the type of writing that does not require any greater amount of plan-
ning and goal setting and writing that involves more effort and skill and 
therefore requires a great deal of practice. The writing of most novice writers 
falls into the first category of knowledge telling which can be described as a 
process where one writes down one’s thoughts as they occur. The second 
category is referred to as knowledge transformation. This process starts with 
problem analysis and goal setting and then leads through the potential prob-
lems at a content and rhetorical level. The problem solving activity in con-
tent can lead to a problem at the rhetorical level and vice versa. The devel-
opment of knowledge and the development of text occur in interaction 
(Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987). If we relate this model to teachers working 
with pupils’ writing in the classroom, teachers would want to make pupils go 
from the category of knowledge telling to knowledge transformation. How-
ever, Bereiter and Scardemalia (1987) do not explain how the transition be-
tween knowledge telling and knowledge transformation is made (Weigle 
2002) and might be a reason why teachers try to implement process-based 
approaches to writing. 

Most models of the writing process are based on L1 writing and do not 
take linguistic knowledge into account. As argued above, this is an important 
factor for FL. A model that draws on the model by Flower and Hayes (1981) 
but that includes linguistic knowledge is the model proposed by Wang and 
Wen (2002). Like the model of Flower and Hayes (1981), Wang and Wen’s 
model (2002) includes the task environment, the composing processor and 
the writer’s long term memory but it differs in the composing processor and 
a component in the writer’s long term memory. In the part of the composing 
processor Flower and Hayes (1981) have three operational processes: plan-
ning, translating and revising but Wang and Wen (2002) have five: task-
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examining, idea-generating, idea-organizing, text-generating and process-
controlling. As can be seen in figure 1, the arrows show that the activities are 
connected and that there is no order in which these activities are sequenced. 
The composing processor also illustrates - by the use of squares for L2, 
elongated rectangles for L2-dominant and ellipses for L1 - which language is 
more involved in the different activities. This is an important contribution to 
understanding FL learners’ writing process. In the last part of the model, the 
writer’s long-term memory, the added component of linguistic knowledge, 
shows that this component is L2 dominant. The other two components, 
world knowledge and rhetorical knowledge, are L1 dominant. However, the 
model fails to describe the L2 linguistic knowledge component and conse-
quently it does not forward the understanding of how L2 linguistic 
knowledge is used and learned. Regarding the linguistic component help 
might be found in the field of language assessment, which will be described 
in section 2.3. 

Figure 1: A descriptive model of the L2 composing process (Wang & Wen 
2002:242) 

 

2.2.2 Interactionist approaches 
Although the interactionist approach has its origins in oral language the 
study of written language has also been researched from this perspective and 
influenced FL writing instruction. The concepts central to this approach 
namely, input, output, feedback and attention (Gass & Mackey 2006) can 
also be translated into the field of FL writing instruction. The Noticing Hy-



15 

pothesis proposed by Schmidt (1990) assumes that only features that are 
consciously noticed in input can result in intake (cf. 3.2.1). However Van 
Patten (1989) noted that language learners have difficulties in being attentive 
to all the features in the input and therefore some kind of selective attention 
takes place resulting in that some features go by unnoticed by learners. Ac-
cording to VanPatten (1989) learners focus their attention on features in the 
input that are salient and meaningful and therefore Van Patten (1989) argued 
that drawing FL learners’ attention to formal features of the target language 
can be beneficial. Around the same time Swain (1985) proposed that lan-
guage learners must have the opportunity to produce output, in other words 
opportunities to speak and write the language being learnt. In the Output 
Hypothesis Swain (1985) proposed that producing output plays an important 
role in FL learning for the following reasons. First, producing output gives 
learners the opportunity to produce language. This idea was a reaction to 
Krashen (1982), who claimed that it was not necessary for learners to pro-
duce language in order to acquire language. Krashen (1982) claimed that 
only comprehensible input was needed in order for acquisition to take place. 
Second, it allows learners to test hypotheses about the language. Third, it 
makes learners focus on the structure of the language. Fourth, it helps learn-
ers to notice ‘gaps’ in their interlanguage or, in other words, the language 
that learners are developing. As a result of the arguments put forward by 
Schmidt (1990), VanPatten (1989) and Long (1991, 1996) forms of instruc-
tion that promoted attention to form became of interest for both researchers 
and practitioners. Two of these concepts, task-based learning and focus-on-
form instruction have also become important concepts for the field of FL 
writing.  

Task-based learning is an approach within communicative language 
teaching that emphasizes the importance of input that is meaningful, of FL 
production in context and of feedback on learners’ efforts. Drawing learners’ 
attention to ‘gaps’ in their interlanguage is something that is emphasized in 
task-based learning and which Long (1991) has described as focus on form. 
The possibility inherent in focusing on form, of which written feedback can 
be seen as a manifestation, might explain its use across different approaches 
to FL writing instruction such as process approaches (cf. 2.2.1), interaction-
ist approaches and genre approaches (cf. 2.2.3) which will be presented in 
the next section.  

2.2.3 Genre approaches  
The concern with different types of text is developed in genre approaches. 
Though genre approaches are an outcome of communicative approaches to 
language teaching that emerged in the 1970s they are also a response to pro-
cess approaches to writing. While process approaches view writing as an 
individual cognitive activity, genre approaches view writing as a social ac-
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tivity where individuals write with a purpose to achieve certain goals. Within 
genre approaches, the aim of writing instruction is to teach FL learners how 
to write different types of texts for different purposes (K. Hyland 2007) and 
this is done by identifying and analyzing text features. The assumption un-
derlying genre approaches is that members of a community can identify for 
example a letter, because they have seen and read letters before. Letters 
share some typical text features that most people recognize. 

In more precise terms, we possess a schema of prior knowledge which we 
share with others and can bring to the situations in which we read and write to 
express ourselves efficiently and effectively. (K. Hyland 2007:149) 

 
According to Ken Hyland (2007), genre-based teaching is guided by a num-
ber of principles. Firstly, writing is a social activity where teachers and peers 
play an important supportive role when writing. It is not merely an individu-
al cognitive activity. Writing has a purpose, a context, and an intended audi-
ence. Secondly, writing is needs-oriented. In other words, learners’ needs, 
prior learning and current proficiency are taken into account. Taking into 
account what kind of texts learners need to be able to write according to the 
curriculum is therefore also important. Thirdly, for learners to learn more 
effectively they have to understand what is to be learned, why it is being 
learned, and what is expected of them. Finally, by showing learners how 
texts are grammatically patterned and exploring how grammar and vocabu-
lary come together to create meanings learners will hopefully understand 
how language works. While exploring language, learners might also acquire 
language to talk about language (K. Hyland 2007). 

As K. Hyland (2007) notes, two influential genre-orientations in FL class-
rooms are Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) and English for Specific 
Purposes (ESP). In SFL genres are characterized by broad rhetorical patterns 
such as narratives, recounts, arguments, and expositions. ESP differs from 
SFL in the way that genres are seen as owned by the members of a commu-
nity as in SFL or the group that use them as in ESP, thus stressing the situa-
tional aspect of genres. In spite of the difference in conceptualization of gen-
res, both SFL and ESP recognize the importance of seeing texts as being 
similar or different. An important element in enabling the achievement of 
literacy in a FL lies in writing and responding to learners’ texts in an appro-
priate way (K. Hyland 2007).  

In the next section (2.3) the literature review will move into the field of 
assessment where a broad view on language assessment will help to define 
language ability and highlight general issues of concern in relation to writing 
assessment for both summative and formative purposes. 



17 

2.3 Assessing FL writing  
Traditionally language ability has been considered to consist of four skills: 
listening, reading, speaking and writing with subcomponents such as i.e. 
vocabulary and grammar (Lado 1961; Carroll 1961). This model of language 
ability has influenced language teachers and consequently also language 
instruction and language assessment. However, the limitation of the four 
skills model lies in not considering the activity, or the language knowledge 
that is needed to achieve certain communicative goals. Another limitation of 
the four skills model is that it does not address the fact that language is real-
ized when performing tasks that are specific and situated. For example, to 
write a letter to a friend is not the same as writing a letter to convince the 
president of the U.S.A. to make changes in the health program.  

Instead of viewing writing as an abstract skill Bachman and Palmer 
(2010) consider it more useful to identify a specific language use task in-
volving the activity of writing and to describe the activity’s task characteris-
tics and the language ability needed to carry out that task. For this reason 
Bachman and Palmer (2010) present a framework for describing language 
ability. The framework describes two components involved in using lan-
guage communicatively. The first one is language competence or language 
knowledge, and the second one is strategic competence. Language 
knowledge is the information available to language learners in their memory, 
which is used to create and interpret ”discourse in language use.” (Bachman 
& Palmer 2010:44). Using Bachman and Palmer’s framework might give a 
clearer picture of the FL linguistic knowledge component in Wang and 
Wen’s model (cf. 2.2.1). As figure 2 shows, language knowledge is divided 
into two categories: organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledge. 
Organizational knowledge is composed of the ability to use the formal as-
pects of language and is comprised of grammatical knowledge and textual 
knowledge. Grammatical knowledge includes knowledge of vocabulary, 
syntax and phonology/graphology. Textual knowledge includes knowledge 
of cohesion or how to combine sentences or utterances, and rhetorical and 
conversational organisation, how to write different types of text such as nar-
ratives and descriptions or how to initiate, maintain and close written or spo-
ken communications. The other part of language knowledge is the ability to 
create and interpret discourse referred to as pragmatic knowledge. Pragmatic 
knowledge includes functional knowledge and sociolinguistic knowledge. 
Functional knowledge is the ability to express and to interpret language ac-
cording to the intentions of the language user. Sociolinguistic knowledge 
involves the appropriate use of language in particular contexts where lan-
guage is used. 
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Figure 2: A framework for understanding language ability (Bachman & 
Palmer 2010)  

 
 
The strength of Bachman and Palmer’s framework is the broad view it offers 
of language ability. Although the framework describes language ability in 
general terms and is intended to be used in the design and the development 
of language assessments it also helps to clarify what linguistic knowledge is 
also in relation to writing. The teacher written feedback in this study has 
been categorized according to a modified typology of CF, but the typology is 
mainly concerned with the form in which the feedback is provided. Bachman 
and Palmer’s framework (2010) allows insights into what components of 
language knowledge the written feedback is directed at, which can also af-
fect pupil’s use and understanding. 

In order to support and enhance learning, language teachers working in a 
classroom environment will be concerned with certain issues in relation to 
language assessment regardless of whether the purpose is summative or 
formative (cf. 2.4) (Weigle 2002). The first issue of concern would be con-
struct validity, that is, making sure the writing assignments reflect the goals 
stated in the curriculum or in the syllabus. Teachers will also be interested in 
aligning their writing assignments to the needs of the learners outside of the 
classroom and thus trying to achieve authenticity. Yet another issue of con-
cern will be how to involve learners in the process of writing to achieve in-
teractivity. Interactivity can be achieved by engaging learners in pre-writing 
activities such as reading source texts or engaging pupils in discussions 
about the writing topic. These activities might allow for more interactivity 
and more likely represent the authenticity of the writing process outside of 
the classroom. Classroom teachers would further want to see some kind of 
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evidence in learners’ text that instruction has had results. If instruction has 
focused on the writing of argumentative texts, teachers would want to see 
organizational features characteristic of argumentative texts such as an intro-
duction stating an initial argument, for and against arguments and a conclud-
ing statement, in learners’ texts. Assessment for formative purposes will 
have an additional concern namely intentionality (Stobart 2012). For exam-
ple, if the purpose of assessment is to stimulate further learning then teachers 
would be concerned with whether this purpose is met or not. Messick (1996) 
has called this “the consequential basis of validity” (Messick 1996:20). Sto-
bart (2012) explains that outside contextual factors such as the status and 
role of education within a society, national testing and the curriculum and 
inside contextual factors such as the classroom climate can either support or 
militate against opportunities for assessments to achieve their purposes. 
However, there are also other factors such as the decisions made from the 
assessment information that can undermine validity whether the purpose of 
assessment is summative or formative. 

Crooks et al. (1996) propose a model that can be used in the validation 
and planning of assessment. The model is made up of eight links, as seen in 
figure 3, and threats against validity can be found in each link. For example, 
in the administration link validity can be undermined if learners do not re-
ceive appropriate help with the assessment task. In the scoring link a threat 
could be the undue emphasis on particular assessment criteria instead of 
considering all the criteria to the same extent. In the aggregation link inap-
propriate weights between performance aspects could become a threat. In the 
link of generalization a threat could arise if the sample used in assessment is 
too limited. In the fifth link of extrapolation a threat can arise if the assessor 
fails to assess important aspects that are relevant for the assessed task. A 
threat to validity in the sixth link could also arise if the assessor is influenced 
by a previous performance or by a performance in other subjects not related 
to the ability that is being assessed. The seventh link of decision involve the 
actions that will be taken as a result of the information provided by the as-
sessment and a ‘good’ decision will be based on the information that has 
been provided. The eighth and final link in the model is the impact link and 
highlights the effect that assessment has on the persons involved in an as-
sessment process. It is important to consider the impact since there is evi-
dence that both high stakes/large scale-assessment and low stakes/classroom 
assessment have major effects on the participants involved in the assessment 
process. Crooks et al. (1996) identify two threats to validity in the impact 
link. The first threat is that no positive consequences are achieved as a result 
of assessment, neither for learners nor for other stakeholders. The second 
threat is that negative consequences arise from the assessment process. In the 
case of assessment for formative purposes consequences could arise from 
feedback and have an impact on motivation, self-efficacy and anxiety in a 



20 

negative way, as well as excluding learners from ”further learning opportuni-
ties.” (Crooks et al. 1996:279). 

Figure 3: A model of educational assessmet for use in the validation and 
planning of assessments. (Crooks et al. 1996:268)  

  
 

In the next section assessment used for formative purposes will be described 
since feedback is regarded as a key element for this assessment purpose. 

2.4 Feedback: a key element in formative assessment 
Formative evaluation was the first term leading to the exploration and devel-
opment of the broader conceptualization of today’s notion of formative as-
sessment. The term was coined in 1967 by Michael Scriven (Cizek 2010), in 
the context of trying to make school programs and curricula more effective. 
A couple of years later Bloom et al. (1971) furthered the distinction between 
formative and summative evaluation. Bloom’s definition of formative evalu-
ation was thereby extended from Scriven’s program evaluation context to 
include also, assessment of learning and individual learners (Cizek 2010). 

Sadler (1989) tried to further another distinction. Sadler did this by first 
defining the concept of assessment and then by making a distinction between 
the use and purpose of assessment. According to Sadler assessment is the 
concept used for “any appraisal (or judgement, or evaluation) of a student’s 
work or performance.” (Sadler 1989:120). Formative assessment is used 
with the purpose of helping learners improve their work or performance 
while summative assessment is used with the purpose of summarizing “the 
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achievement status of a student at the end of a course and especially for pur-
poses of certification.” (Sadler 1989:120).  

The research review conducted by Black and Wiliam (1998) brought back 
attention to the use of assessment for formative purposes. Later, in collabora-
tion with teachers, five main types of activities were identified in classrooms 
as potentially effective for learners’ achievement gains (Black et al. 2003): 

 
• Sharing success criteria with learners 
• Classroom questioning 
• Comment-only marking 
• Peer- and self-assessment 
• Formative use of summative test 

 
As a consequence of the identification of these five activities the role of the 
teacher became salient especially in the last of these activities since the 
teacher plays an important role in gathering information about how learners 
perform in class and in using that information to modify teaching with the 
aim of improving pupils’ learning. However, how these activities are con-
nected to the central idea of formative assessment is not clearly articulated. 
Therefore Wiliam and Thomson (2007) tried to make the connection clearer 
and specified the following steps: 
 

• Establishing where the learners are in their learning. 
• Establishing where they are going  
• Establishing what needs to be done to get the pupils there  

 
Embedded in Sadler’s distinction between summative and formative assess-
ment and in the three steps proposed by Wiliam and Thomson (2007) is a 
key element in formative assessment namely feedback. This notion will be 
described in the next section. 

2.4.1 The notion of feedback 
According to Sadler (1989), feedback is usually defined in terms of its in-
formational content and highlights the knowledge and skills that teachers 
need in communicating this information successfully to learners. To com-
municate information successfully Sadler (1989) explains that teachers need 
to have knowledge about the skills that learners have to develop and need to 
be able to recognize a good piece of work when they see it. Moreover, they 
need to describe what sets a good piece of work apart from a not so good 
piece of work and communicate to learners how improvements can be made. 
However, feedback can also include the effect or the change involved as can 
be seen in Ramaprasad’s (1983) definition: 
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Feedback is information about the gap between the actual level and the refer-
ence level of a system parameter which is used to alter the gap in some way. 
(Ramaprasad 1983:4).  

 
Ramprasad’s (1983) definition of feedback in an educational setting conse-
quently implies that information about what the learner has achieved (the 
actual level) in relation to what the learner is supposed to achieve (the refer-
ence level) needs to be used to minimize the gap between the two levels. 
Using Ramprasad’s (1983) definition as a point of departure Sadler (1989) 
expands the notion of feedback by including the concept of self-monitoring. 
By doing so he also highlights what is needed by the learner to understand 
and consequently use feedback: 

[The] learner has to (a) possess a concept of the standard (or goal, or reference 
level) being aimed for, (b) compare the actual (or current) level of perfor-
mance with the standard, and (c) engage in appropriate action which leads to 
some closure of the gap. (Sadler 1989:121) 

 
For learners to gain possession of the standard being aimed for, Sadler 
(1989) suggests that teachers should specify standards through exemplars 
and use descriptive statements or a combination of both. Sadler (1989) de-
scribes exemplars as concrete examples of pieces of work that can be used to 
illustrate, for example, what sets apart a high quality text from a low quality 
text. Descriptive statements aim at describing, for example, what qualities 
are present or absent in a piece of work. Although the suggestions proposed 
by Sadler (1989) are not a part of the feedback process, engaging pupils in 
these activities can be beneficial to the understanding and use of feedback 
provided by teachers to individual learners. The demonstration of exemplars 
has been an issue of concern for teachers since it can lead to students copy-
ing the exemplars and stifling originality. To address this concern Sadler 
(1989) argues for presenting several exemplars, as opposed to a single one, 
thus making learners understand that quality can be expressed in several 
ways. The presentation of several exemplars also helps learners to gain ac-
cess to a range of standards making the diminishing of the performance gap 
possible for the learners.  

2.4.2 The potential of feedback  
The idea that feedback has the potential to affect learning and motivation has 
caused feedback to be regarded as a powerful tool (Hattie & Timperley 
2007). As the quote below illustrates feedback involves an emotional aspect 
that also needs to be considered. 
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Feedback does not operate in a vacuum, even task-based feedback still in-
volves strong emotional and motivational reactions. These have to be taken 
into account if feedback is to help move learning forward. (Stobart 2012:241) 

 
Rowe (2011) investigated students’ perceptions of feedback at Australian 
universities with the aim of understanding why students were dissatisfied 
with the feedback they received from their tutors. A government report, prior 
to Rowe’s investigation, showed that most university students experienced 
teachers as not showing a personal interest in their progress and that students 
wanted a higher degree of personal involvement from their tutors. Rowe 
(2011) sought to investigate this issue further by using a student feedback 
questionnaire and found that the majority of responses expressed the value of 
feedback for learning purposes but many responses also expressed the per-
sonal and emotional functions of feedback. According to the students’ re-
sponses good feedback can encourage, reduce anxiety and reassure students 
that they are on the right path in their learning process. Respect and caring 
were also two important personal dimensions in the function of feedback 
forwarded by the students (Rowe 2011). The study by Rowe highlights an 
important dimension that needs to be considered in the provision of feed-
back, the personal dimension. Though the study by Rowe focused on univer-
sity students it could be suggested that many, but not all, lower secondary 
pupils also value the personal and emotional function of feedback. In lower 
secondary schools in Sweden most pupils have subject teachers and most 
pupils have up to sixteen different subjects on their schedule. To establish, 
develop and maintain a personal relationship with every teacher, from pu-
pils’ perspective, can thus be quite hard. In the same way teachers, teaching 
different groups with up to thirty pupils in each group, struggle with giving 
each pupil attention and showing interest in their work.  

However, the potential of feedback is not always regarded only in posi-
tive terms. The Common European Framework of References for Languages 
(CEFR) highlights that feedback has a potential weakness because it is the 
learner who has to understand and use the feedback in order for it to function 
and therefore feedback can also be a potential weakness of approaches that 
use assessment for formative purposes to improve learning.  

The strength of formative assessment is that it aims to improve learning. The 
weakness of formative assessment is inherent in the metaphor of feedback. 
Feedback only works if the recipient is in a position (a) to notice, i.e. is atten-
tive, motivated and familiar with the form in which the information is coming, 
(b) to receive, i.e. is not swamped with information, has a way of recording, 
organising and personalising it; (c) to interpret, i.e. has sufficient 
pre-knowledge and awareness to understand the point at issue, and not to take 
counterproductive action and (d) to integrate the information, i.e. has the time, 
orientation and relevant resources to reflect on, integrate and so remember the 
new information. This implies self-direction, which implies training towards 
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self-direction, monitoring one’s own learning, and developing ways of acting 
on feedback. (Council of Europe/Skolverket 2009:186) 

 
The quote gives insights into the complexity involved in actually making 
feedback work. First, learners have to be familiar with how the teacher pro-
vides feedback so that they can direct their attention towards it. Learners also 
have to feel motivated to use it but, since it is difficult to understand what 
motivates learners, it is hard to influence this factor. Second, feedback has to 
be manageable. In other words learners have to be provided with a reasona-
ble amount of information or a reasonable number of points to address. 
Third, learners must understand what the information is directed at, which 
requires learners to know something about the issues addressed. If learners 
do not have the knowledge to understand what they need to do, the most 
likely scenario is that they will avoid the feedback by not using it all. Fourth, 
learners must have the time to go through the information provided in the 
feedback and the time to think about the issues so that they will remember 
the issues that have been raised in the next situation. The quote also provides 
insights into what problems pupils face in the understanding and use of 
teacher written feedback, which are the core questions of the present study. 
Therefore in the next section the role of the learner in the feedback process 
will be further highlighted. 

2.5 The role of the learner in the feedback process 
The responsibility of the learner was put forward in Sadler’s (1989) defini-
tion (cf. 2.4.1). However, Sadler’s definition does not really enhance our 
understanding of how learners gain possession of standards. Although Sadler 
proposes the showing of exemplars and descriptive statement, the responsi-
bility rests yet again mainly with the teacher. What constitutes high or low 
quality in a piece of work is thus dependent on the teachers’ knowledge and 
the teachers’ ability to share this knowledge. How learners come to share the 
understanding of quality is still not explained, nor are the processes involved 
in understanding, or the skills required for learners to gain understanding of 
quality. Sadler’s definition needs to be complemented with the skills that are 
required from learners to assess their performance and to compare that per-
formance with another performance.  

For learners to be able to compare their performance with standards or 
another performance, they need to have the ability to self-assess. The as-
sumption underlying self-assessment is the importance of the learner’s active 
engagement in all the phases of the language learning process (Oscarsson 
1997). This position, advocated by cognitive and constructionist approaches 
to learning, highlights the pivotal role that learners have in the feedback 
process and consequently in the process of learning. Learners’ reflection on 
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and construction of already acquired concepts plays an important part in 
building new knowledge (Gipps 1994). In the field of second and FL learn-
ing it has been assumed that “most learners of a language have a certain ca-
pacity for determining their own language ability” (Oscarsson 1997:176). 
However this capacity needs to be supported by some sort of measuring 
standard, such as scaled descriptions of performance and by self-assessment 
training. Moreover, affective factors have also shown to play a part in self-
perceived competence in a language. Underestimation of language ability 
seems to be frequent for anxious learners as well as for female learners (Os-
carsson 1997). 

Learners’ engagement in taking appropriate action and thus affecting 
learner outcome, might also be attributed to learner options (Stobart 2012). 
Even if teachers follow feedback recommendations and provide feedback 
that is informative, directed at the appropriate level and focused on task it 
may not automatically lead to learners taking the appropriate action. Stobart 
(2012) illustrates these learner options by seeing feedback as a “gift from the 
teacher” (Stobart 2012:241). The gift-metaphor makes it clear that learners 
have a range of options and actions when unwrapping this gift. Stobart 
(2012) points out that pupils can negotiate, accept and use feedback to try to 
improve their work, or they can change or reject it (Stobart 2012:241). The 
options Stobart presents are interesting because they highlight the diversity 
of options that can be involved in the use of feedback.  

However, Stobart does not describe these options further and leaves their 
interpretation open. They could be interpreted as follows. Negotiation, for 
instance, might involve the negotiation between the teacher and the pupil 
about the information in the feedback and what needs to be addressed or 
negotiation could involve the learners’ own negotiation in deciding if feed-
back is worth using or not, a decision that might be affected by other factors. 
For example, if the provided feedback will improve a learners’ performance 
to the extent that it will change the grade, a learner might decide to use it. 
Negotiation might also entail the process involved in interpreting and under-
standing the feedback provided. Accepting could involve agreeing with the 
teacher’s feedback, because the feedback makes sense to the learner. How-
ever, the option of accepting could also be a result of highly valuing the ex-
pertise of the teacher without understanding on the part of the learner. The 
learner could also accept the feedback ‘because the teacher said so’ although 
the learner does not really agree with the feedback. Changing the feedback 
might entail misinterpretation of the feedback from the learner but might 
also be an active choice from the teacher to modify feedback to better 
achieve learning intentions. Finally, the last option of rejecting feedback 
could be a result of disagreement, devaluing the feedback, or disappoint-
ment, just to mention a few. Apparently, there seems to be a gap when it 
comes to defining the learner options involved in the feedback process. An 
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interesting task for further research would be to interpret and develop the 
terms of negotiating, accepting, using, changing and rejecting. 

From the literature review of the field of assessment a broad view of lan-
guage and writing assessment has been provided and language ability has 
been described. The differences between the purposes of assessment have 
been accounted for and an attempt has been made to exemplify the notion of 
feedback. Moreover the assessment literature has provided insights and 
raised issues in relation to the role of the learner in the feedback process. The 
focus of the last section in the review chapter will be feedback in FL writing.  

2.6 Feedback in FL writing 
The different approaches and theories that have influenced FL writing (cf. 
2.2) have also influenced FL teachers’ feedback practices. For example, the 
introduction of process approaches (cf. 2.2.1) changed the focus of attention 
and the role of feedback (Hyland & Hyland 2006). To help students during 
the writing process, teachers started to give feedback and suggestions on 
how to do draft revision. Interactionist theories (cf. 2.2.2) influenced writing 
instruction by stressing the dialogic nature of writing and highlighting the 
importance of a real reader and reader response. The influence of interac-
tionist theories encouraged teachers to make use of multiple feedback 
sources and peer-feedback. The introduction of genre-oriented approaches 
(cf. 2.2.3) in FL writing also influenced teachers’ feedback practices. Feed-
back became a means for pupils to make rhetorical choices which give them 
access to new literacy skills, both academic and professional ones. Due to 
these influences teachers’ feedback practices may be quite different.  

2.6.1 Teachers’ feedback practices 
The messages conveyed to learners through teacher comments and the com-
ments learners choose to use or ignore in the revision process were re-
searched by Nancy Sommers (1982). She studied the commenting styles of 
35 teachers at two American universities on students’ first and second drafts 
and conducted interviews with both teachers and their students. Even if the 
research is not up to date and the context of the study is very different to that 
of the present study, the research findings inform this study. Findings 
showed that when teachers comment on learners’ texts, learners often focus 
attention on the teachers’ purpose in commenting and not their own purpose 
in writing a particular text. In other words learners comply to a great extent 
with the teacher’s purpose. Also comments were directed at editing and de-
veloping at the same time which students found contradictory and confusing. 
Another finding reported was that learners did not know what comments 
were the most important to address. No ‘scale of importance’ was provided 



27 

and the way the comments were written made this even harder. Another 
finding was that even if all teacher comments were addressed in a draft it did 
not automatically lead to text improvement. Thus the effort involved on the 
part of the pupil and the teacher led to no evident improvement, resulting in 
frustration from both parties. Sommers (1982) found that a lot of teacher 
comments were expressed in the same way regardless of the particular text 
and consequently learners also found these comments vague and hard to 
address. The non-specificness of teachers’ comment to pupils’ texts was also 
something that Lee (2007) found. 

Lee (2007) investigated the feedback practices of 26 lower-secondary 
English teachers in Hong Kong and findings showed that almost all the 
feedback points provided by teachers focused on form. There were only a 
few feedback points on content and even fewer on organization. Lee (2007) 
also identified three types of feedback that the teachers used to different 
extents. The majority of errors received direct feedback, in other words the 
teachers corrected most of the errors. The teachers also used correction sym-
bols such as ‘vb’ for ‘verb form’ to make explicit what type of error had 
been made. The least frequent type of feedback that the teachers used was 
locating the error by either underlining or circling it. Lee (2007) suggests 
that the reason for the high use of direct feedback by teachers might be relat-
ed to contextual factors outside the classroom. Hong Kong teachers are pres-
sured by the demands of the schools they work at. In some schools teachers 
are required to give direct feedback and to correct comprehensively, in other 
words all the errors, to meet the standards on accuracy in the end-of-year 
exams. Also learners and their parents expect teachers to correct using direct 
feedback, making it hard for teachers to use other types of feedback. Worth 
noticing is that none of the teachers in Lee’s study used task-based criteria 
when assessing students’ writing, making it hard for the students to under-
stand how their writing performance relates to the specific writing task at 
hand. Another issue that Lee (2007) raises and that can become problematic 
is that teachers may focus feedback on form and not on content and organi-
zation, but nevertheless assess content and organization as well as form. 

2.6.2 Pupils’ use and understanding of feedback 
Since Truscott’s (1996) article about the potential harmfulness of error cor-
rection in writing, substantial research has focused on investigating what 
factors affect the efficacy or inefficacy of corrective feedback (henceforth 
CF). Factors such as: the type of feedback, the amount of feedback, the 
mode of feedback and the source of feedback have been explored, as well as 
learner proficiency level, learners’ attitudes towards feedback, learners’ apti-
tude, motivation, and anxiety, learner noticing and interpretation of feedback 
and learners’ age. Although a considerable proportion of CF studies have 
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examined the effects on oral production, research on written production has 
also been conducted.  
 Russell & Spada (2006) conducted a meta-analysis of research that “ex-
amined the relationship between CF and the development of L2 grammatical 
accuracy.” (Russell & Spada 2006:134). Out of the fifty-six studies in the 
meta-analysis twenty-two focused on written errors. The most frequently 
investigated written CF type was the indication of the location of the errors, 
followed by the provision of direct correction and then the coding of error 
types. The findings suggest, although the studies involved in the meta-
analysis are few, that CF is effective for increasing grammatical accuracy. 

One study examining the efficacy of CF on written production is Chan-
dlers’ (2003). Over 10 weeks two groups of high intermediate East Asian 
college students, an experimental group and a control group, were compared. 
In the experimental group the participants had to correct their errors. Errors 
in the participants’ drafts were underlined and the marking of errors was 
done comprehensively. In other words different types of errors such as 
spelling, verb tense, idioms and punctuation just to mention a few, were 
underlined as opposed to marking selectively, where one type of error is 
focused such as for example spelling. Findings showed that the experimental 
group with students who were required to correct their errors improved sig-
nificantly more in terms of accuracy (correctness in English), compared to 
the control group of students who were not required to correct their errors 
(Chandler 2003). This suggests that drawing learners’ attention to a ‘gap’ 
and making learners correct their errors increases, in this case, accuracy in 
subsequent writing. Accuracy increases even though it means, as in the study 
of Chandler, merely making learners rewrite their text and copying the 
teacher’s corrections. The results of Chandler’s study also showed a signifi-
cant increase in fluency (minutes per 100 words) for both groups during this 
period, maybe due to the fact that they actually wrote a lot.  

Informed by the results from the first study Chandler (2003) set out to in-
vestigate the effectiveness of four types of teacher feedback as seen in the 
table below: 

Table 1: Four types of feedback (Chandler 2003) 
Type of feedback Example 
Correction I have a bycykle. [bicycle] 
Underlining with Description I have a bycykle. [spelling] 
Description of type only I have a bycykle. [spelling] 
Underlining I have a bycykle. 

Findings from the second study showed that not all of the feedback types had 
the same effect in increasing accuracy. The most effective type of feedback 
for short-term accuracy improvements was correction followed by underlin-
ing with description. The reason for this might be found in the high degree of 
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explicitness involved in both types of feedback. Chandler (2003) suggests 
that correction by the teacher might also be useful for learners who are be-
ginning to learn a new language and who need that initial kind of revision 
support. Correction by the teacher was also the type of feedback that the 
students in Chandler’s study preferred (2003). The reason why learners pre-
fer this type of feedback could either be because it does not require much 
effort from the part of the learner, or that it might not be that cognitively 
demanding. A feedback type, like the underlining of the error only, could be 
more cognitively demanding and challenging for learners, and in fact two 
feedback types that Chandler (2003) did not find to be effective for increas-
ing short-term accuracy were underlining and description of type only. How-
ever, what kind of effectiveness do these types of feedback have? 
 Sheen (2007) compared the effectiveness of two types of written correc-
tive feedback, direct CF (correction by the teacher) and metalinguistic feed-
back (cue to the nature of the error) on the acquisition of English articles. 
Findings showed that the latter was more effective in the long-term. Shintani 
and R. Ellis (2013) also compared the effect of direct CF and metalinguistic 
explanation on the accuracy of use in a revised text and in a new piece of 
writing, but of a specific target feature: the English indefinite article. In addi-
tion, they also examined if the types of feedback had an effect on learners’ 
explicit and implicit knowledge. The findings showed no effect for direct CF 
on the acquisition of learners’ explicit or implicit knowledge of the target 
feature. Neither was there any effect of direct CF on accuracy in the revised 
version of the text. In comparison, metaliguistic explanation was found to 
improve learners’ explicit knowledge of the target feature and they were able 
to use this knowledge when revising. Metalinguistic explanation was also 
found to improve learners’ accuracy in a new piece of writing. However, 
neither direct CF nor metalinguistic explanation was found to have any ef-
fect on learners’ implicit knowledge. The study by Van Beuningen, De Jong 
and Kuiken (2012) investigated the effect of direct and indirect comprehen-
sive CF on the written accuracy of second language learners of Dutch. 
Moreover, the study set out to explore CF as a tool for revision. The results 
of the study showed that the group of learners who received direct and indi-
rect comprehensive CF improved in accuracy compared to the group who 
self-edited without CF and the group who practiced writing without receiv-
ing CF. The increase in accuracy was not only found during revision but also 
in subsequent writing. The most beneficial CF type for increasing gains in 
grammatical accuracy was found to be direct CF and indirect CF was found 
to be most beneficial for non-grammatical gains in accuracy. 

Fiona Hyland (1998) investigated the reactions to and the uses of teacher 
written feedback by six students enrolled in an English proficiency program. 
The course was a fourteen-week course at a university in New Zealand. The 
feedback, both teacher and peer feedback, was provided throughout the 
course. Findings showed that five of the students tried to use most of the 
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feedback points in their draft revisions. Only one student used under half of 
the feedback that was provided. Another finding was that the number of 
usable feedback points varied between the participants. Hyland (1998) pro-
vides two reasons for the considerable difference in the number of feedback 
points: variation in the accuracy of the student text and other contextual fac-
tors such as the students “experiences, levels, attitudes to writing, and the 
type of written feedback they valued.” (Hyland 1998:268). Another finding 
was the identification of three ways in which the pupils’ revision related to 
the feedback but also the identification of revisions that were not related to 
the feedback at all. The following ways were identified: 
 

• revision followed the corrections or suggestions made by the  
teacher 

• the initial feedback could act as an initial stimulus triggering a 
number of revisions beyond the initial feedback 

• issues raised in the feedback were avoided by deleting the prob-
lematic feature without substituting anything else 

• revisions were not related to the written feedback 
  
The revision operations identified by Hyland (1998) will be used to address 
the third and fourth research questions in the present study (cf. 4.5.3). 

The study by Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) investigated what eight stu-
dents in a Swedish-medium upper secondary school in Finland said about 
teachers’ written response to their written essays. A narrative approach was 
used in the analysis to discern patterns in the students’ responses. The stu-
dents’ narratives were then interpreted in a continuum of acceptance-
ambivalence-protest as well as understanding and non-understanding. Find-
ings showed that students did not simply accept their teachers’ response but 
that they moved between acceptance, ambivalence and protest. Results from 
the study also showed that teacher response focused more on weaknesses 
than strengths in the student’s texts and that response was only given to fin-
ished text products. Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) highlights that teachers 
need to be aware that they have power in the educational context and that 
pupils relate in different ways to that power. In situations where assessments 
are involved this power relation becomes even more evident. The question 
is, as Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) notes, how teachers choose to handle the 
power they have. Teachers can choose to become the co-creator (in Swedish 
‘medskaparen’) and involve pupils in the negotiation about what needs to be 
addressed and how it can be addressed during the process of writing, instead 
of being the assessor (in Swedish ‘bedömaren’) who focuses on the finished 
product. Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) also found that teachers’ response 
focused more on the level of orthography, lexicon and syntax than on organ-
ization, content and genre. 
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Zhao (2010) compared the understanding and use of teacher feedback 
with that of feedback from peers among eighteen Chinese university learners 
of English. The study spanned sixteen weeks and twenty-six assignments 
were used to investigate students’ use of feedback. Stimulated recall inter-
views were conducted to investigate the students’ understanding of feed-
back. Findings showed that the students incorporated more teacher feedback 
instances in their revised drafts than peer feedback. A reason for this, ac-
cording to Zhao (2010), might be the different attitudes adopted towards 
teacher and peer feedback. While teacher feedback was viewed as require-
ments, the feedback provided by peers was viewed more as suggestions by 
the other students. Another reason for the more frequent use of teacher feed-
back compared to peer feedback, proposed by Zhao (2010), was that teacher 
feedback agreeing with peer feedback seemed to influence the incorporation 
of the feedback and vice versa. Regarding the understanding of peer feed-
back compared to teacher feedback, peer feedback instances were fully un-
derstood to a greater extent than teacher feedback. The students’ use of their 
L1 while discussing peer feedback might, as Zhao (2010) pointed out, have 
influenced the higher frequency of understanding of the peer feedback. Zhao 
also found that a lot of instances of teacher feedback were used without un-
derstanding. One reason for this might be the unwillingness to challenge “the 
authoritive nature of teacher feedback” (Zhao 2010:12). On the other hand 
the willingness to challenge feedback provided by peers might have influ-
enced the higher frequency of understanding (Zhao 2010). It is important to 
consider the decisions made in Zhao’s study when categorizing the extracts 
as understood and not understood. For feedback to be categorized as under-
stood a legitimate reason had to be given by the student for its use. Legiti-
mate reasons were: correct interpretation of why the feedback was provided, 
explanation of how feedback helped to improve their writing or explanation 
of how the feedback helped to improve their writing quality. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 

The aim of the literature review was to capture the most important issues that 
have been raised in relation to feedback in FL writing. However, the study of 
the understanding and use of teacher written feedback by individual learners 
needs to be framed by an approach that can say something about the individ-
ual activity involved in language learning and that views an explicit form of 
feedback as playing a part in the individual’s language learning process. 
Assumptions and concepts put forward in cognitive approaches to language 
learning may yield further insights into the processes involved in learners’ 
understanding and consequently learners’ use of feedback.  

First of all, there is a need to start this section by explaining the difference 
between first language (L1) acquisition and foreign language (FL) learning 
because of the distinction made between implicit and explicit learning and 
the role of attention and consciousness, which are highlighted in the sections 
following.  

3.1 L1 acquisition and FL learning 
The way a first language (L1) is learned differs in many respects from how a 
foreign language (FL) is learned. L1 acquisition has an early onset and takes 
place through linguistic exposure and develops through experience and use. 
As a result, small children do not need instruction for L1 development to 
take place. For these reasons L1 acquisition is often referred to as implicit 
learning (R. Ellis 1994). Learning a foreign language, compared to L1 acqui-
sition, is quite different. To begin with, foreign language learners usually 
start at a later onset and they do not receive the same amount of linguistic 
exposure as children acquiring their L1. FL learners already have knowledge 
of and knowledge about their L1 or other languages but the limited exposure 
to, and the limited experience of, the FL call for additional resources (R. 
Ellis 1994). These additional resources are usually provided through instruc-
tion in a formal educational setting and FL learning is therefore often as-
sumed to be explicit learning. 

However, the role of consciousness about language increases as children 
develop the ability to treat their L1 as an object of thought. The increased 
ability to show knowledge about language seems to develop somewhere 
around the age of eleven (R. Ellis 2004). Even though children start to de-
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velop this ability around a certain age, there seems to be considerable varia-
tion in children’s ability to do so (Birdsong 1989). The identified variation in 
children’s ability to show knowledge about language, suggests that 
knowledge about language is distinct from knowledge of language. This 
distinction has implications for FL learners because learning a FL in school 
means that FL learners get access to the FL through the knowledge of and 
about the language or languages already accessible to the learner. The degree 
of knowledge about language may vary from learner to learner but it may be 
assumed that the possession of this knowledge helps in the language learning 
process.  

3.2 A cognitive approach to FL learning 
Adopting a cognitive approach to FL learning entails certain assumptions (R. 
Ellis 1994). To begin with FL learning is viewed as a mental process, which 
involves the use of strategies. The use of these strategies explains not only 
how the FL system is developed but also how the system is used in commu-
nication. Secondly, linguistic knowledge is not viewed as different from 
other types of knowledge. Therefore the strategies involved in developing 
the FL system are regarded as general, since these strategies are also in-
volved in other types of learning. Thirdly, learning a FL is viewed as a grad-
ual mastery, not only over the formal and functional properties of language, 
but also over the mental processes involved (R. Ellis 1994).  

3.2.1 The role of consciousness in FL learning 
The distinction between input and intake was made early in second language 
acquisition (SLA) theory. There have been several interpretations of input or 
what is available to be learned, and intake or what learners register through 
perception and then process at a cognitive level. Corder (1967) argued that 
what is available to the learner as input is not the same as what goes in as 
intake, because it is the learner who controls the input. Chaudron (1985) 
argued that learners’ psychological variables influence the perception of 
input, the preliminary intake, before the input is recoded and encoded into 
long term memory resulting in final intake.  

The role played by awareness in learning was given attention during the 
70s and 80s. Awareness, or consciousness as it was conceptualized, also 
raised the question of the role played by the ‘cognitive unconscious’ in the 
learning process (Robinson et al. 2012). Research about implicit or unaware 
learning carried out by Reber (1989) led to further investigation into the 
relationship between conscious ‘explicit’ memory and ‘implicit’ memory 
(Shachter 1987). As a result, explicit memory and implicit memory were 
viewed as two independent learning and memory systems. 
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A view on language learning as two disassociated systems was also pro-
posed by Krashen (1982) around the same time. Krashen (1982) made a 
distinction between ‘acquisition’, which he viewed as an unconscious pro-
cess involving unconscious or implicit knowledge and ‘learning’, a con-
scious process involving conscious or explicit knowledge. Krashen (1982) 
suggested that successful language learning was a result of acquisition and 
not of learning. Grammatical competence, in Krashen’s view, cannot be 
taught, only acquired through exposure, and therefore explicit knowledge is 
not important in ‘real’ communication (Robinson et al. 2012). Krashen 
(1982) also suggested that the two systems are stored differently in memo-
ries and that they are used differently, thus adopting a non-interface position. 

Bialystok (1978) also made a distinction between two language learning 
systems. The first system, the Explicit Linguistic Knowledge, encapsulates 
all the ‘conscious’ facts that a language learner has about the language being 
learnt and stores simple language rules. The other system, the Implicit Lin-
guistic Knowledge, encapsulates information that is more of an ‘intuitive’ 
kind. This type of knowledge cannot be verbalized and complex rules are 
stored here. When learners are engaged in spontaneous language production 
they draw on the implicit linguistic knowledge system. In comparison to 
Krashen’s view, Bialystok (1978) thus suggested some interrelation between 
the two systems, adopting what would later be referred to as the weak inter-
face position. Hence, although the two language learning systems are distinct 
and dissociated, represent different types of knowledge and are supported by 
different types of the brain, some propose an interaction between the two 
systems. Other proponents of the weak interface position are Rod Ellis 
(2004) and Nick Ellis (2005). R. Ellis (2004) proposed that explicit 
knowledge can become implicit knowledge but only if the learner is devel-
opmentally ready to advance. He suggested that explicit knowledge can fa-
cilitate the development of implicit knowledge by making learners aware of 
what they need to attend to when they are processing input. N. Ellis (2005) 
proposed that explicit knowledge is developed through learners’ conscious 
effort to construct meaning while implicit knowledge is developed during 
language production and comprehension. Learners rely on explicit 
knowledge when implicit knowledge fails, but explicit knowledge cannot 
become functionally equivalent to implicit knowledge. 

The view that learners’ explicit knowledge can become functionally 
equivalent to implicit knowledge is proposed by DeKeyser and put forward 
in skill acquisition theory (2007). Skill acquisition theory is a general theory 
from cognitive psychology where development advances through three stag-
es: the declarative, the procedural and the automatic stage. Skill acquisition 
theory assumes that doing something faster and with greater accuracy is 
evidence of learning. Learning a foreign language, from a skill acquisition 
perspective, entails developing procedures that transform declarative 
knowledge into procedural knowledge. In this view explicit declarative 
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knowledge can, with repeated practice, lead to implicit proceduralized 
knowledge and eventually to automatized knowledge. The role of feedback 
would be regarded as important, especially between the procedural and au-
tomatic stage. In these stages of practice feedback can highlight problems 
and, can avoid letting errors become proceduralized. The strong-interface 
position between the two language systems as proposed by DeKeyser is 
however countered by Paradis (2009). 

Paradis (2009) argues that there is no interface between the two language 
systems. Instead he suggests that there is a replacement of one system with 
another. Paradis (2009) exemplifies this replacement with someone recover-
ing from blindness. The blind person, relying solely on Braille to read, will 
as the recovery progresses eventually learn how to read with his eyes. How-
ever, the knowledge of Braille does not disappear but is merely replaced by 
the new way of reading. The tactil system and the visual system are two 
independent systems. Even if the person recovering from blindness will still 
have the knowledge of Braille this knowledge “does not become visual read-
ing.” (Robinson et al. 2012).  

3.2.2 The role of attention drawing and consciousness-raising 
activities 

One assumption underlying the provision of written feedback is that one can 
try to help learners to gain mastery over the formal and functional properties 
of language by drawing their attention to these properties in an explicit way.  

Sharwood-Smith (1981) suggested that ‘consciousness raising activities’ 
could be helpful for instructed language learners. As a result Smith (1981) 
proposed some interventions that could potentially be helpful in drawing 
learners’ attention to form such as: to provide a pedagogical rule, to provide 
indirect ‘clues’ or to enhance a particular language structure visually. The 
potential identified in these interventions also led to investigating the effects 
of so called ‘input enhancement techniques’ as researched within the field of 
‘focus on form’ (Long 1991) of which written corrective feedback can be 
regarded as a manifestation. 

Rod Ellis (2009) presents a typology that can serve as “a basis for a sys-
tematic approach to investigating the effects of written CF” (R. Ellis 
2009:97). The types of feedback in the typology are: direct CF, indirect CF 
and metalinguistic feedback, which have different strengths and purposes 
according to R. Ellis (2009). The strength of direct CF lies in its high degree 
of explicitness because it involves the actual correction of the error by the 
teacher. When a learner does not know the correct form and is unable to self-
correct, the provision of direct CF might be a good strategy. However, the 
processing involved is minimal on the part of the learner and might thus not 
be beneficial for long-term acquisition. Indirect CF can be used as an explicit 
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type of feedback but also as a more implicit one. By underlining the error, 
the location of the error is made explicit. By just making a mark in the mar-
gin the location of the error is not shown, making it a more implicit type of 
feedback. Both types are generally regarded as leading to long-term gains, 
compared to direct CF, since they involve reflection and problem solving (cf. 
2.6.2) However, the more implicit type of indirect CF might lead to learners 
engaging in deeper processing. The final type of feedback presented in the 
typology is metalinguistic feedback. When metalinguistic feedback is pro-
vided, a clue about the nature of the error is added. The clues are often given 
by using error codes like for example ’art’ for article or ‘v’ for verb.  

In R. Ellis’ (2009) typology a distinction is also made between focused 
and unfocused CF. To give CF on a specific error type such as spelling is 
referred to as focused, and when CF is used for various types of errors such 
as spelling and grammar it is unfocused. The processing involved in unfo-
cused feedback is more demanding, since the learner has to attend to and 
reflect on a range of errors. On the other hand, focused CF can draw the 
learner’s attention to the same type of error displayed in different parts of the 
text. As a result, focused CF might help the learner understand why the error 
was made and support the acquisition of the correct form (R. Ellis 2009).  

Table 2: Typology of Corrective Feedback (Ellis 2009)  
Type of CF Description 
1. Direct CF The teacher provides the students with the correct 

form. 
2. Indirect CF 
 

The teacher indicates that an error exists but does 
not provide the correction. 

a. indicating + locating the 
error 
 
b. indication only 
 

a. This takes the form of underlining and use of 
carets to show omissions in the student’s text. 
 
b. This takes the form of an indication in the 
margin that an error or errors have taken place in 
the line of text. 

3. Metalinguistic CF The teacher provides some kind of metalinguistic 
clue as to the nature of the error. 

a. use of error code 
 
 
b. brief grammatical 
descriptions 

a. Teacher writes codes in the margin (e.g. ww = 
wrong word). 
 
b. Teacher numbers errors in the text and writes a 
grammatical description for each numbered error 
at the bottom of the text. 

4. The focus of feedback 
 
Unfocused CF 
 
Focused CF 

 
 
Correction of all the learners’ errors. 
 
Selection of error types for correction. 
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3.2.3 The role of attention and consciousness in output  
The role of attention and consciousness has also been discussed in relation to 
output. Swain (1995) argued that attention to output has a facilitating role for 
language learning because it pushes learners to process language more deep-
ly than input as a result of the greater mental effort and learner control re-
quired by output. The Output Hypothesis advanced by Swain (1985) pro-
posed three functions for learner output: the noticing/triggering function, the 
hypothesis-testing function and the metalinguistic function (Swain 
1985:128). The noticing function allows learners to become aware of gaps 
and problems in their FL system. The reflection, discussion and analysis of 
these gaps or problems is allowed by the metalinguistic function. The oppor-
tunities that arise from the metalinguistic function allows learners to test new 
forms and new structures, the hypothesis testing function. One of the ideas 
underlying teacher provision of written feedback to EFL-writers might be 
attempting to trigger learners’ noticing function to generate the metalinguis-
tic and hypothesis-testing functions by making learners engage in text revi-
sion. 
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4 Method 

The first section of this chapter will describe the design chosen for the pre-
sent study. The sampling procedure and the two classrooms sampled will 
also be presented in the first section. The second section describes the data 
collecting methods and the instruments used to address the research ques-
tions. The third section gives an account of the ethical considerations taken 
and the fourth section discusses issues of validity and reliability in relation to 
the present study. The fifth and final section describes the methods used for 
analysis. 

4.1 Case study as research design 
The aim of this study is to investigate how written teacher feedback is under-
stood and used by EFL pupils, during a writing project in two different class-
rooms. Case study is often used to investigate a situational context and the 
individuals in that context. In this investigation using a case study allowed 
in-depth examination of nine individuals: three pupils in the first classroom 
and six pupils in the second classroom. This study of joint cases allowed the 
discovery of patterns and/or contrasts between the three and six cases of 
each classroom and then, across the cases in both classrooms.  

One common concern about case studies is that they are not easily gener-
alizable. This concern has had a negative effect on their status as a rigorous 
research method and needs to be countered. Though it may be true that gen-
eralizing from one individual or a group of individuals is difficult, the in-
sights provided by one case, the particularization, may also be important 
(van Lier 2005). Moreover, one case can inform and be adapted to other 
cases as long as the contextual differences are carefully taken into considera-
tion (van Lier 2005). Therefore an effort has been made to present and to 
describe the situational context of the participants, the writing project and 
the teacher feedback of the two studies as carefully as possible. It is also 
important to explain that the aim of this study and of case studies in general, 
is not statistical generalization which aims at enumerating frequencies. Ra-
ther the goal of using the case study is analytical generalization (Yin 2009) 
aiming for the expansion and generalization of theories and concepts.  

Individual sources of evidence are not recommended for conducting case 
studies (Yin 2009). Instead the use of multiple sources of evidence is pro-



39 

posed since they can yield a deeper understanding. However, it is important 
to remember that the aim of using multiple sources of evidence is to enrich 
the description of the phenomenon, thereby strengthening the validity of the 
study.   

4.1.1 Sampling 
Case selection and sampling are crucial in case study research. Dörnyei 
(2007) explains that the sampling strategy that leads to selecting the particu-
lar cases is an important issue and, if done well, it can strengthen the validity 
of the study being conducted. ‘Done well’ has, in this study, been interpreted 
in terms of making the sampling procedure as objective and transparent as 
possible.  

4.1.1.1 The classrooms 
The classrooms were chosen with the purpose of the study in mind. First, 
secondary classes (Years 7-9) were sought where the teacher of English used 
a process approach to writing (Badger & White 2000) and in that process 
provided pupils’ texts with written feedback. A process approach to writing 
involves writing multiple drafts, allowing for improvements to be made from 
the first draft to the final version. According to the commentary material to 
the English syllabus in Sweden (Skolverket 2012a) a process approach to 
pupils’ written communications is considered to work from Year 7. Addi-
tionally, the process of making improvements to written texts is part of the 
performance standards in the syllabus of English for the compulsory school 
(cf. Appendix 1). In general, since Swedish pupils in Year 7 may have 
gained the appropriate level of language proficiency to start using a process 
approach to writing in a more conscious way, it seemed reasonable to be-
lieve that a process approach would actually be fairly common in Years 7-9. 

Furthermore, the teacher feedback type sought was to be in the form of 
written corrections and/or written comments. Of course there are other types 
of feedback and other ways of responding to pupils’ writing, such as for 
example teacher pupil conferences or electronic feedback. However, the 
provision of teacher written feedback to pupil’s texts was assumed to still be 
a quite common way for teachers to respond to pupils’ writing. Therefore 
this type of feedback, teacher written feedback, became interesting and rele-
vant to investigate.  

The search for classrooms according to these criteria was initiated in the 
spring of 2013 by asking around among colleagues and co-workers, provid-
ing the researcher with possible candidates. Two possible candidates work-
ing in different schools were then approached by e-mail: one candidate for 
Study 1 (henceforth S1) and one for Study 2 (henceforth S2). After an in-
formal meeting with the S1 candidate and e-mailing with the Study S2 can-
didate they both expressed interest and willingness to participate. At this 
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initial state the teachers were also asked to describe how a process approach 
to writing was used in their classrooms as well as their thoughts about the 
provision of written feedback, to ensure that the classroom environment met 
these two criteria. After this initial meeting an e-mail was then sent with a 
detailed description of the study and a consent form to both candidates.  

In the beginning of August 2013 a new e-mail was sent to both candi-
dates. A meeting was first scheduled with the S1 teacher to discuss the study. 
During this meeting the teacher and the researcher were given a chance to 
establish some kind of initial trust. This initial trust was needed to gain ac-
cess to a class and the pupils in that class, but also for the possibility to build 
upon that trust during the course of the study. Thereafter a more formal 
meeting was set up with the S1 teacher and the principal of the school. After 
the principal and the teacher had been informed and their consent gained, a 
decision had to be made about what class was to participate. After looking at 
the teacher’s schedule, two groups in Year 8 were identified where the 
teacher had planned for the same writing project. As the schedule of both 
groups was compatible with the researcher’s schedule the choice of group 
was made by the teacher. Consequently, for S1 the participant group became 
a group in year 8. 

Letting the teacher decide of course has its implications. The teacher 
might choose the class that is the strongest in terms of proficiency, or the 
class that, according to the teacher, has the best work ethic. Of course this is 
important to bear in mind but the importance of the teacher feeling comfort-
able with the researcher in the classroom during the time of the study was 
regarded as carrying greater weight. The issue of who the individuals are that 
agree to participate in research and which contexts researchers get access to 
is not unproblematic. From a pedagogical research perspective it is valuable 
to get access to different kinds of pedagogical contexts. Research results 
should not only reflect particular pedagogical contexts and certain groups of 
participants or individuals. At the same time research cannot be imposed on 
any contexts, groups or individuals since participants’ willingness is a pre-
requisite to conduct any type of research (cf. Vetenskapsrådet 2011). 

After going through the same procedure of meeting, informing and gain-
ing consent from the principal and the teacher in S2 the class had to be cho-
sen. The choice of the participant class became a joint decision between the 
teacher and the researcher. For S2 the teacher and the researcher decided on 
a group in year 9.  

4.1.1.2 Study 1 
The procedure of gathering data for the study and the sampling of the pupils 
was initiated with writing a consent letter (cf. Appendix 2), which was dis-
tributed to all of the initial twenty-eight participants (cf. table 3). 

In the first stage of sampling only one criterion was used: willingness to 
participate in the interviews, often referred to as convenience sampling. The 
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consent form was designed so that it would be clear that consent was also 
being sought for conducting interviews, and not only observations and the 
collecting of pupils’ texts (cf. Appendix 2, page 2). From the ethical perspec-
tive it was important that the participants actively agreed to the interviews, 
thereby making sure that both guardians and participants knew that inter-
views were a part of the study. The table below gives an overview of the 
participants in S1. 

Table 3: Overview of participants S1 (Year 8)  
 Number Boys Girls 
Pupils in the class 28 19 9 
Agreed to 
participation 

23 14 9 

Agreed to 
interviews 

13 10 3 
 

Declined 
participation 

5 2 
 

3 

 
Thirteen pupils agreed to the interviews and further sampling of these partic-
ipants was needed. Sampling in case study is crucial (Dörnyei 2007) and 
aims at finding the cases that are the most interesting and that can yield rich 
and varied insight but who is to decide what cases are the most interesting? 
This can turn out to be problematic if cases are chosen because we want to 
put forward certain results. To avoid this issue, a decision was made to use 
grade as a sampling criterion. Due to the limitations of this being a licentiate 
thesis, three cases seemed like a reasonable number. The grades E, C and A 
were chosen, since they reflect a proficiency span across the performance 
standards. In the table below the participants who agreed to the interviews 
are presented with the grade they achieved at the end of the spring term 
2013. 

Table 4: Initial participants S1 (Year 8)  

 
For grade E, Robert was chosen since he was the only pupil with that grade. 
For grade C, there were five potential participants: David, Frida, Philip, Rob-
in and Tommy. Each name was written on a piece of paper and a person was 
asked to randomly pick one of the five. On the paper chosen said David. 

Made up names Grade ST 2013 Made up names Grade ST 2013 
Daniella A Robert E 
David C Robin C 
Ella D Sam D 
Felix B Simon B 
Frida C Tommy C 
Patrick B Vincent B 
Philip C   
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Finally, being the only pupil with the grade A, Daniella became the third 
participant.  

4.1.1.3 Study 2 
Data collection for S2 followed the same procedure as S1. The table below 
gives an overview of the participants in S2.   

Table 5: Overview of participants S2 (Year 9)  
 Number Boys Girls 
Pupils in the class 24 16 8 
Agreed to 
participation 

18 11 7 

Agreed to 
interviews 

6 3 3 

Declined 
participation 

6 5 1 

 
Six pupils agreed to the interviews and the intention was to use the same 
purposive sampling using the criterion of grades for narrowing down the 
participants to three. However, as the table below illustrates this became 
difficult since there were no participants with the grade E or the grade A. 
Therefore a decision was made to include all the pupils who had agreed to 
the interviews. 

Table 6: Participants S2 (Year 9)  
Made up names Grade ST 2013 Made up names Grade ST 2013 

 
Evelyn C Max B 
Jacob B Sofia D 
Marie B Ted C 

4.2 Data collecting methods and instruments 
Data were collected in both studies during a writing project. In S1 the pupils 
were assigned by the teacher to write ‘a letter to Barack Obama’. Before the 
pupils started writing they had read texts about topics such as ‘the Death 
Penalty’ and ‘Civil Rights’. The pupils received teacher written feedback in 
their draft texts and individualized comments written by the teacher on a 
separate piece of paper. The final version texts were handed in after 8 les-
sons and marked the end of the writing project. In S2 the pupils wrote about 
‘movies’ and prior to the writing project the pupils had watched the movie 
‘Pay it forward’. Pupils wrote a draft text during a 50-minute lesson. Their 
draft texts were provided with written feedback by the teacher and handed 
back to the pupils the following lesson together with a standardized writing 
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checklist (cf. Appendix 3) written by the teacher for this specific writing 
assignment. In table 7 the data collected in S1 are displayed and in table 8 
the data collected in S2 are displayed. Following the two tables a more de-
tailed description of the data collecting methods and the instruments will be 
given.  

Table 7: Data collected S1  
Data Number 
Teacher interview 1 
Pupil questionnaires 23 
Observed lessons with field notes 8 
Draft texts 23 
Individualized comments on a separate piece of paper 23 
Draft interviews 14 
Final version texts 22 
Final version interviews 13 

Table 8: Data collected S2  
Data Number 
Teacher interview 1 
Pupil questionnaires 18 
Observed lessons with field notes 1 
Draft texts 18 
Standardized writing checklist 1 
Draft interviews 6 
Final version texts 17 
Final version interviews 6 

Prior to the writing project an interview was conducted with both teachers. 
The interview with the teachers aimed at a) yielding background information 
about the teachers focusing on influences on writing instruction and writing 
assessment, and b) providing information about the teachers’ thoughts on the 
planning of the writing project and the feedback that would be provided to 
the pupils. A pupil questionnaire was constructed and administered to all the 
pupils in both studies at the beginning of the writing project. The aim of the 
questionnaire was a) to yield background information about the pupils, b) to 
map pupils’ previous experiences of writing and feedback, and c) to get in-
sights into pupils’ attitudes towards writing and teacher feedback. Observed 
lessons with field notes, 8 lessons in S1 and 1 lesson in S2, were carried out 
aiming at describing the classroom environment. The teacher interviews, the 
pupil questionnaires and the observed lessons with field notes served to con-
textualize the classrooms under investigation in this study. 

To address the first research question of what pupils report that they un-
derstand in the feedback they receive from their teachers and the second 
research question of what pupils report as being hard to understand, pupils’ 
draft texts with teacher written feedback were collected in both studies. Indi-
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vidualized comments on a separate piece of paper were collected in S1 and a 
standardized writing checklist was collected in S2. Draft interviews were 
conducted with the pupils in both studies after they had received teacher 
written feedback. To address the third research question of what changes in 
their texts pupils report that they make after receiving feedback from their 
teachers and the fourth research question of what other changes in their texts 
pupils report that they make, final version texts were collected and final ver-
sion interviews were conducted. In the next section a more detailed descrip-
tion of the data collecting methods will be given. 

4.2.1 Pupil interviews 
As mentioned above, in this study two series of pupil interviews were con-
ducted. The first interview took place when pupils had received feedback on 
their draft texts and the second interview when pupils had revised and hand-
ed in the final version of their texts. The first interview will be referred to as 
the draft interview and the second one will be referred to as the final version 
interview.  

Both interviews in this study were carried out in Swedish, in a one-to-one 
situation between the researcher and the pupil. The researcher’s previous 
experience of the difficulties involved in putting groups together and ensur-
ing that pupils get the same amount of ‘talking space’, made a one-to-one 
situation seem more favourable for both the draft interview and the final 
version interview. Also, the interview technique chosen for the pupil inter-
views of ‘stimulated recall’ or ‘reflective interviews’ aims at helping in-
formants to put words to their thoughts when they are trying to solve a task, 
without being influenced by other informants (Dörnyei 2007; Mackey & 
Gass 2005). The aim of the study is to gain insights into what pupils under-
stand from the teacher written feedback and the actions that are a conse-
quence of their understanding. However, pupils’ reports are only an indica-
tion of what is really occurring in their mind and can never give a full ac-
count of the processes involved. In addition what pupils say is also part of a 
socially-determined discourse, meaning that what they say can be influenced 
by other factors such as for example expectations in school or at home. 
However, what pupils say might be as close as we can get in shedding some 
light on these inner processes.  

The technique and the procedure for the pupil interviews will be de-
scribed in the next sections. 

4.2.1.1 The draft interview 
The draft interview had two purposes: a) to establish a good contact between 
the researcher conducting the interview and the pupil being interviewed and 
b) to find out what pupils report that they understand from the feedback pro-
vided by the teacher. To create a good start to the draft interview and to 
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frame the interview thematically around writing and feedback statements and 
questions from the questionnaire were used (cf. Appendix 4). The partici-
pants had filled in the questionnaire prior to the writing project, so their an-
swers to the questions and their responses to the statements were talked 
about in the first part of the draft interview. For the second part of the draft 
interview the technique of stimulated recall or retrospective interview (Dö-
rnyei 2007; Mackey & Gass 2005) was adopted. The technique seemed fruit-
ful to elicit pupils’ reflections on the understanding of feedback. In S1 pu-
pils’ draft texts with teacher written feedback and the individualized com-
ments written by the teacher on a separate piece of paper were used as stimu-
li. In S2 pupils’ draft text with teacher written feedback and the writing 
checklist (cf. Appendix 3) provided by the teacher were used as stimuli. The 
draft interview took place after the written feedback was provided by the 
teacher. In both S1 and S2 the draft interview was conducted either during 
the lesson in which the teacher handed back the draft text or during the les-
son after. The draft interview was conducted in a separate classroom. 

The interview started with a briefing where the researcher explained the 
procedure of the interview. The voice-memo function on an iPhone was used 
to record the interview since the sound quality is sufficient, and not using a 
microphone was presumed to let the pupils speak more freely. After the 
briefing the draft interview started with the questionnaire. Follow-up ques-
tions were asked, when something that the pupil reported was unclear or that 
needed to be explained further. Next the pupil was asked to give a short 
summary of the text he/she had written thus making a transition into the 
second part of the interview. Thereafter the pupil was asked to start reading 
the draft text and to make pauses when it felt natural to comment on the 
feedback. When all the feedback in the draft text had been covered, a differ-
ent procedure had to be adopted for S1 and S2 because of the feedback for-
mat. In S1 the pupil was asked to read each individualized comment and to 
reflect upon that comment. In S2 the pupil was asked to read through the 
checklist and asked to comment on the points that he/she would use as feed-
back and how they understood the chosen points. After talking about the 
teacher’s written comments with the pupil in S1 or the writing checklist with 
the pupil in S2, the pupil was encouraged to talk about how he/she would go 
about making improvements to his/her draft text to round off the interview.  

4.2.1.2 The final version interview 
The second interview was conducted after the pupils had handed in their 
final version text. Also here a retrospective interview technique was used to 
elicit reflections on the use of teacher feedback. In S1 the following stimuli 
were used: the pupil’s final version text, the draft text and the individualized 
teacher written comments. In S2 the following stimuli were used: the pupil’s 
final version text, the draft text and the writing checklist. 
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After a briefing where the researcher explained the procedure of the inter-
view the first of two questions was asked:  
 

• What changes have you made as a result of the feedback provided 
by your teacher? 

 
When the pupil reported no more changes as a result of teacher feedback the 
following question was asked: 
 

• What other changes have you made? 
 
When the researcher sensed that the pupil seemed to have no more to report 
the researcher asked if there was any question that the pupil thought had 
been forgotten. To round off the interview the pupil was asked to read 
his/her final version out loud to mark the end of the interview. 

4.3 Ethical considerations 
In this study the ethical guidelines promoted by the Swedish Research Coun-
cil regarding information, consent, confidentiality and use of collected data 
(Vetenskapsrådet 2011) were followed. Prior to the study the potential 
teacher and pupil participants were informed about the study in writing (cf. 
Appendix 2). The potential pupil participants were also informed orally 
when the researcher visited the group for the first time. The presentation 
covered the purpose, the data collecting methods, the voluntariness of partic-
ipation and the use of data. Consent was sought from both the potential par-
ticipants and their parents/guardians. The information letter was designed so 
that the potential participants and their guardians were informed that consent 
was also sought to conduct two interviews. An estimated time schedule was 
presented to ensure that the potential participants were informed about how 
much of their time the study would demand.  

The decision to use case study as research design highlights some issues 
in regard to confidentiality and the use of collected data. The consent letter 
(cf. Appendix 2) states that the researcher will ensure confidentiality by ano-
nymity. Anonymity means ensuring that participants cannot be identified by 
for example not using the name of the school, the group, the names of the 
teachers or the names of the pupil participants in this study. Even if these 
strategies are adopted in this thesis information about the participants is re-
vealed.  For example, in the presentation of the participants and in the inter-
view segments there is information that makes complete anonymity impossi-
ble to achieve. The decision to use grades as sampling criteria and to expose 
participants’ grades also jeopardizes anonymity and also raises the criterion 
of protection of the individual (Vetenskapsrådet 2011:18). No specific 
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guidelines are promoted regarding the protection of the individual but the 
researcher has to ensure that no ‘harm’ is caused to the research participants. 
However, the notion of ‘harm’ is subjective. The Swedish Research Council 
recommends balancing the potential harm involved with the knowledge that 
the research will contribute. The recommendations from the Swedish Re-
search Council were considered throughout the present study. 

4.4 Establishing validity and reliability 
Different methods need to be used to control the quality of research. Yin 
(2009) emphasizes four major aspects: construct validity, internal validity, 
external validity and reliability. A fifth aspect, ecological validity, is maybe 
not one of the most common but relevant for this study. 
 Construct validity seeks to identify that the correct operational measures 
are used for the concepts of the study. One of the tactics available to increase 
construct validity proposed by Yin (2009) is using multiple sources of evi-
dence. In the current study, the pupil draft interviews and the pupils’ draft 
texts as well as the pupil final version interviews and the pupils’ final ver-
sion texts, were used to try for triangulation. Internal validity is not relevant 
for this study since it seeks to establish a causal relationship, which is not the 
aim here. External validity seeks to identify the domain to which a study’s 
findings can be generalized. The aim of a case study is not statistical gener-
alization but analytical generalization and therefore the result of this study 
will be generalized to the concepts and the theories used to explain the re-
sults. Reliability seeks to demonstrate that, for example, the data collecting 
methods, the procedures and the methods used for analysis by an earlier 
investigator can be repeated by a later investigator who will arrive at the 
same findings. Important to note is that the goal is to “minimize the errors 
and the biases in a study.” (Yin 2009:45). An attempt has therefore been 
made to account for the procedures and the measures involved in this study 
in order to achieve reliability. Ecological validity seeks to identify to what 
extent any piece of research reflects real life. The present study was con-
ducted in a pedagogical environment that the teachers and their pupils were a 
part of. In that sense the context of the study could be referred to as ‘natural-
istic’ or ‘ecological’. However, the procedure adopted for the interviews 
might not have been ‘naturalistic’, since pupils are rarely interviewed by 
someone after receiving written feedback.  
 The four aspects of validity brought forward by Yin (2009) are fundamen-
tal in quality analyses of research. However, it needs to be pointed out that 
the four aspects reflect the same broad and use-related definition of validity 
in relation to assessment emphasized by Crooks et al. (1996), Messick 
(1996), and Stobart (2012), mentioned in chapters 1 and 2 of this thesis. 
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4.5 Method of analysis 
In this section the methods and/or instruments that were chosen for analysis 
will be presented. First the instrument chosen for the categorization of the 
teacher written feedback in the pupils’ draft texts will be presented. The 
reasons why the initial instrument needed to be developed and how the in-
strument was developed will also be explained. Next, the method chosen to 
find out what pupils report that they understand and what they report as hard 
to understand will be accounted for. Finally the instrument chosen to identify 
the revision made by the pupils in their final version texts will be explained. 

4.5.1 Categorization of teacher written feedback 
The participants’ draft texts were used to identify and categorize the written 
feedback provided by the teacher. The identification and categorization 
served to form the link to the first two research questions of pupils’ reported 
understanding of feedback and the third research question on pupils’ use of 
feedback. The written feedback was divided into feedback points (henceforth 
FBP) and each FBP was regarded as a separate FBP, even though some 
FBPs focused the same aspect in the pupils’ draft texts. The written individ-
ualized comments given to pupils in S1 were not analysed for FBPs but were 
divided according to their function (cf. 5.1.1.) The typology of written cor-
rective feedback types presented by R. Ellis (2009) (cf. 3.2.2) was used as a 
point of departure for the categorization of the teacher written feedback. 
Ellis’ typology was chosen for three reasons. First, it is based on written 
corrective feedback types used by teachers. Secondly, the feedback types 
have been investigated by researchers in several studies. Thirdly, the typolo-
gy is proposed as ”a basis for a systematic approach to investigating the ef-
fects of written CF [i.e. corrective feedback].” (R. Ellis 2009:97).  

However, as the work here presented progressed the typology was modi-
fied as a result of the kind of feedback used by the teachers. Feedback was 
not only directed at linguistic errors but also at organizational and content 
features. Therefore modifications had to be made in respect to the third type: 
metalinguistic CF.  

The first two types of feedback in the typology, direct CF and indirect CF 
were not in need of modification. However, although there was no use of 
explicit error codes there was evidence of feedback with some form of ex-
plicit explanation, comment or question in both studies either by using one 
word, a sentence or several sentences. Hence, modifications to the typology 
needed to be made. Ellis’ typology (2009) is mainly concerned with feed-
back directed at linguistic error and not at feedback directed at other textual 
aspects, such as organization or clarification of ideas, of which there was 
evidence in both studies. A way of resolving this issue was replacing the 
category of metalinguistic feedback with the category: ‘meta feedback’. The 
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category meta feedback will thus be used for written feedback that entails an 
explanation, a comment or a question. To further make the distinction be-
tween meta feedback directed at word or phrase level and meta feedback 
directed at organization, style, interpretability or content two sub-categories 
will be used: local and global (Barkoui 2007).  

The examples of meta feedback categorized as global and local also ex-
hibited differences at the level of language. Therefore a distinction was made 
between ‘difficult’ and ‘easy’ language on the basis of degree of technicali-
ty. However, making this distinction became quite tricky. For example, in 
the case of ‘metaphor’ it was not hard to categorize the term as ‘difficult’, 
but in other cases with terms such as, ‘paragraph’ or ‘formal’ it was very 
hard to decide if these were special knowledge words or not. Therefore 
words, comments, explanations and questions used in the meta feedback 
were checked with the teachers for this categorization. If the pupils would 
find certain words ’easy’ or ’difficult’ would hopefully come forth in the 
draft interview (cf. 4.2.1.1). However, it seemed relevant to include the 
teachers’ reports (cf. 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.2.1) on the meta language to see if any 
patterns could be identified between what the teachers regarded as ‘difficult’ 
and if pupils also reported these special knowledge terms as difficult to un-
derstand or not. 

The modified typology also includes the category of positive reinforce-
ment (Hyland 1998) for two reasons. First, there was evidence of positive 
comments in both S1 and S2. Second, although this feedback is hard for 
pupils to use for text revision, evidence from Hyland’s study (1998:264) 
suggests that feedback could act as an initial stimulus triggering other issues 
addressed by the initial feedback. Therefore it seemed fruitful to examine if 
pupils reported on the positive comments and if the positive comments had a 
triggering function. Adding the positive reinforcement category for the posi-
tive comments also made it clear that the other types of feedback (direct 
feedback, indirect feedback and meta feedback) would need to belong to 
another category. Therefore they were put into the formative category since 
the aim of these feedback types is to improve and develop the pupils’ draft 
texts. A conceptualization of the typology that will be used in the analysis is 
displayed below:  
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Figure 4: A conceptualization of the feedback typology used in the present 
study 

 

4.5.2 Thematic analysis 
To get insights into what pupils understand and what seems hard to under-
stand pupils’ verbal reports on the feedback provided by their teachers were 
used. However, since the aim of this study is to provide insights into the 
understanding of nine individuals, the method chosen for analysis needed to 
capture any differences of their understandings among them. Therefore the-
matic analysis was used to identify, analyse and report patterns or themes 
(Braun & Clarke 2006), within the participants’ verbal data. Using thematic 
analysis might thus provide a detailed and nuanced account of pupils’ under-
standing of teacher written feedback. The identification of themes or patterns 
was done in an inductive or ‘bottom-up’ way. An inductive or ‘bottom-up’ 
approach has the advantage of strongly tying the themes to the data, instead 
of trying to fit the data into pre-existing categories or into a coding scheme 
(Braun & Clarke 2006). This data-driven approach would thus provide richer 
account of pupils’ understanding, in addressing the first and the second re-
search question. A decision was made to focus on a semantic or explicit lev-
el (Braun & Clarke 2006). A semantic or explicit level aims at staying as 
close to the explicit reports in the interviews as possible by first describing 
and then interpreting the significance of the themes identified. Braun and 
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Clarke (2006:87) provide six phases to help guide the analysis procedure 
which are the following:  
 

• Familiarizing with the data 
• Generating initial codes 
• Searching for themes 
• Defining themes 
• Reviewing themes 
• Producing the report 

 
The first step of familiarization with the data was done by listening to the 
draft interview several times to get a sense of each interview as a whole. A 
decision was then made to transcribe the draft interviews into written form 
using a transcription key (see p. viii). The procedure of transcribing into 
written form allowed the researcher to immerse herself in the data. Moreo-
ver, the transcription procedure also generated ideas about what was in the 
data and what was interesting about them. For example, the data seemed to 
point towards a lot of understanding of the feedback. Also there were indica-
tions in the data that highlighted emotional aspects such as disappointment 
over the feedback.  

The transcribed interview was then read through to identify the segments 
where the participants reported on their understanding of the teacher written 
feedback. Also here the prior identification of the FBPs served to connect the 
segment with the correct FBP. In each segment what the participants report-
ed using their own words was highlighted for initial coding as in the follow-
ing segment from Jacob’s draft interview. Following the segment in Swedish 
an English translation of the segment is given. All the examples used in the 
thesis have been translated into English by the researcher with some assis-
tance from a colleague with English L1. 
 

J: men ah ‘just to conclude my thoughts on his quote real quick’ eh ‘this 
quote fits in on some peoples reason’ ja där 
R: mm 
J: där var det att jag hade glömt apostrof  
R: okej 
J: och då är det väl bara att jag typ ska tänka på det att det ändå är ganska 
viktigt 
R: mm 
J: att jag tänker på det när jag skriver 
R: mm 

 
J: but ah ‘just to conclude my thoughts on his quote real quick’ eh ‘this 
quote fits in on some peoples reason’ yes there 
R: mm 
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J: there I had forgotten the apostrophe  
R: okej 
J: and well then I just need well to think about it because still it is quite 
important 
R: mm 
J: that I think about it when I write  
R: mm 

4.5.3 Revision operations 
To provide insight about pupils’ use of teacher written feedback the relation-
ship between the FBPs and the revisions made by the pupils in their final 
drafts were identified. The revisions identified were then categorized accord-
ing to the three revision operations identified by Hyland (1998:263-265) (cf. 
2.3.4):  
 

1. Closely following the corrections or suggestions made by the feed-
back 

2. Acting as an initial stimulus triggering a number of revisions beyond 
the issues addressed in the FBP 

3. Avoiding the issues addressed in the FBP 
 
The results of the analysis of pupils’ use of teacher written feedback will be 
presented in the next chapter. 
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5 Results 

In this chapter the results of the study will be presented. The first section 
(5.1) will provide background information about the participants in the study 
generated from the first part of the draft interview (cf. 4.2.1.1). Section 5.1 
ends with a brief presentation of the teacher participants. In the next section 
the results from the categorization of the teacher written feedback from both 
Study 1 (S1) and Study 2 (S2) will be accounted for. The reason for includ-
ing the results from the categorization of the teacher written feedback is that 
it links pupils’ understanding and their use to the feedback points (FBPs). 
The third section will present the analysis of pupils’ understanding and aims 
at addressing the first and second research question. The fourth and final 
section will present the results from pupils’ use of teacher written feedback 
and aims at addressing the third and the fourth research question. The results 
will be discussed in the next chapter. 

5.1 Background information about the participants 
To generate a good start to the draft interview (cf. 4.2.1.1) and to frame the 
interview thematically around writing and feedback pupils’ answers and 
their responses to the statements of the questionnaire were talked about in 
the first part of the draft interview. From this first part of the interview in-
formation was gained about the participants’ a) attitude towards writing, b) 
self-perception about writing, c) attitude towards the writing project d) atti-
tude towards teacher feedback and e) what they wanted to get feedback on in 
their writing. Although the information does not address any of the research 
questions the information gained is valuable for the discussion of the results 
of pupils’ understanding (cf. 5.2) and pupils’ use (cf. 5.3) of feedback.  

5.1.1 The pupil participants in S1 
The background information about the pupils participating from S1 is dis-
played in table 9. Following the table a summary of the information is made.  
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Table 9: Background information about the pupil participants in S1  
Made up 
names 

Grade Attitude 
towards 
writing 

Self-
perception 
writing 

Attitude 
towards 
writing ‘a 
letter to 
Obama’ 

Attitude 
towards 
teacher 
feedback 

Wants 
feedback 
on 

Daniella A Fun, 
because it is 
a new 
language 
and it is 
challenging. 

I am good 
at writing 
stories. I 
am not so 
good at 
writing 
factual 
texts. 

I think it’s 
fun because 
you get to 
write about 
your 
opinions. 

I want my 
teacher to 
give 
feedback so 
you know 
what you 
need to 
improve. It 
is hard to 
know on 
your own 
by just 
looking at 
your text. 

I want 
feedback on 
content and 
to know if I 
have written 
too much 
about 
something 
and if I 
need to take 
things out. 
Also I want 
to know if I 
have written 
sentences 
correctly 
and if I 
have any 
spelling 
mistakes.  

David C Fun to 
express 
oneself. 

I am good, 
because I 
spend a lot 
of time on 
the internet 
and a lot of 
it is in 
English. 

It is fun to 
give 
suggestions 
to Obama. 
It is special 
and 
different 
from 
working 
with 
grammar in 
a book, so 
it’s more 
fun. 

I like to get 
feedback 
because I 
can see 
what 
mistakes I 
have made 
and it feels 
better to 
know that 
you don’t 
have that 
many 
mistakes 
and it feels 
better to 
read the 
text. 

I want my 
teacher to 
tell me what 
I can 
improve so 
that I can 
work with it 
and get 
better. 
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Robert E Fun to write 
about 
interesting 
stuff like 
quantum 
physics. 
Not fun to 
write about 
pencil 
sharpeners. 

I am good 
at writing. 

I think it 
seems 
really fun 
because I 
know a lot 
about 
American 
politics and 
I like 
talking to 
people and 
discuss 
with people 
about for 
example the 
school 
system and 
other things 
that are 
different in 
other 
countries 
compared 
to Sweden. 

It is very 
good to get 
feedback. 

I want 
feedback on 
punctuation, 
grammar, 
sentence 
structure 
and how to 
vary my 
choice of 
words. 

 
The information in the table shows that all the three participants in S1 have a 
positive attitude towards writing and that they perceive themselves as being 
good at writing. They also have a positive attitude towards the writing as-
signment but give different reasons to why they think the writing assignment 
is fun. Although Daniella and Robert are more specific than David about 
what they want feedback on, their attitude towards teacher feedback is posi-
tive.  

5.1.2 The pupil participants in S2 
As already described in the beginning of this first section the draft interview 
generated information about the participants attitudes towards writing, the 
writing assignment and teacher feedback. Information about the participants 
in S2 is given in table 10 and is followed by a summary, just as was done for 
the S1 pupil participants. 
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Table 10: Background information about the pupil participants in S2  
Made up 
names 

Grade Attitude 
towards 
writing 

Self-
perception 
writing 

Attitude 
towards 
writing 
about 
‘movies’ 

Attitude 
towards 
teacher 
feedback 

Wants 
feedback 
on 

Evelyn C I like to 
write when 
the topic is 
interesting. 
I like to 
write 
narratives 
but I don’t 
like to write 
factual 
texts. 

I am good 
at writing. I 
feel 
comfortable 
writing.  

It’s quite 
fun. You 
can write 
from your 
own point 
of view and 
so it’s quite 
nice to 
write about 
movies. 
 

I like 
getting 
feedback 
because it 
helps you to 
improve.  

I want 
feedback on 
spelling, 
grammar 
and content. 

Jacob B I think it is 
fun to 
write. I like 
writing in 
English, it 
is better 
than writing 
in Swedish. 

I am good 
at writing 
but 
sometimes 
sloppy. 

I think it’s 
fun because 
it is easy to 
relate to the 
topic and 
the topic is 
not so 
strict, it is 
more free. 

I like to get 
feedback 
but if I can 
be honest 
the 
feedback 
we get in 
English is 
not that 
good 
because it is 
more about 
if she thinks 
the text was 
good or not. 

I want 
feedback on 
organization 
and to know 
if my text is 
coherent. I 
also want to 
know if the 
text was 
badly or 
well written 
and what 
grade I have 
achieved. 
 

Marie B I like 
writing 
debate 
articles and 
reviews. 

I write well 
at home 
when I can 
sit calmly 
and write. I 
don’t write 
well in 
school 
because 
there is 
always time 
pressure. 

I think it’s a 
little boring 
because it is 
a broad 
subject and 
you don’t 
really know 
where to 
start. 

I think it’s 
good but I 
don’t get 
that much 
feedback 
that I can 
work with 
so I don’t 
know what 
I need to fix 
in my texts. 
 

I want 
feedback on 
spelling, 
how I can 
explain 
things 
better. 

Max B I think it’s 
fun to 
write. I like 
to describe 
things. 

I am good 
at writing 
when I can 
sit and 
write 
calmly at 
home. 

I don’t 
think it’s 
fun. 

I want to 
get 
feedback 
because 
you can 
improve 
and you 
know if you 
are good at 
writing or 
not. 

I want 
feedback on 
things I can 
improve 
such as 
synonyms, 
how to 
describe 
and explain 
things 
better. 
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Sofia D English is 
not my 
strongest 
subject. I 
like writing 
in English 
but it is not 
easy. 

I need to 
put a lot of 
effort into 
my writing. 

It seems 
fun. It is a 
good 
assignment 
where you 
can show 
what you 
know and 
express 
why you 
like movies 
and how 
they affect 
you. 

I like 
getting 
feedback. 
It’s 
important 
to know 
what I can 
improve 
because I 
really want 
to get better 
at English 
so I try.  

I want 
feedback on 
spelling and 
I want to 
know if I 
could have 
written 
sentences 
differently. 
I want to 
know if I 
can write 
more 
difficult 
words and 
not just use 
easy words. 

Ted  C It is fun to 
write. I like 
writing 
about 
things I 
like. 

I have no 
difficulties 
when 
writing. 

I have 
written 
texts like 
this before 
in year 8 
and I like 
writing 
about 
movies. 

I think it’s 
good 
because I 
can revise 
my texts 
and make 
them better 
and learn 
from my 
mistakes. 

I want 
feedback on 
content, 
grammar 
and how I 
can make 
my text 
better. 

 
The information in table 10 shows that all the participants in S2 have a posi-
tive attitude towards writing and most of the participants express that they 
are good at writing. Sofia is the only participant who reports that writing in 
English is difficult and that it takes effort from her part to write. Two of the 
participants, Marie and Max, find the writing assignment ‘movies’ boring 
while the other participants find it fun or quite fun. All of the participants say 
that they like to get teacher feedback or that they think it’s good. However, 
Jacob and Marie do not find the teacher’s feedback usable. All of the pupils 
are specific about what they want their teacher to give them feedback on. 

In the next section brief background information about the teacher partic-
ipants will be given. 

5.1.3 The teacher participants 
Although an interview was carried out with both teachers prior to the writing 
project and information was gained about their influences on writing instruc-
tion and writing assessment, the teachers’ thoughts on the planning of the 
writing project and their thoughts about written feedback the present study 
aims at providing insights from pupils’ perspectives. Therefore only a brief 
background of the teachers participating in the study is displayed in table 11. 
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Table 11: Background information about the teacher participants in S1 and 
S2   
 Teacher Study 1 Teacher Study 2 
Gender Male Female 
Age  53 44 
Subjects English, Swedish and Swedish as 

a second language 
English and Home Economics 

School inner-city school inner-city school 
Years 
teaching 

1995-now (19 years) 1995-now (19 years) 

Strongest 
language 

English Swedish 

 
In the next section the results of the categorization of the teacher feedback 
will be presented. 

5.2 Teacher written feedback 
In both S1 and S2 the draft texts were read through to identify the written 
interventions made by the teachers. Each written intervention was regarded 
as a feedback point (FBP) and assigned with a number for each participant, 
for example Daniella FBP1. In S1 the individualized written comments pro-
vided to the pupils on a separate piece of paper were also read through and 
divided into separate FBPs. In S2 the writing checklist was also regarded as 
teacher feedback, therefore it was also read through and divided into sepa-
rate FBPs. All of the FBPs identified were categorized according to the ty-
pology presented in section 4.5.1. Figure 4. The presentation will start with 
describing the writing assignment. Then the presentation of the teacher writ-
ten feedback will be done according to form, character, function, type, local-
ization and language. 

5.2.1 Teacher written feedback S1 
Pupils in S1 were assigned to write a formal letter to Barack Obama, the 
president of the United States. In the letter the pupils had to write to the pres-
ident about one or more topics such as for example poverty, the gun laws, 
the death penalty and/or civil rights. The chosen topic/topics had to be pre-
sented from an American and a Swedish perspective. The letter had to end 
with a suggestion to encourage Obama to make some kind of change or to 
take some form of action, as a result of reading the letter.  
 Previous to the writing assignment pupils had read different texts from a 
book about the U.S.A. such as ‘European Settlement’, ‘the Death Penalty’, 
‘the Civil War’ and ‘the First Americans’. The writing project lasted about 
eight weeks. 
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In S1 the written interventions in the pupils’ draft texts exhibited a range 
of variation in form. The teacher used for example different kinds of sym-
bols such as curved brackets in the margin of the draft text together with 
written explanations. Arrows were used together with brief explanations to 
point out specific words and question marks to point out lack of clarity. 
Simple underlining was used both for words and sentences. Crossing out of 
words with written correction was another form used. Each pupil was also 
provided with a separate piece of paper with individualized written com-
ments. 

Image 1: Example of written interventions in a draft text S1 

 

The written interventions and the individualized comments on the separate 
piece of paper were categorized as ‘individual’, that is, directed at specific 
issues in each of the pupils’ draft text (cf. Image 1) and not as ‘standard’. An 
FBP would have been categorized as standard if the same comment, such as 
for example the comment ‘Check your spelling’, was given in all the draft 
texts. However, the FBPs identified in the draft texts and the individualized 
written comments exhibited variation in function. For example Robert re-
ceived an FBP that served the function of positive reinforcement (PRF) in 
his draft text while the other PRFs were identified in the individualized 
comments. In Robert’s draft text the teacher had written ‘Good point!’ and 
although it serves a positive and reinforcing function it is hard for Robert to 
use that comment to improve his text. Contrary to the PRFs, other FBPs 
identified in the draft texts and the individualized comments, were usable for 
text revision such as “Maybe improve the introduction a little by writing 
more about yourself and why you are writing.” or “word choice”. These 
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types of comments are usable for text revision and text improvement and 
were therefore categorized as formative. Some individualized comments on 
the separate piece of paper had a formative function while others served a 
positive reinforcing function. Others had a dual function as can be seen in 
one of Daniella’s individualized comments. 

(1)  FBP 9: Interesting subjects, though it is not quite clear how they are 
connected, try to make the connection clearer.  

  
The first part of the comment: ‘Interesting subject’ had a positive and rein-
forcing function, while the second part: ‘though it is not quite clear how they 
are connected, try to make the connection clearer’ had a formative function. 
Therefore the FBPs exhibiting this dual functions were divided into two 
separate FBPs, in this case 9a: ‘Interesting subject’, and 9b: ‘though it is not 
quite clear how they are connected, try to make the connection clearer’. 

The localization of the FBPs identified was almost evenly distributed be-
tween local and global issues. Direct feedback (DF) and indirect feedback 
(IDF) were only directed at local issues at word and sentence level. FBPs 
with meta feedback (MF) were directed at both local issues at word and sen-
tence level and at global issues at the level of content and organization.  

5.2.1.1 Metalanguage used in the written feedback 
The language used for the MF was Swedish. Some words and comments 
were expressed using everyday language and some using specific language 
terminology such as ‘singular’ or ‘plural’. Maybe the understanding and 
consequently the use of teacher written feedback could be related to the lan-
guage used in the written explanations or in the individualized comments. To 
categorize these words as belonging to everyday language or special lan-
guage terminology was hard since the researcher was only involved during 
this specific writing project. For this reason the researcher had no knowledge 
about what the teacher had addressed in instruction prior to the investigation 
and what words could be potentially hard for the pupils to understand. 
Therefore the teacher in S1 was asked to identify from a list of words used in 
the MFs, the words that could be potentially difficult for pupils to under-
stand. The teacher reported that ‘easy words’ were words that pupils would 
have a general knowledge of, such as ‘unclear’ and ‘good language’. The 
teacher also reported that words such as ‘paragraphing’ or ‘reference manag-
ing’ were ‘easy’ since these terms had been explained in class during in-
struction. Other words such as ‘plural’ and ‘singular’ the teacher reported as 
potentially ‘difficult’ for the pupils to understand, even though the teacher 
used the words in the individualized comments. A word that the teacher had 
difficulties deciding as ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ was the word ‘introduction’. The 
teacher explained that pupils might understand the word at a general level 
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but might not understand the term in relation to writing an introduction in a 
letter. 

Table 12: Teacher’s examples of ‘easy’ and ‘difficult’ language in S1, 
translated from Swedish  
Easy language Difficult language 
English Swedish English Swedish 
purpose  
word choice  
introduction  
reference managing  
varied  
unclear  
vocabulary  
close 
good language 
paragraphing 

syfte 
ordval 
inledning  
källhänvisning  
varierad  
oklart  
ordförråd  
avslutning 
bra språk  
styckeindelning 

formal  
singular 
verb form 
plural 
coherence 
link 
sentence structure 
right form of the 
verb 

formell 
singular  
verbform 
plural  
sammanhang 
länk  
meningsbyggnad 
rätta formen av 
verbet  
 

5.2.1.2 Distribution of teacher written feedback between participants 
In the table below the teacher written feedback in S1 is presented and its 
distribution among participants displayed.  

Table 13: Teacher written feedback in S1 
Learner FBPs Feedback 

character 
Feedback function Localization of 

formative 
feedback 

Language 
of meta 
feedback 

   Positive 
reinforcement 

Formative   
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D
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Dani. 13 13 0 6 1 6 0 2 5 2 4 
Dav. 19 19 0 5 1 8 5 10 5 2 6 
Rob. 11 11 0 3 1 7 0 2 5 0 7 
Total 43 43 0 14 3 21 5 14 15 4 17 

Table 13 shows that the total number of feedback points (FBPs) in S1 was 
forty-three. The character of all the FBPs was individual and none of the 
FBPs were standard. Positive reinforcements (PRFs) made up slightly more 
than one fourth of the FBPs. The formative FBPs made up more than half of 
the total number of FBPs. Out of all the FBPs, the feedback type least fre-
quently provided was direct feedback (DF). There were five instances of 
indirect feedback (IDF). The most frequently formative feedback type pro-
vided was meta feedback (MF). The localization of the formative FBPs was 
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almost as many local as global. The language in the MF entailed more ‘easy’ 
than ‘difficult’ language.  

In S1 David (grade C) received nineteen feedback points, the highest 
number of FBPs out of the three participants. Formative FBPs made up 
slightly less than three fourths of the total number of FBPs on his work. Da-
vid received most MF followed by IDF. There was one occasion of DF. The 
localization of the formative FBPs was more local than global. The language 
used in the MFs was more ‘easy’ than ‘difficult’. Daniella (grade A) re-
ceived a total of thirteen FBPs. The formative FBPs made up almost half of 
the FBPs. Most of the formative FBPs were MF. Daniella received one in-
stance of DF but there were no instances of IDF. Nearly half of the FBPs 
provided to Daniella were PRFs. The localization of the formative FBPs was 
more global than local. The language used in the MF was more ‘easy’ than 
‘difficult’. Robert (grade E) received the lowest number of FBPs. The forma-
tive FBPs made up most of the FBPs. One of the FBPs was of DF type and 
the rest were of MF type. There were three occasions of PRF. The localiza-
tion of the formative FBPs was more global than local. The language used in 
the MF was only ‘easy’. 

5.2.2 Teacher written feedback S2  
In S2 pupils were assigned to write a text about movies. On the assignment 
sheet there was a quote from Tim Burton:  

Certain things leave you in your life and certain things stay with you. And 
that’s why we’re all interested in movies-those ones that make you feel, you 
still think about. Because it gave you such an emotional response, it’s actually 
part of your emotional make-up, in a way. (Tim Burton, Burton on Burton).  

 
The instructions for the assignment were the following: 
  

• Comment [on] this quote of Tim Burton about movies. Do you 
agree or disagree? Are you interested in movies? Why, why not? 
 

• What are your favourite movies? What kind of emotions did you 
experience while watching them and what did you think about af-
terwards? 

 
Previous to the writing assignment pupils had seen the movie ‘Pay it for-
ward6’ to serve as a source of inspiration. The writing assignment was dis-
                                                      
6  The movie is an adaptation of Catherine Ryan Hyde’s novel Pay it forward and tells the 
story of a young boy, Trevor McKinney, who is given an assignment by his social science 
teacher Mr. Simonet. The assignment is to think about something that can change the world 
and put it into action. Trevor comes up with the idea to do three good deeds for three different 
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tributed at the beginning of one lesson and pupils had 50 minutes to write. 
They handed in the writing assignment and the next lesson they received 
teacher written feedback on their drafts. They were then supposed to rewrite 
their drafts with the help of the in-text feedback and a writing checklist (cf. 
Appendix 3). 

In S2 the written interventions in the pupils’ draft texts were made mostly 
by the simple underlining of words or the simple underlining of a let-
ter/letters in a word. There was one instance of a crossed out word ‘God 
damn’ with an exclamation mark in the right margin of the draft text. Four of 
the draft texts received the comment ‘Good!’ at the end. One draft text re-
ceived the comment ‘Ok!’ and one draft text received the teacher’s signa-
ture. Each pupil received a writing checklist (cf. Appendix 3) written in Eng-
lish. The writing checklist was made up of twenty points for the pupils to use 
for revising and editing their draft texts.  

Image 2: Example of teacher written interventions in a draft text S2  

 

The character of the written interventions in the draft texts was categorized 
as ‘individual’ since they were directed at specific issues in each pupil’s 
draft text. The writing checklist was a standardized checklist written by the 
teacher and distributed to all the pupils in the class and there was no evi-
dence of the writing checklist being individualized. In other words, different 
points had not been highlighted for different pupils. For this reason all the 
points from the checklist were categorized as ‘standard’ as opposed to ‘indi-

                                                                                                                             
persons. Instead of payback the three persons have to pay the deed forward by performing 
three new deeds to three new persons.  
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vidual’. Each written intervention and each point of the checklist was re-
garded, just as in S1, as a separate feedback point (FBP). Most of the FBPs 
identified in the draft text had a formative function and all the points from 
the checklist also had a formative function. The ‘Good!’ and ‘Ok!’ com-
ments in the pupils’ draft texts were regarded as serving a positive rein-
forcement (PRF) function.  
 The localization of the FBPs identified varied between local and global 
issues. Indirect feedback (IDF) was only directed at local issues at word and 
sentence level. Meta feedback (MF) was directed at local issues such as 
word choice, spelling, punctuation and the use of capital letters. MF was also 
directed at global issues but only in the writing checklist. MF directed at 
global issues ranged from issues such as the developing of content and ideas 
as well as style, interpretability and organization. 

5.2.2.1 Metalanguage used in the written feedback 
The language used for the MF was English, and just as in S1, some words 
and comments were expressed using everyday language and some using 
specific language terminology such as ‘metaphorical’. Therefore the same 
procedure of asking the teacher to identify what words could be ‘easy’ and 
what words could be potentially ‘difficult’ for the pupils to understand was 
carried out with the S2 teacher. The S2 teacher reported that some words 
such as ‘spelling’ and ‘content’ did not pose any difficulties and were thus 
categorized as ‘easy’. The teacher also reported words such as ‘para-
graphing’ or ‘monotonous’ as ‘easy’ to understand for the following reasons. 
‘Paragraphing’ was a term the teacher reported talking about a lot in class 
and the term had also been explained and exemplified for the pupils. ‘Mo-
notonous’ was a word the teacher thought that pupils would understand be-
cause of the resemblance to the Swedish word ‘monoton’. The teacher also 
explained that the question posed before ‘Check if you have many sentences 
in a row built the same way?’ also supported the understanding of the word 
‘monotonous’. Terms like ‘punctuation’ and ‘metaphorical’, the teacher re-
ported as being potentially difficult for pupils to understand and were thus 
categorized as ‘difficult’. 

Table 14: Teacher’s examples of ‘easy’ and ‘difficult’ language in S2  
Easy language Difficult language 
paragraphing 
spelling 
monotonous 
content 

punctuation 
metaphorical 
distinct 
timeframe 
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5.2.2.2 Distribution of teacher written feedback between participants 

In table 15 the teacher written feedback in S2 is presented and its distribution 
between participants displayed. 

Table 15: Teacher written feedback in S2  
Lear
ner 

FB
Ps 

Feedback 
character 

Feedback function Localization 
of formative 
feedback 

Language 
 of meta 
feedback 

   Positive 
reinforcement 

Formative   
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Evel. 27 5 22 1 0 22 4 13 13 18 4 

Jacob 38 16 22 1 1 22 14 24 13 18 4 

Mar. 26 4 22 1 0 23 2 12 13 19 4 

Max 24 2 22 0 0 22 2 11 13 17 5 

Sofia 24 2 22 1 0 22 1 10 13 17 5 

Ted 31 9 22 1 2 22 6 17 13 17 5 

Total 170 38 132 5 3 133 29 87 78 106 27 

 
The total number of feedback points (FBPs) provided by the teacher in S2 
was, as the table shows, one hundred and seventy. There were considerably 
more FBPs that were standard, because of the writing checklist (cf. Appen-
dix 3) provided to all of the participants, than individual. The most frequent 
FBP function was the formative function and the PRFs were not frequent. 
The feedback type least provided was direct feedback (DF), followed by 
indirect feedback (IDF). The majority of the FBPs were metafeedback (MF). 
There were a few more FBPs directed at local issues compared to the FBPs 
directed at global issues. The language used in the MF was English and was 
more ‘easy’ than ‘difficult’.  

In S2 the number of the FBPs varied between the six participants. Jacob 
(grade B) received the most FBPs, followed by Ted (grade C). Two of the 
pupils, Marie (grade B) and Evelyn (grade C), received almost the same 
number of FBPs. The fewest FBPs were provided to Max (grade B) and So-
fia (grade D). The only participants who received DF were Jacob, who re-
ceived one incident of direct feedback (DF) and Ted who received two. Ja-
cob received the most numbers of IDFs. Ted received six IDFs, Evelyn re-
ceived four and Marie and Max received two each. Sofia received one inci-
dent of IDF. All of the participants received the equal number of FBPs of 
meta feedback type (MF) because of the standardized writing checklist given 
to all of the pupils in S2. Jacob received more FBPs directed at local issues 
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than any other participant because of the high number of IDFs he received. 
The language in the MF entailed more ‘easy’ than ‘difficult’ language for all 
the participants. 

In the next section the results from the thematic analysis will be present-
ed. 

5.3 Pupils’ understanding of teacher written feedback 
The draft interviews were analysed for content, focusing on what the partici-
pants reported about their understanding of the written feedback provided by 
the teacher. Segments in the transcribed draft interview where participants 
reported their understanding of the feedback points (FBPs) were identified. 
The total number of segments identified was seventy-eight and the partici-
pants’ reports were highlighted and submitted to initial coding. The initial 
codes tried to reflect what the participants were saying in relation to the type 
of FBP provided. These initial codes generated a list of codes that were then 
grouped into themes. The themes were then framed by the first two research 
questions and divided into three broader categories: understanding, partial 
understanding and no understanding. In the presentation of the results it will 
become evident that some themes overlap, something that will be discussed 
further in chapter 6. As the figure below shows two other themes were iden-
tified, the theme of reflecting and the theme of emotional aspects. These 
themes did not correspond to any of the three broad categories but seemed 
relevant to include because they give insights into other functions that the 
feedback may have. 
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Figure 5: A conceptualization of themes and sub-themes as a result of 
coding  

 

5.3.1 Understanding 
Out of the seventy-eight segments identified more than half pointed towards 
understanding of the FBPs. In all of the segments but one the participants 
reported their understanding by using everyday language such as in the ex-
ample below. 

(2) I just feel like it turned out really bad . . I haven’t gathered as much 
information about that part and it has no connection with the other two 
and . . . I just feel like it’s not needed . . I could take that space and 
well write more about poverty and insurances (David) 

 
One segment was identified where understanding was reported by resorting 
to specific language terminology. Daniella had written the sentence ‘Almost 
every month I’m getting news about some fatal shooting in the U.S.A.’ and 
the teacher had underlined the words ‘I’m getting’. In Daniella’s report, even 
though she is quite hesitant at first, she suggests a tense change. She also 
reports that there is a rule involved for using the present tense and that the 
present tense should be used when expressing a habit. In the last part of her 
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report she also uses specific language terminology by referring to ‘the con-
tinuous form’.  

(3) I don’t know ehm . . . that I should write ehm . .‘I get’ instead of ‘I’m 
getting’ well ehm because it’s sort of that way in English that when it’s 
a habit then you should use ‘I get’ . . well sort of . . not the continuous 
form (Daniella) 

The participants reported understanding by resorting to different strategies 
which were identified to belong to three sub-themes: by explaining why, by 
changing perspectives and by suggesting adequate changes. Some of the 
criteria for these sub-themes overlap, since the themes of ‘by changing per-
spectives’ and ‘by suggesting action’ sometimes were preceded or followed 
by an explanation. 

5.3.1.1 By explaining why 
The most common way for the participants to report understanding was by 
explaining. The explanations entailed for example a reason why the teacher 
had provided the FBP or a reason why the error had been made. In Dan-
iella’s case she explained that she had actually written about two topics in 
her text, the death penalty and the gun laws and not only one, which the 
teacher had made a comment about.  

(4) well I write about two problems in the text well not really problems but 
two questions or issues or what should I say . . so well . . it’s not really 
one problem (Daniella) 

5.3.1.2 By changing perspectives 
In some segments the participants reported understanding the FBP by chang-
ing perspective from writer of the text to reader of the text which according 
to Silva (1993) is something that is difficult for FL learners to achieve. The 
reasons given for dividing for example long chunks of text into paragraphs 
or long paragraphs into shorter ones, were realizing that the text could be 
experienced as either boring or hard to read.  

(5) [reading] ‘rather long, you can divide it into shorter paragraphs’ ehm . . 
ah . . but I mean it gets a bit . . sort of boring and hard to read when it’s 
such a long paragraph and then well you sort of get lost (Daniella) 

 
(6) I have to work on that (paragraphing) otherwise it can make like the 

text really hard to read (Ted) 

(7) […] and then I haven’t written my text in paragraphs . . I have written 
one text which is kind of tough for someone to read (Sofia) 
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Another reason given from a writer’s perspective was the difficulty of re-
membering that the reader needs relevant information to understand what the 
writer wants to convey. In one sentence David used the word ‘them’ twice 
and the teacher had underlined the words and written a question mark in the 
margin. Although David at first does not seem to understand why something 
is unclear in the sentence he gradually seems to achieve an understanding by 
changing to a reader’s perspective and reading the sentence in his draft text 
highlighting the importance of reading for text revision as proposed by 
Hayes (1996). 

(8) [reading] ‘I think that’ [inaudible mumble] ‘if you or your children 
gets’ [inaudible mumble] ahm . . aha ‘them’ ahm but like the state or 
something? . . yeah I should yeah it’s like it gets that way sometimes 
when you have everything in your head and sort of don’t think what 
the reader really . . . like . . how they understand it and then you just 
write ‘them’ (David) 

 
In S1 some segments were also identified where participants explained the 
FBP by changing perspectives and thinking about the recipient of the text, 
Barack Obama. Robert had written the sentence ‘You are a smart person. I 
just think you need to be more ambitious.’ The teacher had underlined the 
word ‘ambitious’ and written in the margin of the draft text ‘word choice’. 
Robert’s report suggests that he understands that the word ‘ambitious’ might 
not be the most adequate word to use in a letter addressed to the president of 
the U.S.A. However, it is difficult to know if this is actually what the teacher 
meant which is a methodological issue that is addressed in the last chapter of 
the present licentiate thesis (cf. 6.4). 

(9) [reading from his draft] here, x (the teacher) has written that ‘ambi-
tious’ wasn’t such a good choice of words because he (Obama) is the 
president of the USA so you can hardly call him unambitious (Robert) 

 
The perspective present in most of the segments, although not always explic-
itly reported by the pupils, was the teacher perspective. To understand the 
feedback given by the teacher pupils had to make this change of perspec-
tives. However, in some of the segments the negotiation of the understanding 
was affected by this change of perspective. For example, Ted had written the 
sentence ‘The Red Wedding is by far the best God damn “Game of Thrones” 
episode I have ever seen and trust me there are many episodes.’ The teacher 
had crossed out the word ‘God damn’ and written an exclamation mark in 
the margin of the text. Ted’s report on the FBP suggests an understanding of 
the inadequate use of ‘God damn’ from a teacher’s perspective. By doing so 
he also explains that the disapproval from the teacher has to do with the 
word not quite fitting in with the language. However, almost at the end of 
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the report there seems to be some sort of uncertainty reported from Ted’s 
part but the cause of the uncertainty is not verbalized. At the end of the re-
port he goes back to explain that he shouldn’t have written ‘God damn’ thus 
confirming his initial report. The segment illustrates the teacher-pupil power 
relation as identified by Kronholm-Cederberg (2009), a power relation that 
moves between acceptance-ambivalence-protest.  

(10) T:  and then here I had written ‘God damn’ but she (the teacher) didn’t 
want me to use it because it was a little a little bad 
R: mm bad in what sense? 
T:  well it didn’t fit the language I had written but it sort of got in a  
bit . . I mean . it wasn’t like . I don’t know really I just shouldn’t have 
written it 

5.3.1.3 By suggesting changes 
Other segments where the participants expressed understanding of the FBP 
were characterized by the provision of an adequate change or the suggestion 
of different kinds of adequate changes. These changes or suggested changes 
involved correcting, deleting or re-organizing and could be considered as 
using feedback. However, how pupils actually use the FBPs cannot be iden-
tified in their verbal reports. The changes they make can only be identified in 
their final version texts (cf. 5.3). 

Understanding by providing an adequate change most commonly oc-
curred when the FBP was of the indirect feedback (IDF) type and directed at 
a spelling mistake, or other local issues such as punctuation. This may indi-
cate that in these examples pupils have reached the third stage of automatiza-
tion as proposed by DeKeyser (2007). Also these segments can highlight 
what the learner option of use can entail (Stobart 2012).  

(11) and then ‘apartment’ which is spelled with two p’s (Evelyn) 
 
To provide a correction, and to give a reason why the error was made was 
also a way of providing an adequate change. The reasons put forward were 
of the following kind, ‘happened to’, ‘forgetting’, ‘carelessness’, ‘spelling 
the word correctly in other parts of the text but not here’ thus acknowledging 
that a mechanical or careless mistake had been made. In the first example as 
Robert reads the sentence in which the FBP has been provided, ‘I would like 
to start of by talking’ where the teacher has underlined the word ‘talking’, he 
makes the correction and explains that he made a careless mistake. In the 
second example Jacob claimss that the mistake he made was also due to a 
careless mistake.  
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(12) [Robert reads from his draft text] ‘I would like to start of by’ writing 
(provides an adequate change) . . I just happened to write ‘talking’ 
there (Robert) 

(13) here (refers to the FBP in the draft text) I had forgotten an apostrophe 
(Jacob)    

 
Some explanations also included an agreement with the FBP from the part of 
the participant. David received the following FBP after writing his first draft 
letter to Obama: ‘Maybe improve the introduction a bit by telling something 
about yourself and the purpose of writing’. David’s report suggests that he 
agrees with the teacher’s FBP, but he also suggests what kind of personal 
information he can add. In the last part of the segment he also reflects on the 
introduction in his draft text and shows understanding of why the FBP was 
provided: 

(14) I should have developed more . . that I live in x Sweden . how old I am           
why I’m writing . . I have hardly written about that (David) 

 
Understanding by providing suggestions to delete words, larger chunks of 
text or even a complete topic were found in some reports. However, it was 
sometimes hard to decide if the FBP had been understood or not. For exam-
ple, Ted had written the following in his draft text as a comment to Tim Bur-
ton’s quote: ‘I agree with Tim Burton that movies make you feel. They do 
give you emotional response’. The teacher had underlined the word ‘do’ in 
the second sentence and in his report Ted shows understanding of the fact 
that you can use the auxiliary verb ‘do’ to express emphasis, but the teach-
er’s FBP makes him hesitate if he will keep it or not, making him unsure of 
his own understanding and maybe also making him unsure of whether to 
change it or not. 

(15) I thought that I could really write that and I thought that . . yes I can so 
I don’t really know if I should change it or not . . I am little unsure 
(Ted) 

 
In the next two examples it is also hard to decide if the FBP has been under-
stood or not because the suggested changes from both Robert and David 
involve deleting an entire topic as a result of a FBP that is directed at coher-
ence. In other words, the teacher’s point is to connect the topics better. In 
example (16), Robert claims that tying the three topics together will be diffi-
cult and he gives a reason for this. However, at the end of the segment he 
seems to admit that the three subjects are connected. In example (17), Da-
vid’s suggested change is to delete the topic of the death penalty from his 
draft text. 
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(16) and this third topic (homosexual marriage) I can’t really tie together 
with the other two (Guantanamo and the NSA) because it has nothing 
to do with the other two though it’s also about civil rights (Robert) 

(17) mm I know what I’m going to do I’m just going to delete the whole 
death penalty (the topic) (David) 

5.3.2 Partial understanding 
The difficulties sometimes involved in determining whether some segments 
would fall into the broader categories of understanding or no understanding, 
led to third category that was named partial understanding. Two themes were 
identified in the segments that could not be categorized as either understand-
ing or no understanding: knowing that but not knowing how and accepting 
without questioning. 

5.3.2.1 Knowing that but not knowing how 
What characterized the segments of knowing that but not knowing how was 
that the participant showed understanding of why the FBP was provided but 
at the same time reported difficulties in addressing the issue or did not sug-
gest a change. This can relate to the three stages of acquisition proposed by 
DeKeyser (2007) where the segment below illustrates that Daniella is in the 
first stage, the declarative stage, but has not yet reached the second stage, the 
procedural stage. 

Daniella received the FBP ‘Interesting subjects but it is not quite clear 
how they are connected, try to make the connection clearer.’ In her report we 
can see that she expresses difficulties in addressing the FBP. She does not 
suggest any changes and seems to repeat what the teacher has written, only 
expressed in a slightly different way. 

(18) D: ah well I don’t really know how to do that 
R: no  
D: but I guess I’ll to try to make it clearer . . how the two subjects are 
connected  

 
In some segments there was no suggested change and that also made it diffi-
cult to interpret whether the FBP had been understood or not. In Jacob’s 
segment (example 19), he knows that he has made a spelling error but he 
does not provide an adequate change. In Evelyn’s segment (example 20), no 
suggested change is made either, making it hard to know if Evelyn knows 
how to spell the word correctly, even though she knows that the FBP is di-
rected at spelling. 
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(19) and there (refers to the FBP) I had never used the word ‘extence’ be-
fore and then I thought that it sounded like I had heard the word but I 
did not spell it right (Jacob) 

(20) E: well it was like spelling mistake 
R: what kind of spelling mistake? 
E: ‘influense’ 
R: and you understood that it was some sort of spelling mistake? 
E: yes 
R: mm 

5.3.2.2 Accepting without questioning 
A few segments were identified as belonging to the sub-theme accepting 
without questioning. These segments were characterized by changes made as 
a result of valuing the teacher’s expertise without a reflection about the pro-
posed change and maybe this finding can shed light on one of the learner 
options proposed by Stobart (2012), namely accepting (cf. 2.5). Robert had 
written in his letter to Obama that ‘in Sweden we don’t spy on people’ and 
the teacher had written ‘look up ‘FRA7’ It is hard to know if Robert has 
looked up FRA as the teacher suggested or if he is going to make the change 
because what the teacher has told him about FRA. However, Robert has 
been informed about something he did not know about, which in that light 
could be categorized as understood. 

(21) x (the teacher) has informed me that the Swedish FRA has actually 
began to tap Swedes and give that information to the U.S.A. and here I 
write that we don’t have anything like this in Sweden but now I know 
that so I will change that later (Robert) 

5.3.3 No understanding 
There were a few segments that were identified as belonging to the broader 
category of no understanding. Two themes were identified: cue seeking and 
clueless.  

5.3.3.1 Cue-seeking 
The first one, cue-seeking, was identified in the segments where the partici-
pants tried to arrive at some sort of understanding by guessing or hypothesiz-
ing why something was wrong but without arriving at an understanding of 
the FBP. For example, in Ted’s case, the underlined word ‘runned’ in his 
draft text posed difficulties. Ted could not identify that the form of the verb 
                                                      
7 The FRA (National Defence Radio Department) is a Swedish Government Agency orga-
nized under the Ministry of Defence. 
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in the past tense was incorrect. Instead he proposed that the word had been 
underlined because it had been spelled wrong, suggesting that maybe the 
teacher had missed the ‘e’ and maybe that was the reason why the teacher 
had underlined the word.  

(22) T: and the ‘runned’ here 
R: mm  
T: I don’t know . . . maybe something went wrong here because I made 
a mistake or did I spell the word wrong? . . . maybe she (the teacher) 
didn’t see that there was an ‘e’ there?  

In David’s segment he reports on the FBP that he received on the close of his 
letter to Obama where he had written ‘With lots of hope, David’ and re-
ceived an underlining on the first four words. David also tries to arrive at 
some sort of understanding by guessing. Although he seems close to the 
understanding he is still not sure. 

(23) D: maybe it’s not as formal  
R: okej 
D: not a formal close of a letter  
R: mm 
D: maybe . . . I don’t know  

 
There were also points from the checklist that the pupils tried to make sense 
of without arriving at some sort of understanding. In the following example 
Jacob is trying to understand what the words ‘own language’ in the sixth  
point of the checklist ‘Does it feel true? Is it your own language? means. 

(24) eh mm . . number six I don’t really understand what she (the teacher) 
means . .‘is it your own language’ . well does she mean that like if I 
use my own language like . . abbreviations and things like that or does 
she mean slang? (Jacob) 

5.3.3.2 Clueless 
The second sub-theme, clueless, was characterized by the participants’ use 
of phrases such as ‘I don’t know’, ‘I have no idea’ or ‘I don’t quite under-
stand’. David had written the sentence ‘Of course is Obama Care a very 
good company that helps a lot of people but some Americans don’t have that 
health insurance.’ The teacher had underlined the word ‘is’ and David re-
ports the following: 

(25) D: I think it’s . . wait a minute [inaudible mumble] yes . . ‘of course is 
Obama’ I don’t know does that really work? 
R: what do you feel isn’t working? 
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D: [David reads] ‘of course is Obama Care a very good company’ eh I  
actually don’t know 
R: no 
D: I don’t know 

 
The sub-theme of clueless was also found in one of the Marie’s report but 
was not directed at one of the FBPs but rather at the entire checklist. 

(26) well I feel that it’s quite hard to know exactly what needs to be re-
written .. should I rephrase a sentence? or should I write more and de-
velop the text or should I correct spelling mistakes? … it is quite hard 
(Marie) 

 
The examples used to illustrate the categories of understanding, partial un-
derstanding and no understanding exhibited criteria for belonging to a theme 
or a sub-theme within one or more categories. However, there were seg-
ments that did not exhibit any of the criteria for these themes. Some of these 
segments did not say much about pupils’ understanding of the FBPs but are 
relevant to include because they provide insights into some pupils’ reports 
on the writing checklist used in S2 that seemed to make pupils reflect about 
the strengths and weaknesses of their draft texts. Other segments did say 
something about the participants’ understanding but also pointed at the emo-
tional aspect of feedback that might sometimes influence the understanding 
of feedback or the relationship between teacher and pupil. For these reasons 
the sections following are included in the result chapter.  

5.4 Reflecting 
In some segments where the participants in S2 reported on the FBPs provid-
ed by the writing checklist (cf. Appendix 3) they did so, not by reporting 
some sort of understanding, but rather by reflecting in general on the 
strengths and weaknesses of their draft texts. For example, in Jacob’s case he 
reported on three points (3, 4 and 5) by using the words ‘think about it’. In 
example 27 he notess that he experiences difficulties ending his text and that 
this is something that he thinks is difficult. In example 28 he does not really 
explain why he thinks about this point but in example 29 he acknowledges 
not being good at including interesting examples and details for the reader. 
Finally, in the last two examples Jacob identifies a strength in his text, the 
introduction, but again acknowledges the difficulties in getting the ending 
right and making the text interesting for someone else to read.   

(27) J: mm well I think about it (point 3) but I have difficulties in getting the 
ending right  
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R: mm 
J: well I think about it but it is hard  
R: to write an ending? 
J: aha 
R: to end a text? 
J: I always have well I can add that 
R: mm 
J: and then I can’t seem to get that last touch that is needed 

(28) hm four (point 4) I think about a little (Jacob) 

(29) mm five (point 5) I think about but I don’t think I’m that good at in-
cluding that (Jacob) 

(30) eh the beginning is good but the ending is not quite as good  (Jacob) 

(31)  and I . . don’t know I don’t think that the reader gets that interested 
(point  8) (Jacob)  

 
In Evelyn’s draft interview when asked about the points from the checklist 
there were many points that made her reflect on the weaknesses in her text. 
In the first example (32) Evelyn admits that her text needs to be organized 
better.  

(32) eh well number one that is about the content and what it’s about . I 
would like to change that a little . . think like it was a little jumbly and 
then number three if you take another . . ‘red thread’ . . then I think that 
there wasn’t a lot of that in the text . . think that it was written in a 
messy way (Evelyn) 

 
Evelyn went on and brought up several weaknesses she thought her text had. 
First she thought that her “text wasn’t that interesting”, then she went on and 
reported that the “introduction of her text wasn’t that interesting” and be-
cause of not having a good introduction the reader of the text would proba-
bly “not like to go on reading the text”. Thereafter she reported that she had 
not described the characters in the movies she wrote about well so that “the 
reader could get a picture of the person in his/her head”. Evelyn also admit-
ted that she had not divided her text into paragraphs and that she could take 
things out from the text because “there is a lot” and that maybe she should 
focus on “one movie instead of four”. Then she reported that she used the 
same words all the time and that made the text repetitive. She also explained 
that she jumped “between different time-frames” writing first “about some-
thing” and then about “her favorite movie and then when she was little” 
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making her text “a little messy”. The final weakness she identified was that 
she had not used any metaphors in her text as shown in example (33). 

(33) E: and then use metaphors 
  R: mm 
  E: one can do that 
  R: yes 

E: I try to do that 
 
Evelyn did not report any strengths in her text but claims that she had no 
problems with three points from the checklist, ‘Punctuation, big letter.’, 
‘Big/small letters.’ and ‘Spelling’: 

(34) […] and then this .. eleven twelve and thirteen I don’t think I have any  
big problems with (Evelyn) 

5.5 Emotional aspects 
In some of the segments different emotional aspect were identified in the 
participants’ reports of the FBPs. Due to this potential emotional aspect of 
feedback as suggested by Rowe (2011) and the potential influence on learn-
ers’ motivation it seemed relevant to include the following segments that 
illustrate insecurity and disappointment. 

5.5.1.1 Insecurity 
Some formative FBPs and sometimes the positive reinforcements (PRFs) 
gave rise to insecurity. In a previous example, example 15, Ted seems secure 
at first that he can actually use ‘do’ to express emphasis but because the 
word has been underlined by the teacher he hesitates whether to use it or not. 
In the next example Jacob is insecure throughout the report even though he 
provides the adequate missing word ‘as’ in the sentence twice.  

(35) J: ‘pushed himself . close to’ mm ‘the chair’ there I don’t know what it 
was 
R: there is a squiggle like this 
J: yes 
R: but it how do you understand it? 
J: I don’t know 
R: no 
J: I don’t really understand it . . ‘pushed himself’ as ‘close to the chair’ 
maybe? 
R: okay 
J: as he could or? no well . . I don’t really know 
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5.5.1.2 Disappointment 
In S2 four of the participants received the comment ‘Good!’ at the end of 
their draft text. Even though these FBPs aim at giving a positive reinforce-
ment, that is not always how they are perceived by the participants. In Ted’s 
report he seems disappointed because the comment lacks information and he 
cannot use it. His report highlights another previous experience where he 
was also disappointed as a result of the comment. Ted also reports that he 
expected more of the comment, because he had put a lot of effort into writ-
ing the text. Ted’s report also suggests that the disappointment he felt was 
because everyone in the class got the same comment and the comment was 
not specifically directed at Ted’s text. This fact makes him question if the 
teacher has actually read not only his text but also all the other pupils’ text in 
the class. Throughout the report it seems like Ted’s expectations are not 
really met. 

(36) T: well I was a little like disappointed since I didn’t get much out of 
the comment I got . . I had hoped for more . . and that’s about it . . and 
then this is not the first time I get disappointed at the comments be-
cause on another text that we had done before well then I had really put 
a lot of effort into my text and expected well a good comment where 
she (the teacher) had like read the text and given a comment on the text 
. . but it was a little sad that the comment I got well all the others in the 
class had got . . it was sort of exactly the same comment so I don’t re-
ally know if she had read the text or just wrote a comment on all of the 
texts at the same time . . you can sort of say it was a little a little sad 
R: you were . . you felt disappointed because you had made an effort? 
T:  mm and then like . . I didn’t get the comment that I wanted  

 
The positive reinforcement (PRF) ‘Good!’ was also perceived by some par-
ticipants in S2 as not very informative and hard to use. 

(37) well it (the comment ‘Good!’) does not say much only that it was good 
like and that there wasn’t a major . . any big mistakes really (Marie) 

(38) that the text was good like . . the thing is that it doesn’t say that much 
but I guess it means that the text is good (Evelyn) 

 
The results from the thematic analysis of pupils’ understanding show that the 
participants in this study understand many of the FBPs provided by their 
teachers. They express their understanding by resorting to different strategies 
such as explaining why, by changing perspectives and by providing adequate 
changes. However, sometimes pupils understand the FBP but acknowledge 
that they do not know how to address them. Most of the FBPs are accepted 



79 

without questioning but if questioning does occur insecurity arises. The re-
sults also show that the writing checklist given to the pupils in S2 makes the 
pupils reflect on the strengths and weaknesses in their draft texts and on their 
strengths and weaknesses as FL writers. Teacher written feedback also in-
volves emotional aspects such as disappointment, especially in standard 
PRFs such as the comment ‘Good!’. The PRFs, according to some pupils, 
are neither informative nor usable for text revision. 

This concludes the section of pupils’ understanding of teacher written 
feedback. In the next section the results from the analysis of pupils’ use of 
feedback will be presented. 

5.6 Pupils’ use of teacher written feedback 
In this section the results from pupils’ use of teacher written feedback will be 
presented. To address the third and the fourth research question the draft 
texts were again used to identify the feedback points (FBPs) provided by the 
teacher. The categorization of the teacher written feedback according to the 
feedback typology (cf. 4.5.1) served to link the participants’ use of the 
teacher written feedback to the revisions made by the participants in their 
final version texts. The revisions made by the participants in their final drafts 
were categorized according to the three ways in which the revisions related 
to the teacher written feedback as proposed by Hyland (1998). The three 
ways are: closely following the corrections or suggestions, acting as an ini-
tial stimulus and avoiding the issue (cf. 2.6.2). The final version interview 
was also used to triangulate, when possible, the changes that the participants 
reported having made as a result of the teacher written feedback and the 
other changes the pupils reported having made. 

5.6.1 Study 1 
In section 5.5.1.1 the extent to which teacher written feedback was used by 
the three participants in S1 Daniella, David and Robert will first be present-
ed. In section 5.5.1.2 a closer look will be made at how the teacher written 
feedback was incorporated by these three pupils in their final draft texts. 
Finally in 5.5.1.3 the revisions that were not related to the teacher written 
feedback will be accounted for. 

5.6.1.1 Extent of use of teacher written feedback 
The participants in S1 Daniella, David and Robert used all of the formative 
FBPs provided by their teacher as displayed in the table below.  
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Table 16: Participants’ use of teacher written feedback S1  
Participant Total 

number  
of FBPs 
provided 

Number  
of forma-
tive FBPs  
provided 

Feedback type Total 
number 
of forma-
tive FBPs  
used 

% of  
forma-
tive  
FBPs 
used 

   Direct 
feed-
back 

Meta 
feed-
back 

Indirect 
feedback 

  

Daniella 13 7 1 6 0 7 100% 
David 19 14 1 8 5 14 100% 
Robert 11 8 1 7 0 8 100% 
Total 43 29 3 21 5 29 100% 

The participants’ revisions related to the teacher written feedback in differ-
ent ways. In the next section the relationship between the teacher’s written 
feedback and the pupil’s revisions will be presented. 

5.6.1.2 Relationship between teacher written feedback and pupils’ 
revision 

The ways in which revisions were made as a result of the formative FBPs 
provided to the participants in this study are displayed in the table below.  

Table 17: Revisions made by participants in S1 
Participant Total 

number of 
formative 
FBPs  
used 

Closely following the 
corrections or suggestions 
of the teacher written 
feedback 

Acting as an initial 
stimulus 

Avoiding 
the issue 

   Minor 
text-based 
changes 

Major 
text-
based 
changes 

 

Daniella 7 4 1 2 0 
David 14 4 0 9 1 
Robert 8 2 3 2 1 
Total 29 10 4 13 2 

5.6.1.2.1 Closely following the corrections or suggestions 
The first way in which pupils’ revisions could be related to the feedback is 
closely following the corrections or the suggestions made by the teacher. Out 
of the twenty-nine formative FBPs provided there were ten occasions where 
the revisions closely followed the corrections or the suggestions of the 
teacher. However there was only one instance in S1 where a revision was 
made by correcting the issue addressed by the FBP without changing any-
thing else in the sentence (example 39), which comes from Daniella’s final 
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version text. In her draft text the words ‘I’m getting’ were underlined and in 
the left margin of the text the teacher had written ’verb form?’. 

 (39) 
MF8 

(global/ 
’diffi-
cult’) 

Almost every month I’m getting 
news about some fatal shooting in 
the U.S.A. 
 

→ Almost every month I get news 
about some fatal shooting in the 
U.S.A. 

Nine of the other revisions also closely followed the suggestions in the 
teacher written feedback but involved added text. Daniella received three 
FBPs directed at paragraphing and her final version text was divided into 
nine paragraphs instead of six as in the draft text. David also received an 
FBP directed at organisation, which suggested the revision of paragraphs in 
the draft text. In David’s final version text seven paragraphs were identified 
instead of the original three. Two other examples of revisions that closely 
followed the teacher written feedback were made as a result of FBPs di-
rected at the introduction of the letter. The first example was an FBP that 
suggested David to write more about himself and to explain why he was 
writing the letter. In his final version David added text according to the FBP 
by adding information about his age, his connection to the U.S.A., his reason 
for writing and his own developing interest in the subject, as illustrated by 
example 40. 

(40) 
MF 

(global/ 
’easy’. 

my name is David Danielsson and 
I live in Sweden. 

→ my name is David Danielsson and 
I am currently fourteen years old. I 
live in Sweden. My cousines live 
in x [American city] and I have 
visited them a lot. The reason why 
I am writing this letter is mainly 
because we got an assignment 
from our English teacher, but also 
because I got more interested in 
the subject. 

The second example of a revision closely related to the teacher written feed-
back as a result of FBPs directed at the introduction of the letter can be 
found in Robert’s final version text. Robert had received two FBPs, one in 
the draft text: ‘maybe something more about the purpose’, and one in the 
individualized comments: ‘[…] try to present the purpose of the letter before 
you go into the actual topic.’ As example 41 shows the revision made in 
Robert’s final version text also follows closely the suggestion made in the 
teacher written feedback by adding that he is writing the letter because it is a 

                                                      
8 Meta feedback 
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school assignment and that the purpose is to convince Obama to make a 
change. 

(41) 

5.6.1.2.2 Acting as an initial stimulus 
The second way in which pupils’ revisions and the feedback could be related 
to was that feedback could act as an “initial stimulus” meaning “it could 
trigger a number of revisions which went beyond the issues addressed by the 
initial feedback.” (Hyland 1998:264) which addresses the fourth research 
question: What other changes do pupils’ report that they make? Out of the 
twenty-nine formative FBPs seventeen revision operations were identified as 
going beyond the issues that the initial FBPs addressed. Four of these revi-
sions were identified as resulting in minor text-based changes and thirteen as 
resulting in major text-based meaning changes.  

Minor text-based changes involved revisions that did not change the 
overall meaning of a sentence. In example 42 the FBP was directed at the 
word NSA which had been circled and in the right margin of the draft the 
teacher had written ‘not really correct but the ministry of defence’. The FBP 
resulted not only in the change from ‘NSA’ to ‘military’, but the words ‘just 
kept’ were changed to ‘there simply’ and the word ‘thought’ was changed to 
‘assumed’. As a result there was no change made to the overall meaning of 
the sentence but a more formal tone was achieved. Neither was an overall 
change made in the revision as a result of the FBP in example 43. The word 
‘talking’ had been underlined and in the left margin of the text the teacher 
had written ‘word choice’. In the final version text ‘talking’ was changed to 
‘writing’ and ‘to start of’ was changed to ‘First off’ and placed in the begin-
ning of the sentence, thereby achieving better cohesion between the intro-
duction of the letter and the following paragraph where this sentence was the 
first sentence of the paragraph.  

(42) 
DF9 They are just kept there because 

the NSA caught them and thought 
they were terrorists. 

→ They are there simply because the 
military caught them and assumed 
they were terrorists. 

                                                      
9 DF = direct feedback 

MF 
(global/   

‘difficult’ 

My name is Robert Robertsson. 
I’m x years old and I live in Swe-
den. 

→ My name is Robert Robertsson. 
I’m x years old and I live in Swe-
den. Our English teacher gave us 
an assignment to write a letter to 
you. In this letter we are supposed 
to write about something that we 
would like to change in America. 
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(43) 
MF  

(local/ 
’easy’) 

I would like to start of by talking 
about Guantanamo bay. 
 

→ First off I would like to write about 
Guantanamo bay. 

 
The other FBP that Robert received was related to encyclopedic knowledge. 
Robert had written about how he thought that it was unacceptable of the 
NSA to spy on Americans and Europeans and that this was something that 
we do not have in Sweden. At the end of the passage the teacher had written 
the suggestion, ‘look up “FRA10?’. As example 44 shows there were major 
revisions made that involved text-based meaning changes in the final version 
text. First there is added text where Robert notess that he knows that spying 
is not only a problem in the U.S.A. but that it is also a problem in Sweden. 
Then Robert added his personal opinion about the actions of the FRA but 
also put in an argument for Obama’s responsibility to not accept the infor-
mation.  

(44) 
MF 

(global/ 
‘easy’) 

We don’t have anything like this in 
Sweden nor do we have a prison 
where hundreds of people are 
without a trial. 

→ I do know that this isn’t anything 
that is exclusive to America. The 
Swedish federal radio has been 
doing the same thing here in Swe-
den and I do find this very upset-
ting too. But what is even more 
upsetting is that they are giving the 
information to America. I do 
blame Sweden for this the most, 
but that doesn’t make you inno-
cent. You should not accept the 
information, even if it’s offered to 
you. 
 

 

5.6.1.2.3 Avoiding the issue 
The third way in which pupils’ revisions and the feedback could be related to 
identified by Hyland (1998) “was to avoid the issues raised in the feedback 
by deleting the problematic feature without substituting anything else.” (Hy-
land 1998:265). Out of the twenty-nine FBPs two revisions were identified 
as avoiding the issue. Both arose as a result of FBPs directed at issues of 
coherence. David had written about three topics in his draft text: the death 
penalty, poverty and health insurance. In the individualized comments the 
teacher had written ‘It is not clear if the two main topics that you have cho-
sen, the death penalty and poverty are connected, however the connection 
                                                      
10 FRA (National Defence Radio Department) is a Swedish Government Agency organized 
under the Ministry of Defence. 
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between poverty/health insurance is quite clear.’ As a result in the final ver-
sion text the passage about the death penalty had been omitted. However, 
David’s report from the final draft interview showed that David could ex-
plain why he had chosen to omit the death penalty topic and that he thought 
that deleting the death penalty had improved the text. 
 
(45) D: I felt from the start that . . no . . it is not really connected . .  I felt 

that it will improve if I develop health care and poverty instead of put-
ting effort into the death penalty 
R: mm 
D: so I deleted it 
R: mm 
D: and it turned out much better 

 
Robert had also received an FBP directed at coherence and chose to delete 
one of the topics he had written about. In his draft text he had written about: 
Guantanamo Bay, the NSA spying on Americans and Europeans, and homo-
sexual marriage. The FBP in the individualized comment suggested the fol-
lowing: ’It would be good if you could connect two of the topics better for 
example Guantanamo Bay and the spying of the NSA, how could you make 
that connection clearer?’. In his final version text the third topic, homosexual 
marriage was deleted. Robert’s report also gives insights into the reasons 
why this way of revising was chosen. The reasons Robert gives for deleting 
the topic is avoiding making the letter too long and the difficulties he was 
having with tying the topic of homosexual marriage with the other two top-
ics. Also, he seemed to think that the topic might not be relevant to include 
because changes had already been made and will be made in respect to this 
issue. 

(46) Robert: […] and I have also made a change . . and now I have two 
topics, first I had written a little bit about homosexual marriage here on 
the back of the paper 
R: mm 
Robert: here . . but my letter was long enough because I added this ex 
tra about nine eleven and the longer introduction 
R: mm 
Robert: so I felt that homosexual marriage . . I couldn’t really connect  
it with these two other topics ehm . . well they are both like civil rights 
well civil rights but I just couldn’t really connect them in a good way 
R: no 
Robert: and I felt that these are things that Obama and I already agree 
on and I think he is already doing the best he can and there are more  
and more states that allow it so I don’t think I would have needed to 
write about it 
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Hyland (1998) also identified a revision category where pupils’ revision did 
not seem related to the teacher feedback at all. In the next section some ex-
amples of these revisions will be presented together with the other changes 
that the pupils reported having made in the final version interview. 

5.6.1.3 Revisions not related to teacher written feedback 
Revisions were also identified that were not related to the teacher written 
feedback thus addressing the forth research question. Insights into the impe-
tus for these revisions or the other sources influencing these revisions were 
provided by the participants’ report in the final version interview.  
 Daniella reported having made revisions of which two were minor text-
based changes made to adjust to the tone and the purpose of the letter. First, 
she replaced “some easy words” with “some harder words” because it made 
the text feel more important. Second, she added references in her final ver-
sion text because “it sounds more professional” and “emphasizes the con-
tent”. Daniella also reported having restructured some sentences because 
“there was like maybe a lot of ‘that’ all the time” and to have taken some 
sentences out since she thought that “some things I repeated all the time like 
I think you (Obama) should do this and this so I might have taken some of 
those out”. The impetus to these revisions were made by Daniella herself. 

Robert also reported that the revisions not related to the teachers’ feed-
back were made by himself. A reason for doing several revisions directed at 
minor text-based changes such as spelling and grammar was that he “found 
several careless mistakes”. Robert reported having added his name at the end 
of the letter and the date in the top right-hand corner because “this is what 
you usually put in a letter”. Another revision made was due to events in the 
U.S.A. which affected what he first had written in the draft text. 

(47) […] then I changed some stuff because when I started writing this here 
I wrote that there is going to be a re-election in Congress and that you 
(Obama) have a good chance at winning because everybody is mad at 
the Republicans because of the Government Shutdown but then Obama 
had problems with Obama Care and now everyone agrees with the Re-
publicans again so I took that part out (Robert) 

 
In comparison with Daniella and Robert, David did not report any revisions 
made that were not related to the teacher feedback. However, he reported 
other sources that influenced the revisions he made: his peers and his parents 
as well as the Internet. 

(48) Sam and I have the same topics so we have tried to discuss what is 
important and like reached some conclusions and written those down 
[…] and also I have worked with other persons and I have like some-



86 

times asked them even if it is something like well that they can give me 
advice about or things like that […] then I have gotten help from other 
people and I have also asked my parents and help from other people 
[…] right, then I have also taken information from the internet of 
course (David) 

  
The results from pupils’ use of teacher written feedback in S1 have been 
presented and in the next section the results of S2 will be presented. 

5.6.2 Study 2 
In this section the extent to which teacher written feedback was used by the 
six participants in S2 Evelyn, Jacob, Marie, Max, Sofia and Ted will be pre-
sented. Then examples will be shown of how the teacher written feedback 
was incorporated in the pupils’ final version texts following the same struc-
ture as the results of S1. 

5.6.2.1 Extent of use of teacher written feedback 

Table 18: Participants’ use of teacher written feedback S2 
Participant Total 

number of 
FBPs 
provided 

Number of 
formative 
FBPs  
provided 

Feedback type Total 
number 
of forma-
tive 
FBPs  
used 

% of  
forma-
tive 
FBPs 
used 

   Direct 
feed-
back 

Meta 
feed-
back 

Indirect 
feed-
back 

  

Evelyn 27 26 0 22 4 0 0% 
Jacob 38 37 1 22 14 16 43% 
Marie 26 25 0 22 3 5 20% 
Max 24 24 0 22 2 2 8% 
Sofia 24 23 0 22 1 7 30% 
Ted 31 30 2 22 6 12 40% 
Total 170 165 3 132 30 42 25% 
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5.6.2.2 Relationship between teacher written feedback and pupils’ 
revision 

Table 19: Revisions made by participants in S2  
Participant Total 

number of 
formative 
FBPs  
used 

Closely following the 
corrections or suggestions 
of the teacher written 
feedback 

Acting as an initial 
stimulus 

Avoiding 
the issue 

   Minor 
text-based 
changes 

Major 
text-
based 
changes 

 

Evelyn 0 0 0 0 0 
Jacob 16 0 2 14 0 
Marie 4 2 0 2 0 
Max 2 0 0 1 1 
Sofia 7 1 2 4 0 
Ted 12 0 3 9 0 
Total 41 3 7 30 1 
 

5.6.2.2.1 Closely following the corrections or suggestions 
Out of the total number of forty-three FBPs used by the six pupils in S2, 
three revisions closely followed the corrections or the suggestions of the 
teacher. Marie made two of these revisions by correcting the misspelled 
word ‘diffrent’ twice, which was changed correctly to ‘different’. Although 
Marie reported that she had followed point number thirteen of the writing 
checklist directed at ‘spelling’, she reported that it was only the spelling of 
‘different’ and not the spelling of other words in the texts that she had cor-
rected, so this was regarded as one revision as a result of two FBPs. Sofia 
also made a revision that closely followed the teacher written feedback. So-
fia wrote the sentence ‘Movies effekts me in different ways.’ and changed it 
to ‘Movies affect me in different ways.’ which was regarded as not changing 
the meaning of the sentence. Although there is a meaning difference between 
the verb ‘to effect’ such as in to cause or make something happen, and ‘af-
fect’ involving an emotional change, Sofia only reported in the final version 
interview that she had “written the words correctly”.  

5.6.2.2.2 Acting as an initial stimulus 
Out of the forty-three formative FBPs provided thirty-nine of the revisions 
were categorized as acting as initial stimulus. Out of the thirty-nine revisions 
seven of these were regarded as revisions involving minor text-based chang-
es and did not change the overall meaning of the sentence. Ted, who wrote 
about the episode ‘The Red Wedding’ in the television series ‘Game of 
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Thrones’ made three of these types of revisions. The example below illus-
trates that even if the emphatic ‘do’ has been deleted and two sentences have 
been linked with the use of ‘and’ and the words ‘some kind of’ have been 
added, it does not change the overall meaning of the sentence.  

(49)  
IDF11 I agree with Tim Burton that mov-

ies make you feel. They do give 
you emotional response. 

→ I agree with Tim Burton that mov-
ies make you feel and they give 
you some kind of emotional re-
sponse. 

Sofia also made two revisions categorized as minor text-based changes, of 
which one was a result from one of the FBPs from the checklist ‘Do you 
have a varying and expressive choice of words? Or do you use the same 
words too many times? Try to find the correct word that you want to tell’. In 
the final version interview Sofia reports the following: 

(50) […] I have put some other words . . instead of like some easy words I 
have written some synonyms and stuff like that (Sofia) 

 
In Sofia’s final version text there was evidence of changes that do not alter 
the overall meaning of the sentence but that achieve a more formal tone. In 
example 51 the word ‘like’ was changed to ‘appreciate’ and in example 52 
the last sentence ‘I learn new word and other things.’ was rephrased to ‘it’s 
for my education only’. What is interesting to note is that in example 53 the 
word ‘effekts’, which had been underlined by the teacher in a previous sen-
tence but not here, was correctly spelled in the final version text.  

(51)  
 The other movie I really like is 

Mean Girls. 
→ The other movie I really appreciate 

is Mean Girls. 

(52) 
 I love watching movies, not just 

for fun. I learn new words and 
other thing. 

→ I love watching movies, not just 
for fun, it’s for my education also. 

(53) 
 So yes, movies effekts me and 

other people. 
→ So yes, movies affect me and 

probably other people. 

 

                                                      
11 IDF = Indirect feedback 



89 

Out of the thirty-nine revisions acting as initial stimulus thirty-two were 
categorized as involving major text-based changes. In the example below 
Ted commented on Tim Burton’s quote. In the final version text he added a 
part of Tim Burton’s quote and he deleted the text about  ‘Adventure movies 
can get you excited!’. Although the change of ‘I totally agree with him’ to ‘I 
cannot agree more with him” would have been regarded as a minor text-
based change, the other revisions made change the overall meaning of the 
sentence. 

(54) 
IDF I totally agree with him for an 

exampel Horror movies make you 
feel afraid, Romantic movies can 
make you feel happy or sad, Ad-
venture movies can get you excit-
ed! 

→ And in the quote where he says 
“movies make you feel”  I cannot 
agree more with him, because if 
you’re watching a Horror movie 
for an example you might feel 
scared and a Romantic movie 
might make you happy or in some 
cases sad. 

Marie, who wrote about fantasy movies, made one revision that was catego-
rized as acting as an initial stimulus involving a major text-based change. 
The word ‘environment’ was changed to ‘surroundings’ and she added text 
by writing ‘that make it look so real’, maybe trying to make a contrast with 
‘special effects’, as illustrated by the example below: 

(55) 
MF12 
(local/ 
‘easy’) 

What fascinates me about those 
movies is all the environments and 
special effects. 
 

→ What fascinates me about those 
movies is all the surroundings and 
special effects that make it look so 
real. 

 

5.6.2.2.3 Avoiding the issue 
Out of the forty-three FBPs used one of the revisions was categorized as 
avoided by deletion without being substituted by anything else. This type of 
revision was made by Max. The example below shows the sentence in Max’s 
draft text. In the final version text Max did not write anything related to the 
character’s insomnia. 

(56) 
IDF 

 
Now he can he can sleep like a 
child or at least he thinks he is. 

→  

 

                                                      
12 MF  = Meta feedback 
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5.6.2.3 Revisions not related to teacher feedback 
Out of all the participants Max was the only one who reported in the final 
version interview that all his revisions had come from himself and were not 
related to the teacher written feedback at all.  

(57) M: well I haven’t done anything from it (the teacher written feedback 
or the writing checklist) 
R: no nothing? . . 
M: only what I thought should be added 

 
Max reported that he had written “more in detail about the movie and the 
characters and what happens in the movie” and he also reported having add-
ed more complicated words such as “buffeted”. Also Marie reported that she 
didn’t use the points from the checklist and that the only changes she had 
made were “developing a sentence or two” by changing a word, by making a 
sentence shorter or adding “a sentence or two”.  

(58) eh I didn’t follow the points all that much . . it was more about what I 
thought and felt (Marie) 

 
Jacob also reported not having made a lot of changes that were not related to 
the teacher’s feedback, so did Ted. 

(59) R: other changes? 
J: I have changed the language in some sentences 
R: mhm  
J: but no big changes 

(60) R: ehm and are there any other changes you have made that don’t have 
to do with . that you have thought about or that you have changed? 
T: no I don’t think so . .  

 
Sofia reported that she had “written a little more because” she “came up with 
some things to write about” and that she “wanted to write more because the 
text was a little like short”. 

The results from the analysis of pupils’ use of teacher written feedback 
show that the pupils in S1 use all of the formative FBPs provided by their 
teacher irrespectively of feedback type. In S1 most of the FBPs trigger pupils 
to make major text-based changes but pupils revision also closely follow the 
corrections or the suggestions made by the teacher written feedback. The 
FBPs also trigger two of the pupils, Daniella and Robert, to make minor text-
based changes. Two of the pupils make a revision operation by avoiding the 
issue.  
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In S2 pupils do not use teacher written feedback to the same extent as pu-
pils in S1. Jacob is the pupil who uses most of the FBPs (43%) followed by 
Ted (40%). Sofia uses 30% of the FBPs, Marie 20% and Max 8%. The only 
pupil who did not use any of the FBPs was Evelyn. In S2 most revision op-
eration are major text-based changes made as a result of the feedback acting 
as an initial stimulus. There are some revision operations that involve minor-
text based changes. There are two incidents of revision operations that close-
ly follow the corrections or the suggestions of the teacher written feedback 
and the only revision operation made by avoiding the issue. 

In S1 and S2 there were also revision operations that the pupils reported 
were not related to the teachers’ feedback. In S1 Daniella and Robert report-
ed having made changes such as adjustments to the tone and the formality of 
the letter and corrections of careless mistakes. David reported not having 
made any changes on his own but that he had used other sources such as 
peers and his parents to help him as well as the Internet to search for infor-
mation. In S2 Max reported that all of the revisions he made were a result of 
what he thought should be changed. Marie reported not having made any 
revisions as a result of the writing checklist, even though the changes she 
reported could be linked to points in the checklist. Ted, Jacob and Sofia re-
ported having made a few changes as a result of their own impetus but no 
major changes. 

The results of pupils’ understanding and pupil’s use of teacher written 
feedback will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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6 Discussion 

The results of the study will be discussed in this chapter in relation to the 
literature review and the theoretical framework. The chapter is divided into 
four sections starting with the discussion of the results from pupil’s under-
standing of feedback. The second section will discuss the results from pu-
pils’ use of feedback. The third section ties the two previous chapters togeth-
er in the pedagogical implications of this study. The chapter concludes with 
some reflections on the methods and the instruments used in the present 
study and some suggestions for future research. 

6.1 Pupils’ understanding of teacher written feedback 
In the present study results from the thematic analysis show that pupils un-
derstand many of the individual FBPs provided by the teachers. When they 
express their understanding they do so using mostly everyday language. 
Only one example was found out of all the segments where the pupil used 
specialized linguistic terminology, which was Daniella (cf. 5.2.1.1, example 
4). However, as many examples illustrate, the ability to demonstrate 
knowledge about language or explicit knowledge does not require the use of 
specialized language terminology.  

Contrary to the findings of Hyland (1998), many pupils in the present 
study can explain why the teacher has addressed particular issues in their 
text. What is more, some of the pupils even show evidence of ‘reader aware-
ness’ such as Ted (example 6) and Sofia (example 7), something that is gen-
erally regarded as hard for FL writers to consider (Silva 1993). Maybe the 
pupils, even though their proficiency levels vary, are proficient enough to 
have gained ‘reader awareness’, but another reason can be found at task lev-
el. The task of writing a letter to Barack Obama offers, even though Obama 
most likely wouldn’t read the pupils’ letters, an imagined reader other than 
the teacher, thus achieving a higher degree of authenticity (Weigle 2002) and 
making pupils more attentive to pragmatic knowledge (Bachman & Palmer 
2010). However, it is interesting to note that it seems hard for them to keep 
being aware of the imagined reader throughout the revision process if their 
attention is not drawn to these issues. For example, Robert who managed to 
rephrase the word ‘ambitious’ to ‘stop making promises you can’t keep’ 
(example 9) wrote the following in his final version text and by doing so 
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failed to adjust the language to the formal tone of the letter and the recipient 
of the text:  

 
(61) ‘I really do think you can change these issues, you need to be more 

persistent. You’re a smart guy and I just think you should loosen up a 
bit.’ 

 
Another reason for pupils’ understanding of issues addressed at for example 
the introduction of the letter, as can be seen in example (14) is that pupils 
draw on rhetorical knowledge from L1 (Wang & Wen 2002) when they 
write in English.  

Although pupils in both studies seemed to be quite familiar with the form 
of the written feedback given in the draft texts, some FBPs were difficult for 
pupils to understand. Pupils’ lack of linguistic knowledge made some FBPs 
hard to understand, especially for those FBPs where indirect feedback (IDF) 
was used. The implicitness of this feedback type is regarded as leading to 
long-term gains since it involves learners in problem solving (Ellis 2009). 
However, as in Ted’s case, example (22), it led to no gains at all. To use 
meta feedback (MF) with an added explanation such as ‘verb form’, might 
have helped as a cue to lead Ted into solving the problem or engaging him in 
hypothesizing, something that is considered to lead to long-term gains (Ellis 
2009). However, for some pupils the term ‘verb form’ could pose problems 
of understanding, as could a question from the checklist such as “is it your 
own language?”. Even though certain terms have been used in class and 
addressed through instruction, it is impossible for teachers to know if all 
pupils actually understand them and it may also take time for pupils to gain 
understanding of certain issues in respect to writing. 

As already noticed, the results show that there are points from the writing 
checklist that pupils find hard to understand. Moreover, what becomes clear 
are the difficulties that pupils seem to have in deciding which of the points 
are relevant to address, as in Marie’s example (26). The indecision they ex-
press might be due to the lack of familiarity with the form (CEFR 2009) of 
the writing checklist or to the lack of self-assessment skills. At the same time 
the results indicate that the writing checklist has the potential to trigger re-
flections about textual strengths and weaknesses that pupils experience in 
their draft texts as well as the strengths and weaknesses that the pupils expe-
rience that they have as FL writers, generally. Maybe the reflections evoked 
by the writing checklist written by the teacher could be attributed to the form 
of the writing checklist where many of the FBPs were formulated as ques-
tions and therefore triggered reflection. However, as seen in Evelyn's exam-
ple (32), the writing checklist can lead to the identification of so many 
weaknesses that revision will become overwhelming. As Oscarsson (1997) 
noted, most language learners “have a certain capacity for determining their 
own language ability” (Oscarsson 1997:176) but this capacity needs to be 
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supported. In Evelyn’s case the use of descriptors, as suggested by Sadler 
(1998), could help Evelyn to identify not only the qualities that are absent 
but also the qualities that are present in a piece of work and thus help Evelyn 
strengthen her ability to self-assess.  

The results found in the present study also show that the teacher-pupil 
power relation sometimes influences pupils’ understanding. The results 
found by Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) that pupils move in a continuum of 
acceptance, ambivalence and protest was found in a few segments as in ex-
ample 11. In most of the segments pupils accept the FBPs provided and sel-
dom question them. Reasons for this may be found in pupils’ answers and 
comments to the questionnaire in the pupil draft interview where most pupils 
reported that they valued their teacher’s feedback (cf. 5.1.1 and 5.1.2) and 
also that they thought that their teacher provided feedback to help them 
make improvements to their texts and to develop their ability to write (cf. 
5.1.1 and 5.1.2). Another reason for pupils accepting many of the FBPs 
without questioning them might also rest in pupils viewing teacher feedback 
as requirements, as suggested by Zhao (2010). Acceptance as a requirement 
or as a result of valuing the teacher’s expertise was also found in the FBP 
directed at encyclopaedic knowledge in Robert’s case (example 21). Here it 
is hard to know if Robert has looked up FRA, read about the FRA and then 
made an active choice of incorporating it in the text or if he incorporated it 
‘because the teacher said so’ or because ‘the teacher knows so’. Ambiva-
lence or insecurity arises as in Ted’s case (example 15), even though he 
seemed to understand that the teacher had made a mistake. The ambivalence 
or insecurity could be due to pupils not wanting to challenge the authority of 
the teacher. As a result of linguistic knowledge insecurities, pupils rely on an 
intuitive feeling about language, which they have difficulties in verbalizing. 
To have knowledge about language or explicit knowledge, even though there 
are different opinions about if explicit knowledge can become implicit 
knowledge (Bialystok 1978; Ellis 2004; DeKeyser 2007; Paradis 2009) ex-
plicit knowledge could serve as a crutch for FL learners to lean on when they 
experience difficulties in understanding. Out of the nine pupils in the present 
study only two pupils, Max and Marie, showed some kind of protest or re-
sistance towards the teacher’s feedback. Reasons can yet again be found in 
the reports from the pupil draft interview, where the statements and the ques-
tions from the questionnaire were talked about. Max’s protest can be related 
to his view about himself as a writer (cf. 5.1.2), and his view on the writing 
assignment, which he reported not liking: 

(62) well it’s just ordinary stuff such as . . where you live . what things you 
like . . not about what you think about the world and what ideas you 
have . . what kind of changes you want to make in the world and how 
you would go about making these changes . . those things would be 
much more fun to write about (Max) 
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In Max’s report there was also evidence that suggested that he was a confi-
dent and independent writer who preferred to write at home as opposed to 
writing in school (cf. 5.1.2), which he experienced as “stressful”. Marie, 
unlike Max, reported that she liked the writing assignment and that she val-
ued the teacher’s feedback. However, Marie also reported that she did not 
get that much feedback so she thought it was hard for her to know “what to 
fix” (cf. 5.1.2). Maybe Marie’s resistance was also directed towards a previ-
ous experience of teacher’s appropriation or taking over the text in general, 
an issue in feedback raised by both Sommers (1982) and Hyland and Hyland 
(2006). 

(63) because sometimes you can think that the text is good just the way it is 
. because I got . . I wrote some text in year 7 and then my English 
teacher thought that I should move some parts of the text and then I 
thought that it didn’t make sense so then I didn’t (Marie) 

 
The results found in the present study also indicate that the pupils sometimes 
report on the positive reinforcement (PRFs), but that the understanding of 
the PRFs is not prioritized by the pupils as are the formative FBPs. The 
PRFs are probably not regarded as usable for text revision. However, in this 
study the reports on the PRFs suggest that they are important to consider, 
since PRFs are important for social aspects between teacher and pupil and 
for motivational aspects as Ted’s example (36) shows.  

6.2 Pupils’ use of teacher written feedback 
As for the use of the teacher written feedback, the results from the present 
study show that there are variations between Study 1 (S1) and Study 2 (S2) 
and also between the pupils in each study. Pupils in S1 use all of the forma-
tive FBPs, irrespectively of the feedback type or of the component of lan-
guage ability that the FBP addresses. A reason for the high use of the forma-
tive FBPs in S1 may be the individual character of the formative FBPs. The 
FBPs in S1 address personal writing issues in each of the pupils’ texts, both 
by the written interventions in the pupils’ draft texts and by the individual-
ized comments, making the pupils regard the FBPs as more relevant to use to 
improve their texts. The number of FBPs also seems manageable to address 
and might also explain why pupils in S1 use all the formative FBPs. Pupils 
in S2 do not use the teacher written feedback to the same extent, and the 
twenty-two formative FBPs generated by writing checklist may be a reason 
for that. Pupils in S2 do not seem familiar with the form of the checklist 
compared to the written feedback they receive in their draft texts, which is 
mostly of IDF type. The many points in the writing checklist in combination 
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with the standard character may also influence the extent to which pupils use 
this type of feedback and how motivated they feel to use it. 

A closer look at the revisions made as a result of the FBPs in S1, reveals 
that the operations vary between the three pupils. However, all three pupils 
make many revisions that are triggered by the FBPs and result in major text-
based changes. In S1 there are two accounts of avoiding the issue by deleting 
without any substitution. In both cases deleting involved removing one out 
of the three topics that both David and Robert tried to tie together in their 
texts. This might suggest that making revision operations to achieve coher-
ence is particularly demanding. In S2 the majority of revisions involve major 
text-based changes also as a result of the teacher written feedback triggering 
other revision operations. This might be a result of the writing checklist, but 
it is hazardous to draw that conclusion since the participants only reported 
on some of the points of the checklist. Evelyn was the only pupil who did 
not make any revision operations at all and it is difficult to explain why, 
since she reported making a number of changes in the final version interview 
but handed in a final version text that was exactly the same as the draft text. 
Maybe compliance can be an explanation: pupils want to do what their 
teachers have asked them to and research participants want to do what the 
researcher has asked them to do, but this is merely hypothetical.  

Another explanation for the pupils in S1 using the teacher’s feedback to 
greater extent than pupils in S2, could be contextual factors such as time 
constraints, mode of writing, task difficulty and task type (Barkoui 2007). In 
S1 pupils’ were given several lessons to write their draft texts and work with 
the teacher’s written feedback. This gave the pupils opportunities to incorpo-
rate the feedback in their final version text. Pupils in S1 wrote their drafts by 
hand but typed out their final draft on the computer. The change of mode of 
writing from writing by hand to writing on the computer might have helped 
pupils to incorporate FBPs directed at issues such as paragraphing to a high-
er extent than if they had written their final version by hand. The task of 
writing ‘a letter to Obama’ could be regarded as quite difficult since it in-
volved writing about two or more topics, to compare the chosen topics with 
the same topics in the Swedish context and to convince Obama to make 
some kind of change as a result of comparing the conditions in the two coun-
tries. Moreover, the task required considering the genre of the letter with 
elements such as an introduction and a close as well as the formality of the 
language due to the recipient of the letter. However, many of these issues 
were addressed in the teacher’s written feedback in S1 thus making the pu-
pils understand how their writing performance related to the writing task at 
hand and maybe also made the pupils more motivated to use it. In compari-
son pupils in S2 watched the movie ‘Pay it forward’ as a source of inspira-
tion and then wrote their draft text about ‘movies’ during one lesson. After 
receiving feedback the pupils had two lessons to revise their texts. Both the 
draft texts and the final version texts were written by hand. The task of writ-
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ing about ‘movies’ required the pupils to do two things: first to comment the 
quote by Tim Burton and then to write about a favourite movie. The feed-
back addressed by the teacher written feedback in the pupils’ draft text was 
mostly of IDF type directed at spelling and grammatical mistakes which 
were specific. However, the writing checklist with its twenty-two FBPs may 
not be specific enough for pupils to relate the points from the checklist to the 
writing task at hand, affecting both the understanding and the use of the 
teacher written feedback in S2.  

Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) found that teachers’ written commentary fo-
cused more on weaknesses than strengths in pupils’ text, which is also con-
firmed in the present study. However, in S1 there are more positive rein-
forcements (PRFs) given to each pupil than in S2, where four of the pupils 
received the comment ‘Good!’, one pupil received the comment ‘Ok’ and 
one pupil received no positive comment. Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) also 
found that most teacher comments were directed at local issues of orthogra-
phy, lexicon and syntax than at global issues of disposition, content and or-
ganization. However, in both S1 and S2 the teacher written feedback is al-
most evenly distributed between local and global issues. 

In Swedish compulsory schools there are no explicit demands to correct 
comprehensively or to use a certain type of feedback. Even though pupils 
and their parents might have expectations of teachers’ feedback practices, 
just as Lee (2007) found, and even though these expectations might influ-
ence how FL teachers in Sweden provide feedback, teachers in Sweden still 
have quite a lot of pedagogical ‘freedom’. 

The results of the study also show that pupils make revisions that are not 
related to the teacher written feedback. The revisions that most pupils re-
ported making were a result of their own impetus and were mostly minor 
text-based changes made to adjust to formality and tone, to achieve more 
variation and a higher degree of correctness.  

6.3 Pedagogical implications 
Providing FL learners with ‘good’ written feedback is not an easy task be-
cause of the many contextual variables (cf. 2.4) that influence how pupils 
understand and use the written feedback teachers provide, some pedagogical 
implications will however be outlined.  

The results found in the present study show that if we want pupils to un-
derstand teacher written feedback pupils need to be familiar with the form in 
which the feedback is provided (CEFR 2009). Irrespectively of how we de-
cide to provide written feedback, by the use of symbols or by writing expla-
nations using what we as teachers regard as ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ language we 
need to make sure that pupils understand the ‘feedback language’. To give 
written feedback that is individual seems to make pupils more motivated to 
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use it, something that can be important to consider. Moreover the number of 
feedback points (FBPs) needs to be manageable because it takes time for 
pupils to address the diversity of issues raised in the feedback. The use of 
implicit types of written feedback such as the underlining of words or sen-
tences has the possibility to make pupils reflect and engage in problem solv-
ing which might lead to long-term gains (Ellis 2009). However, if pupils do 
not manage to address the issues successfully there will be no gains at all 
and therefore more explicit types of feedback such as direct feedback, alt-
hough not considered to lead long-term gains and involve minimal pro-
cessing (Ellis 2009), correcting the error may at least make pupils notice the 
error correction. 

Although the results found in the present study indicate that pupils under-
stand many of the issues that the teacher written feedback addresses it has its 
limitation in for example helping pupils make the connection of topics and 
ideas clearer. Even though pupils know that their texts lack for example co-
herence, in other words they have the declarative knowledge, they do not 
know how to achieve coherence because they lack procedural knowledge. 
The difficulties that pupils experience in FL writing need to be addressed 
through explicit writing instructions by teachers in the FL classroom but 
teachers also need to know how to address these difficulties in instruction. 
As follows, students studying to become FL teachers must receive training 
and working FL teachers need to receive in-service training so that teaching 
FL writing can become, although a challenging skill to teach and a difficult 
skill for pupils to master, somewhat less challenging. 

The results found in the present study also show that pupils’ understand-
ing and use of teacher written feedback is influenced by the power relation 
between teacher and pupil. It is important that teachers are aware of that 
influence. Even if pupils are told over and over again to come to the teacher 
with their questions and their thoughts they do not always do that. In the 
educational context where teachers are the instructors as well as the asses-
sors, this is especially important to be aware of.  

6.4 Methodological reflections 
In this last section some final reflections are made on the research design, 
the methods and the instruments used in this study. The section and this the-
sis conclude with some suggestions for further research. 

Case study has been a fruitful design for the aim of this study. Investigat-
ing nine pupils’ understanding and use of written feedback in two different 
EFL classrooms has provided insights into some methodological variables of 
individual, situational and instructional character. These insights may be 
valuable to other researchers as well as for teachers.  
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The use of reflective interviews with the pupils’ drafts as stimulus, has al-
so been a fruitful but not an easy method to use. Just as teacher written feed-
back is influenced by contextual variables so are interviews. One influential 
variable was time. The interviews had been scheduled in advance and were 
conducted during the participants’ English lessons. A preset timeframe for 
the interviews was not completely beneficial. More time would have gener-
ated fuller accounts of pupils’ understanding of teacher written feedback and 
also more opportunities for the researcher to pose follow-up questions. Be-
cause of the many points of the checklist in S2, it was hard for these partici-
pants to pay equal amount of attention to each of the points, something that 
probably affected the quality of their reports. The decision to elicit partici-
pants’ reflections by using the final version text as stimulus and by asking 
only two questions did not yield as many insights into their reported uses as 
expected and desired. A more fruitful approach would have been to identify 
the changes prior to the final version interviews and asked the participants to 
report on the changes identified. 
  The use of thematic analysis to find patterns and themes in pupils’ re-
ported understanding provided insights into the different ways that pupils 
reported their understanding of teacher written feedback and how this under-
standing was expressed. However, for a novice researcher it was a very chal-
lenging method to use. Especially some segments were hard to categorize as 
either understanding or no understanding. A more experienced researcher 
would probably have identified other patterns and themes. Another issue 
raised in the thematic analysis was illustrated in example 10 (cf. 5.2.1.2) 
where the example highlighted difficulties in knowing if the teacher meant 
that the word ‘ambitious’ was not an adequate word to use in a letter ad-
dressed to the president of the U.S.A. or if he meant something else. This is a 
methodological weakness in the present study and a weakness that could 
have been addressed by for example using the introspective method of think-
aloud. To have the teachers think aloud while they were providing the pu-
pils’ draft texts with written feedback could have provided information about 
what the FBP addressed. Moreover, valuable insights into the variations that 
the teachers’ written feedback exhibited in the present study (cf. 5.2.1.2 and 
5.2.2.2) could have been gained. 
  The design of a typology to fit the teacher written feedback of the two 
classrooms was necessary, but regarding the points of the writing checklist 
as separate FBPs might not have been a well-grounded decision. The diffi-
culties involved in using the typology proposed by R. Ellis (2009) called for 
a slight modification of the framework. This indicates that new instruments 
need to be developed for the investigation of written feedback that is used by 
teachers in their unique learning contexts. 

Although the research questions focused on pupils’ reported understand-
ing and pupils’ reported use other data such as pupils’ final version texts 
were used and gave results of pupils’ actual use of the teacher feedback. The 
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use of different sources of evidence shows that complementary data can help 
to provide further insights into pupils’ use of teacher written feedback and 
something that could be worthwhile to explore further.  

At the core of this study were two questions: do pupils understand teacher 
written feedback and do they use it? In order to seek answers to these ques-
tions, analysis of the actual revisions made was found to be necessary. The 
revision categories proposed by Hyland (1998) served to illustrate the rela-
tion between the FBPs and the changes that pupils made in their final version 
texts in a fruitful way. The initial procedure for the analysis was to compare 
pupils’ draft text with their final version texts and to categorize the written 
feedback as used, not used or avoided. This categorization only served to 
identify the product of the written feedback. The categories of Hyland 
(1998) served to illustrate both the product and the processes made as a re-
sult of the teacher written feedback by the pupils in their final version texts.  

6.4.1 Suggestions for further research  
The results from the categorization of the teacher written feedback, results 
that do not address any of the research questions of the present study, show 
that research adopting only one perspective, in this case pupils’ perspectives 
is a challenging task and studies of this kind might need to have a different 
design, taking into account also the perspective of the teacher. The link be-
tween what teachers want to communicate to the pupils through their written 
feedback and how pupils understand what teachers are communicating could 
be looked into further by researchers. 

The results in the present study also show that the number of feedback 
points (FBPs) vary between the participants in both S1 and S2. For example 
Daniella in S1, receives more positive reinforcements (PRFs) than David and 
Robert, but three of Daniella’s seven formative FBPs are directed at the 
same issue of paragraphing. In S2 Max is the only pupil that does not receive 
a PRF and Jacob receives considerably more FBPs of IDF type in his draft 
text than any other pupil in S2. What are the reasons for the variations and 
what influences teachers when they provide written feedback? Researchers 
could thus investigate what variables influence how teachers provide written 
feedback to individual learners. 

The results found in the present study also show that the category of 
avoidance by deletion is, from the pupils’ perspective, sometimes a way of 
making improvements. However, deletion might not be perceived in the 
same way by different teachers. The Swedish performance standards in the 
English syllabus (Skolverket 2011) state that pupils’ ability to communicate 
in writing should include the assessment of pupils’ ability to clarify and vary 
their communication by making improvements to their communications 
(Skolverket 2011:37). How do teachers assess this ability? What instruments 
do they employ? To what extent are pupils involved in the assessment pro-
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cess? These are some questions that would be worth investigating further 
and that could provide valuable insights into the field of FL writing. 
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Sammanfattning på svenska 

Inledning 
I den här licentiatuppsatsen står två frågor i fokus: förstår elever den åter-
koppling som de får på sitt skrivande och använder eleverna den? Frågorna 
är två av flera frågor som uppkommit under min tid som undervisande lärare 
på grundskolan i ämnet engelska. Trots att en majoritet av mina elever har 
haft goda kunskaper i engelska har jag alltid upplevt det som utmanande och 
svårt att undervisa i skrivande. Dessutom har det varit svårt att veta hur jag 
på bästa sätt kan stötta eleverna i deras skrivande. Ett sätt som jag ofta an-
vänt mig av är att ge skriftlig återkoppling. Det är tidskrävande men fram-
förallt svårt. Ska jag rätta alla fel eller några? Ska jag rätta eller bara stryka 
under felen? Ska jag skriva en kommentar eller inte? Vad ska jag lyfta som 
är bra i texten och hur skriver jag då? Klarar eleverna av att få så många 
rättningar eller kommer de att känna sig helt omotiverad och slänga texterna 
i papperskorgen?  

För att besvara uppsatsens huvudfrågor genomfördes två studier i två 
olika grupper på två olika grundskolor, en grupp i årskurs 8 och en grupp i 
årskurs 9. En fallstudiedesign användes för att undersöka nio elevers förstå-
else och användning av lärarens skriftliga återkoppling. De tre eleverna i 
årskurs 8 skrev ett ’brev till Barack Obama’ och fick skriftlig återkoppling i 
sina textutkast och genom individuella kommentarer på ett separat papper. 
De sex eleverna i årskurs 9 skrev om ämnet ’movies’ och fick skriftlig åter-
koppling i sina textutkast men fick också en stencil med tjugo bearbetnings-
punkter (se Appendix 3). Data samlades in från flera källor såsom klass-
rumsobservationer med anteckningar, intervjuer med lärarna, en elevenkät 
och elevintervjuer. Elevers textutkast och bearbetade texter samlades även 
in. För att uppfylla studiens syfte och besvara dess forskningsfrågor använ-
des endast elevintervjuerna och elevernas textutkast och bearbetade texter. I 
nästa avsnitt kommer bakgrunden till studien att redogöras för. 

 
Bakgrund  
För att kommunicera i internationella sammanhang är det viktigt att kunna 
uttrycka sig skriftligt på ett främmande språk som engelska. Av den anled-
ningen är det viktigt att lärare som undervisar i ämnet engelska undervisar i 
skrivande. Men det verkar finnas svårigheter kring att undervisa i skrivande. 
Trots att elever i svensk grundskola uppnår goda resultat i ämnet engelska 
både i nationella (Skolverket 2014) och internationella mätningar som Euro-
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pean Survey on Language Competences (Council of Europe/Skolverket 
2012), presterar elever inte lika bra i skriftlig produktion som i de andra 
förmågorna. En närmare titt på de svenska resultaten för skriftlig produktion 
i den europeiska studien visar att en grupp generellt presterar bättre när det 
gäller skriftlig produktion i engelska. Den gruppen består av elever vars för-
äldrar har en eftergymnasial utbildning. Det skulle kunna tyda på att vissa 
elever inte får det stöd i undervisningen som de skulle behöva för att ut-
veckla sin skriftliga förmåga.  
 Svårigheten att undervisa i skrivande i främmande språk kan relateras till 
de teoretiska modeller som använts för att förklara skrivandets process. Men 
till exempel Flower och Hayes (1981) och Bereiter och Scardamalias (1987) 
modeller är baserade på skrivande i ett första språk och tar inte hänsyn till en 
viktig aspekt i skrivande i främmande språk, nämligen den språkliga kompo-
nenten. En modell som försöker förklara skrivande i ett andra- eller främ-
mandespråk och som inkluderar den språkliga aspekten är modellen som 
föreslås av Wang och Wen (2002). Denna modell belyser vilka språk som 
andra- och främmandespråksskrivare använder under skrivprocessen, vilket 
gör den till ett viktigt bidrag. Däremot beskriver inte modellen den språkliga 
komponenten närmare (Polio 2012). Svårigheten att undervisa i skrivande i 
främmande språk kan också relateras till den påverkan som processbaserade 
och genrebaserade förhållningssätt till skrivande haft även på skrivundervis-
ning i främmande språk. Processbaserade förhållningssätt fokuserar på en 
skrivprocess som generellt är uppbyggt i fyra steg: stoffsamling, formule-
rande, bearbetning och utskrift. Genrebaserade förhållningssätt fokuserar på 
att lära elever att bygga upp en viss typ av text som t.ex. en argumenterande 
text där vissa element ska finnas med. Varken processbaserade eller genre-
baserade förhållningssätt fokuserar närmare på den språkliga komponenten 
vilket är den viktigaste komponenten för att elever ska kunna formulera sig i 
skrift på ett främmande språk. 

I den nordiska kontexten har återkoppling eller respons undersökts ur ett 
lärarperspektiv (Igland 2008). Återkoppling eller respons utifrån ett elevper-
spektiv har också undersökts i svenska som andraspråk (Kronholm-
Cederberg 2009). Däremot finns det få studier som belyser ett elevperspektiv 
i ämnet engelska som främmande språk. Än färre är de studier som genom-
förts på grundskolan i ämnet engelska, varför Berggrens (2013) undersök-
ning om kamratbedömning är unik i den svenska kontexten. Sammanfatt-
ningsvis innebär detta att den här föreliggande studien, som undersöker åter-
koppling i skrivande i ämnet engelska på grundskolan utifrån ett elevper-
spektiv, kan bidra med nya kunskaper inom det språkdidaktiska fältet. 

 
Syfte och frågeställningar 
Syftet med den här studien är att undersöka vad elever förstår av den skrift-
liga återkoppling som lärare ger dem på deras skrivna texter i ämnet eng-
elska och hur elever använder återkopplingen. Undersökningen genomfördes 
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under ett skrivprojekt i två grupper, en i årskurs 8 och en i årskurs 9, vid två 
olika grundskolor. Studiens syfte preciseras i följande fyra forskningsfrågor: 
 

1. Vad säger elever att de förstår av den skriftliga återkoppling de får av 
läraren? 

2. Vad säger elever att de har svårt att förstå? 
3. Vilka förändringar säger eleverna att de gör i sina texter som ett resul-

tat av lärarens skriftliga återkoppling? 
4. Vilka andra förändringar säger eleverna att de gör i sina texter? 

 
Studiens forskningsdesign och de metoder som använts för att söka besvara 
forskningsfrågorna kommer att redogöras för i nästa avsnitt. 
 
Metod 
För att undersöka elevers förståelse och användning av skriftlig återkoppling 
används i den här studien en fallstudiedesign. Fördelen med en sådan design 
är att den ger möjlighet att studera ett fåtal elever mer ingående. Det finns 
kritik mot fallstudier eftersom deras resultat ofta betraktas som svåra att 
använda för att generalisera. Därför blir det viktigt att påpeka att syftet med 
fallstudier inte är att generalisera till andra populationer, utan att fallstudier 
syftar till analytisk generaliserbarhet (Yin 2009). Med andra ord är generali-
sering till teoretiska antaganden och teoretiska begrepp möjlig, vilket kan 
bidra med värdefull kunskap som den här studien syftar till. 

För den här studien efterfrågades lärare som undervisade i ämnet engelska 
på grundskolan och som arbetade enligt ett processbaserat förhållningssätt 
till skrivande och som i den här processen gav eleverna skriftlig återkopp-
ling. Två lärare från två olika skolor blev intresserade och valde att delta i 
studien med varsin klass. I den första delstudien deltog en lärare med en 
grupp i åk 8 och i den andra delstudien ingick en lärare med en grupp i åk 9.  

Som redan nämnts i inledningen samlades data av olika slag in, men hu-
vudmaterialet för studien består av elevintervjuer och elevers textutkast och 
bearbetade texter. Två elevintervjuer genomfördes, en när eleverna fått åter-
koppling på sina textutkast och en när eleverna bearbetat sina textutkast. För 
båda elevintervjuerna användes en särskilt metod som refereras till som ret-
rospektiva/reflektiva intervjuer (Mackey & Gass 2005). I den här typen av 
intervjuer används ett stimulus som ska försöka få den intervjuade att reflek-
tera, och därför sågs den här tekniken som gynnsam för att elicitera elever-
nas förståelse av lärarnas skriftliga återkoppling och också för att få eleverna 
att berätta om de förändringar som de gjort i sina texter. I den första inter-
vjun med eleverna i årskurs 8 användes elevernas textutkast och de kommen-
tarer som eleverna fått på ett separat papper på som stimuli. Med eleverna i 
årskurs 9 användes elevernas textutkast och en checklista som eleverna fått 
av läraren med tjugo bearbetningspunkter (se Appendix 3). I den andra in-
tervjun användes elevernas bearbetade texter som stimuli för samtliga elever. 
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För att analysera elevernas förståelse av lärarnas återkoppling användes 
tematisk analys (Braun & Clarke 2006). Tematisk analys ansågs som lämp-
lig, eftersom metoden används för att upptäcka mönster i olika typer av 
material. Det analyserade materialet bestod av transkriptioner från den första 
intervjun, textutkastsintervjun, med eleverna. För att analysera elevernas 
användning av lärarens skriftliga återkoppling användes elevernas textutkast 
och deras bearbetade texter tillsammans med den andra intervjun, slutvers-
ionsintervjun. Varje återkopplingspunkt (eng. feedback point) som läraren 
markerat i elevernas utkasttext identifierades och kategoriserades enligt en 
feedbacktypologi baserad på Ellis (2009) feedbacktypologi (jfr. 3.2.2). Ellis 
(2009) feedbacktypologi anpassades under studiens gång till lärarnas åter-
koppling (jfr. 4.5.1). Återkopplingspunkterna länkades sedan till elevernas 
utsagor i textutkastsintervjun. Kategoriseringen av lärarens skriftliga åter-
koppling användes också för att identifiera de förändringar eleverna gjort i 
sina bearbetade texter. Förändringarna kategoriserades sedan enligt Hylands 
(1998) fyra bearbetningskategorier:  

 
1. bearbetningen följer lärarens rättningar eller förslag  
2. återkopplingen påverkar som stimuli och triggar igång ytterligare för-

ändringar utöver de förändringar som den initiala återkopplingen rik-
tat sig mot  

3. undvikande av problem som återkopplingen riktat sig mot genom 
borttagande/radering av problemet utan att ersätta det med något an-
nat 

4. bearbetningen kan inte relateras till den skriftliga återkopplingen  
 
I nästa avsnitt presenteras resultaten av studien tillsammans med diskussion 
av resultaten. 
 
Resultat och diskussion 
Resultaten visar att eleverna förstår en hel del av lärarens skriftliga återkopp-
ling, och de visar sin förståelse genom att använda olika strategier. De ut-
trycker sin förståelse på ett enkelt språk utan att använda specifika språkliga 
termer. Endast i en av utsagorna använder en elev språkterminologi.  Jämfört 
med Hylands (1998) studie kan elever i den här studien i större utsträckning 
förklara anledningen till lärarens återkoppling. Dessutom kan flera elever 
byta perspektiv och tänka sig in i läsarens roll, något som är betraktat som 
svårt för främmandespråksinlärare att göra när de skriver (Silva 1993). Där-
emot, så verkar det svårt att ta hänsyn till läsar- och mottagarperspektivet 
genom hela texten. En förklaring till elevernas förmåga att kunna göra detta 
kan handla om den generellt goda språkliga nivån i engelska som många 
elever i Sverige har. En annan förklaring till att de förstår t.ex. att texten blir 
mer läsvänlig om den delas in i stycken kan vara att elevernas kompetens-
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nivå i svenska är tilltäckligt hög för att de ska kunna överföra denna kunskap 
till det främmande språket (Wang & Wen 2002).  

Det som också verkar vara svårt att förstå är när en indirekt typ av åter-
koppling, såsom understrykning av ord eller användning av t.ex. frågetecken 
görs, och eleven inte har den språkliga förmågan att på egen hand kunna lösa 
problemet. Det finns vissa ord och uttryck i återkopplingspunkterna som är 
mindre lätta att förstå. Uttrycket ’röd tråd’ kan vara svårt för vissa att förstå 
och för andra är frågan ’är det ditt eget språk?’ svår att förstå. Resultaten 
pekar också på att eleverna accepterar lärarens återkoppling i hög grad jäm-
fört med de resultat som Kronholm-Cederberg (2009) kom fram till. Den 
höga graden av acceptans kan bero på att eleverna i den här studien tycker 
att det är roligt att skriva på engelska och att de flesta värdesätter sin lärares 
skriftliga återkoppling och vill använda den för att förbättra sin text och för 
att bli bättre på att skriva på engelska. 
 Resultaten av elevernas användning av lärares skriftliga återkoppling 
visar att lärares feedback triggar eleverna till att göra fler förändringar än det 
som återkopplingen ursprungligen riktat sig mot. En anledning till detta kan 
vara den generellt höga språkliga nivån som eleverna har. Trots att de går i 
olika årskurser och att de enligt betygen ligger på olika språkliga nivåer, har 
de flesta en språklig förmåga som gör att de klarar av att göra bearbetningar 
och vill bearbeta sina texter också utifrån sina egna tankar och synpunkter. 
Det som verkar vara svårt är att skapa sammanhang eller koherens mellan 
olika ämnen vilket några elever uttrycker. 
 
Pedagogiska implikationer 
Det är inte lätt att ge konstruktiv skriftlig återkoppling eftersom det är svårt 
att veta i förväg vad som kan påverka förståelsen och därmed också använd-
ningen av den skriftliga återkoppling som ges. Några pedagogiska implikat-
ioner kan ändå skisseras utifrån resultaten av den här studien. 

Om vi som lärare väljer att ge skriftlig återkoppling, bör våra elever vara 
införstådda med hur vi ger återkoppling och vilka olika typer av sätt eller 
former för återkoppling som vi lärare använder. Vi måste ’dela språk’ med 
våra elever, oavsett om vi använder symboler, streck, specifika språkliga 
termer eller vardagsspråk.  

Det är också viktigt att fundera över om det finns sådant som vi inte kan 
uppnå med skriftlig återkopplig. Skriftlig återkoppling får inte ersätta skriv-
undervisning utan bör användas som en del av skrivundervisningen. Elever-
na måste få möjlighet att lära sig genom att lärare förklarar hur man t.ex. 
skapar koherens i en text eller hur man skapar kohesion i en mening. Dessu-
tom måste elever också få möjlighet att träna på att skapa koherens i en text 
och kohesion i meningar. Skrivande är en svår förmåga att bemästra och det 
tar tid att nå resultat, både för lärare och för elever. 

Resultaten från den här studien visar även att skriftlig återkoppling påver-
kas av den maktrelation som finns mellan lärare och elev. Det innebär t.ex. 
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att eleverna ibland gör förändringar som de inte förstår eller att de inte ifrå-
gasätter sådant som de inte tycker stämmer. Detta är viktigt att tänka på ef-
tersom lärare är de som samtidigt undervisar elever och bedömer elevers 
prestationer.  
 
Förslag till vidare forskning 
Resultaten från den här studien visar att det finns variation mellan antal åter-
kopplingspunkter som ges till eleverna. Vissa elever får väldigt mycket åter-
koppling t.ex. Jacob och andra, som t.ex. Daniella får en övervägande del 
positiva kommentarer. Vad beror det på? Vad är det som påverkar lärare när 
de ger skriftlig återkoppling? Detta är frågor som skulle förtjäna vidare stu-
dier. 
 Resultaten från den här studien visar att elever gör många förändringar 
som ett resultat av den ursprungliga återkopplingen och att elever har ibland 
goda skäl till varför de t.ex. tar bort ett helt ämne ur en text eller varför de 
gör andra förändringar. I kunskapskraven för ämnet engelska för årskurs 9 
(Skolverket 2011) ska bedömning av den skriftliga förmågan även inriktas 
på hur elever bearbetar sina texter. Därför vore det intressant och relevant att 
undersöka hur lärare går tillväga när de bedömer bearbetningsprocesser. 
Vilka verktyg använder lärare? I vilken grad görs elever delaktiga i den här 
processen? Det är några ytterligare frågor som skulle kunna vara värda att 
söka svar på i vidare forskning. 
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8 Appendices 

8.1 Appendix 1: Performance standards for year 9 
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8.2 Appendix 2: Letter of consent 
 
 

Stockholm, 9 september 2013 
 
 
 
 
Hej föräldrar och elever i x, 
 
Mitt namn är Karina Pålsson Gröndahl och jag har arbetat som lärare i engelska och 
spanska på grundskolan i snart 15 år. Jag har nu fått möjlighet att forska inom ämnet 
språkinlärning och språkundervisning vilket känns väldigt spännande! Det innebär 
att jag ska genomföra en undersökning och sedan skriva om undersökningen i en 
rapport (en licenciatuppsats). 
 
När elever skriver texter på engelska får de en skriftlig respons från läraren i syfte att 
stötta och utveckla elevens skrivande. Responsen kanske inte alltid är så lätt för 
elever att förstå och använda. Jag ska undersöka vad elever förstår av den skriftliga 
respons de får och i vilken utsträckning de använder responsen när de bearbetar sina 
texter. Min plan är att observera och föra anteckningar under den tid som eleverna 
arbetar med en skrivuppgift. Under den här perioden kommer jag att samla in en 
enkät och elevtexter samt även intervjua elever vid två tillfällen. Först när eleverna 
har fått respons på sina utkast och sedan när eleverna bearbetat och färdigställt sin 
text.  
 
Du/Ni får det här brevet för att jag behöver ditt/ert aktiva samtycke till ditt/ert barns 
deltagande i min undersökning.  
 
För att erhålla ert samtycke är det viktigt att du/ni har fått information kring studien 
och tagit ställning till om du/ni vill delta. En mer detaljerad beskrivning av under-
sökning hittar ni därför i det bifogade informationsbrevet. Om det finns något som är 
oklart eller om ni har ytterligare frågor tveka inte att ta kontakt med mig. Avslut-
ningsvis är det viktigt att du/ni vet att deltagande i studien är frivillig och att delta-
gandet får avbrytas när som helst. I sådana fall kan detta meddelas mig eller under-
visande lärare. Ingen anledning behöver då uppges och inga påföljder kommer att 
ske.  
Jag hoppas verkligen att ni kan hjälpa mig så att elevers erfarenheter och upplevelser 
kan bidra till språkundervisningens utveckling, genom att fylla i samtyckesformulä-
ret. 

Med vänliga hälsningar, 
 

Karina Pålsson Gröndahl 
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Lic.doktorand 
Institutionen för språkdidaktik 

Stockholms universitet 
karina.palsson.grondahl@isd.su.se 

 
Samtyckesformulär 
 
 Ja  
 

Vi har tagit del av information kring studien som kommer att genomföras 
av Karina Pålsson Gröndahl och samtycker till deltagande i studien. 
 

 Ja Samtycke ges även till deltagande i intervjun. 
 
 

 Nej Vi har tagit del av information kring studien men samtycker inte till del-
tagande i studien. 
 
 

 
 
____________________  ___________________________________________ 
Datum       Namnteckning (målsman) 

 
___________________________________________ 

         Namnförtydligande 
 
 
 

 
___________________________________________ 

         Namnteckning (deltagare i undersökning) 
 

___________________________________________ 
         Namnförtydligande 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:karina.palsson.grondahl@isd.su.se
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8.3 Appendix 3: Writing checklist 
 
CHECK LIST TO GO THROUGH A TEXT 
When you read through your text, read it load in your head and think of the 
following: 
 
1. Content. What is it about? 
 
2. Is it distinct and easy to understand? 
 
3. Does the text have a tread that is tied in the end? 
 
4. is the text interesting, does it bring questions and thoughts? 
 
5. Are there interesting details and examples for the reader? 
 
6. Does  it feel true? ls  it your own language? 
 
7. Do you have ideas and reflections about the content? 
 
8. How is the beginning and the ending? Does it capture the reader? Does the 
reader get curious and want to continue? Are you happy with the ending? 
Does the reader get the content of your text? 
 
9. lf you talk about people, think about if they are described so that you can 
get to know them and understand them. Don't forget details that give life to 
the story. 
 
10. Authors often talk about to shape a person. It means that you as a reader 
get pictures in your head. 
 
11. Punctuation, big letter.   12. Big/small letters.  13. Spelling. 
 
14. Paragraphing. Have you put your text in paragraphs? New paragraph for 
example when new time, new people, new environment, new action or new 
thought. Paragraphing is good for the reader to rest the eyes and to under-
stand what belongs together and not. 
 
15. Think about if you can improve your text by taking things out.. Maybe 
you have too many repetitions.. 
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16. Check if you have many sentences in a row built the same way? lf you 
do that the text might be monotonous and repetitive. 
 
17.Do you have both long and short sentences? 
 
18. Do you have a varying and expressive choice of words? Or do you use 
the same words too many times? Try to find the correct word that you want 
to tell. 
 
19. Do you jump between different time frames? Decide from the beginning 
what time frame you want to us. Stick to that,  if you don't have a specific 
reason. 
 
20. Sometimes it can be effective to use metaphorical language. Earth is our 
mother 
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8.4 Appendix 4: Questionnaire statements and 
questions 

 
 

1. I think it is fun to write in English. 
(Jag tycker att det är roligt att skriva på engelska.) 
 

2. I am good at English writing. 
(Jag är bra på att skriva på engelska.) 
 

3. I think the writing project seems fun. 
(Jag tycker att skrivuppgiften verkar rolig.) 
 

4. I have written texts like this one before. 
(Jag har skrivit texter liknande den här texten förut.) 
 

5. I like when my English teacher gives feedback on my texts. 
(Jag tycker om att min engelsklärare ger skriftlig respons på mina 
engelska texter.) 
 

6. What do you want your teacher to give you feedback on? 
(Vad vill du att din lärare ger respons på i dina engelska texter?) 
 

7. I understand my English teacher’s feedback. 
(Jag förstår min engelsklärares skriftliga respons.) 
 

8. I think that my texts improve if I use my teacher’s feedback to revise 
and edit them. 
(Jag tycker att mina engelska texter blir bättre om jag bearbetar dem 
med hjälp av min engelsklärares respons.) 
 

9. I use my teacher’s feedback when I revise and edit my texts. 
(Jag använder min lärares respons när jag bearbetar mina texter.) 
 

10. I know what to do to improve my writing. 
(Jag vet vad jag ska göra för att bli bättre på att skriva på engelska.) 
 
 
 

 



120 

8.5 Appendix 5: Interview extracts in Swedish 
 

(1) FBP 9: Intressanta ämnen, inte helt klart hur de hänger samman dock, 
försök förtydliga länken som finns ändå. 

 
(2) jag känner bara att det blev jättedåligt . . jag har inte samlat lika myck-

et information vid den delen och den har inget sammanband med dom 
andra två och . . . jag känner bara att det inte behövs . . jag skulle 
kunna ta den platsen och liksom skriva mer om fattigdomen och för-
säkringarna (David) 

 
(3) jag vet inte ehm . . . att jag ska skriva ehm . .’I get’ istället för ’I’m 

getting’ typ ehm för att det är typ så på engelskan att när det är en vana 
typ så ska man använda ’I get’ . . asså typ . inte pågående form (Dani-
ella) 

 
(4) alltså jag skriver om två problem i texten eller inte problem egentligen 

typ men två frågor eller ämnen eller vad man ska säga . . så ja . . och 
det är egentligen inte ett problem. (Daniella) 

(5) [läser] ‘lite långt kan du dela det i flera kortare stycken’ ehm . . ah . . 
men asså det blir ju lite såhär . . tråkigt och jobbigt att läsa när det är så 
långt stycke så då ja man tappar bort sig liksom (Daniella) 

 
(6) jag det (styckeindelning) måste jag arbeta på annars kan det bli liksom 

för jobbigt att läsa texten (Ted) 

(7) och sen har jag inte delat in min text i stycken . . jag har skrivit en text 
vilket blir jobbigt för någon att läsa (Sofia) 

(8) [läser] ‘I think that’ [mumlar ohörbart] ‘if you or your children gets’ 
[mumlar ohörbart] ahm . . aha ‘them’ ahm men typ staten eller? . . ja 
jag borde ja liksom det blir sådär ibland man har allting i sitt huvud 
och tänker liksom inte på vad läsaren egentligen . . . liksom . . vad den 
har för uppfattning och då bara skriver man ‘them’ (David) 

 
(9) [läser från sitt utkast] här har x (läraren) skrivit att ’ambitious’ inte var 

jättebra ordval för att han (Obama) är ju presidenten av USA så man 
kan ju inte riktigt kalla honom oambitiös (Robert) 
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(10) T:  och sen så här hade jag skrivit skrivit ’God damn’ fast det ville hon 
(läraren) inte att jag skulle ta med eftersom det blev så här lite lite då-
ligt 
F:  mm på vilket sätt dåligt? 
T:  asså det passade inte in i språket jag hade skrivit fast det kom så här 
lite . . asså . det var inte så här att . jag vet inte riktigt jag borde bara 
inte ha skrivit det  

(11)  och sen ’apartment’ som är med två p:n (Evelyn) 

(12) [Robert läser från sitt utkast] ‘I would like to start of by’ ‘writing’ (sä-
ger det rätta svaret). . jag hade råkat skriva ‘talking’ där istället (Ro-
bert) 

(13) där (syftar på återkopplingpunkten i utkasttexten) var det att jag hade 
glömt apostrof (Jacob) 

(14)  jag borde ha utvecklat mer . . jag bor i Stockholm Sverige . hur gam-
mal jag är varför jag skriver . . jag har nästan inte skrivit det (David) 

(15) jag tyckte att det var verkligen jag kan skriva det och det tyckte jag . . 
att det är det så jag vet inte om jag ska ändra på det eller inte . . men 
jag är lite osäker där (Ted) 

 
(16) och det här tredje ämnet (homosexual marriage) kan jag inte riktigt 

binda ihop med de andra (Guantanamo och NSA) för det har inte med 
det andra att göra även om det också handlar om civila rättigheter (Ro-
bert) 

(17)  mm det vet jag vad jag kommer att göra jag kommer bara stryka hela 
dödsstraffet (ämnet) (David) 

 
(18) D: ah asså jag vet inte riktigt hur jag ska göra där men 

F: nä 
D: typ ja visa tydligare asså . . vilken koppling dom två ämnena har 
liksom 
 

(19)  och där (syftar på återkopplingspunkten ’extence’) så hade aldrig an-
vänt ordet extence förut och då så tänkte jag att det lät som jag har hört 
det men jag hade tänkt fel i stavningen (Jacob) 

(20) E: ja det var stavfel typ  
F: och vad var det på? 
E: ’influense’ 
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F: och det förstod du att det var något typ av stavfel? 
E: ja 
F: mm 

(21) x (läraren) har upplyst mig att om vårat radio Sveriges liksom radioför-
svar har faktiskt börjat avlyssna svenskar och ge informationen till 
USA och här framme så skriver jag att vi inte har nånting liknande det 
i Sverige men då vet jag att vi har det så det kommer jag att ändra på 
sen (Robert) 

(22)  T:  och sen ‘runned’ här  
  F: mm 

T: jag vet inte . . . det kanske blev fel därför jag vet inte vad jag gjorde 
fel eller har jag stavat fel? . .  . hon (läraren) kanske inte såg att det var  
ett e?  

(23) D: kanske det är inte lika formellt 
F: okej 
D: inte ett så formellt avslut på ett brev  
F: mm 
D: kanske . . det vet jag inte heller 

 
(24)  eh mm . . sexan förstår jag inte riktigt vad hon (läraren) menar med . . 

om det är ditt eget språk asså menar hon typ såhär om jag använder 
mitt eget språk typ . .  förkortningar och sånt eller menar hon slang el-
ler? (Jacob) 

(25) D: jag tror väl att det är . . vänta lite [mumlar ohörbart] ja . .‘of course 
is Obama’ jag vet inte fungerar det verkligen? 
F: vad tycker du känns som om det inte fungerar? 
D: [David läser] ‘of course is Obama Care a very good company’ eh  
jag vet inte faktiskt 
F: nä 
D: det vet jag inte 
 

(26) ja men jag känner att det är ganska svårt att veta exakt vad det är man 
ska skriva om . . ska jag omformulera nån mening? ska jag skriva nya 
grejer och utveckla texten eller ska jag rätta stavfel? . . . det är ganska 
svårt (Marie)  

 
(27) J: mm ja det där (punkt 3) tänker jag ju på men jag har väldigt svårt för 

att få till slutet 
F: mm 
J: asså jag tänker på det men det är svårt 
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F: att få ett avslut?  
J: aha 
F: att kunna avsluta en text?  
J: jag brukar alltid ha ja jag kan lägga till det 
F: mm 
J: och sen får jag inte den sista touchen som behövs  

 
(28)  hm fyran tänker jag på litegrann (Jacob) 
 
(29) mm femman tänker jag på men det är jag nog inte så jättebra på att få 

med (Jacob) 

(30) eh början är väl bra men slutet är väl inte lika bra 
 
(31) och jag . . vet inte . tror inte att läsaren blir så intresseard (Jacob) 
 
(32)  eh asså nummer ett som handlar om innehållet och vad den handlar om 

. det skulle jag vilja ändra lite på . . jag tycker det var lite rörigt och sen 
nummer tre om jag tar en annan . . röd tråd . . så tänker jag att det fanns 
inte så mycket av det i . . tycker att jag skrivit väldigt rörigt (Evelyn) 

(33)  E: och sen använda metaforer 
F: mm 
E: det kan man göra 
F: ja 
E: det försöker jag göra 

 
(34)  […] och sen de här .. elva tolv och tretton tycker jag inte att jag har 

några stora problem med (Evelyn) 
 
(35) J: ’and pushed himself . close to’ mm ’the chair’ där vet jag inte vad 

det var  
F: där är det som en krumelur såhär 
J: ja 
F: men det hur förstår du den? 
J: jag vet inte 
F: nä 
J: jag förstår det inte riktigt . . ’pushed himself’ as ’close to the chair’ 
kanske? 
F: okej 
J: as he could eller? nä ja . . jag vet inte riktigt 

 
(36) T:  asså jag blev lite så här besviken då jag inte fick så mycket ut  
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av den kommentaren . . jag hade hoppats på lite mer  . .och det var väl 
typ det . . och sen det här är inte första gången jag blir besviken på 
kommentarerna för typ nån text såhär innan som vi hade gjort tidigare 
där där så liksom ansträngde jag mig mycket på texten och förväntade 
mig en såhära bra kommentar som hon (läraren) liksom där hon liksom 
läst texten och gav mig kommentar om texten . . fast det var lite sorg-
ligt att kommentaren jag fick hade typ alla andra i klassen också fått . . 
det var typ exakt samma kommentar så jag vet inte riktigt om hon läste 
texten utan bara skrev kommentar på alla texter samtidigt . . det var lite 
lite sorgligt kan man säga  

F:  du blev . . du kände besvikelse för att du hade ansträngt dig? 
T: mm och så fick jag liksom . . inte kommentaren jag ville ha kan man 

säga 

(37)  asså den (kommentaren ’Good!’) säger inte så mycket förutom att det 
var bra asså och att det inte var nåt större . . att det inte fanns något 
större fel direkt (Marie) 

(38) att texten var bra alltså grejen det säger inte så himla mycket men det 
betyder väl att texten är bra (Evelyn) 

(45) D: jag kände från början att . . nej . . alltså det hänger inte ihop riktigt . 
. jag kände att det blir bättre om jag går in lite djupare i sjukvården och 
fattigdomen istället för att lägga energi på dödsstraffet 
F: mm 
D: så jag tog bort det helt  
F: mm 
D: och det blev mycket bättre 

 
(46)  R: […] jag har också ändrat . . så att nu har jag två ämnen först skrev  

jag också lite om homosexuellt bröllop här på baksidan 
F: mm 
R: här . . men mitt brev blev långt nog av att jag liksom la till den här 
extra om nine eleven och den längre inledningen 
F: mm 
R: så jag kände att och det med homosexuellt bröllop . . det kunde jag 
inte riktigt länka ihop med dom här andra två ämnena ehm . . ja båda är 
ju civila rättigheter liksom jah ja civila rättigheter men alltså jag kunde 
liksom inte riktigt länka ihop dom på ett bra sätt 
F: nä 
R: och jag kände att det här är liksom saker som Obama länka ihop 
dom på ett annat sätt och det här är liksom saker som Obama redan 
håller med mig om och han och jag tror att han gör redan allt han kan 
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och det blir bara mer och mer stater som tillåter det så jag tror inte att 
jag hade behövt skriva om det ja 

 
(47) […] sen så ändrade jag lite grejer för att när jag började skriva på den 

hära så skrev jag såhära att det kommer snart att vara omval i i Kon-
gressen och att du (Obama) har stor chans att vinna eftersom alla är 
arga på Republikanerna efter the Government Shutdown men sen blev 
det ju problem för Obama med Obama Care och nu håller alla ed Re-
publikanerna igen så jag tog bort den delen (Robert) 

 
(48)  Sam och jag har vi har samma ämnen så vi har liksom försökt disku-

tera vad är viktigt liksom och kommit fram till slutsatser och skrivit ner 
dom […] samtidigt har jag jobbat med andra och jag har liksom ibland 
frågat dom även om det är nånting ja liksom om dom ska ge mig tips 
eller något sånt […] så jag har fått hjälp av andra och jag har även frå-
gat mina föräldrar och så tagit hjälp av andra […] just det sen har jag 
också tagit information från internet såklart (David) 

 
(57) M: ja jag har inte gjort någonting utifrån den (lärarens checklista) 

F: nej ingenting?. . 
M: det är bara vad jag själv tycker borde adderas 

 
(58) eh jag följde inte så mycket efter punkterna . . det var nog mer vad jag 

själv tyckte och tänkte (Marie) 
 
(59)  F: andra förändringar? 

J: ändrat lite på språket i vissa meningar 
F: mhm 
J: men inga inga stora förändringar liksom 

 
(60) F: ehm och finns det andra förändringar som du har gjort som inte har 

någonting som du har tänkt eller som du har förändrat? 
T: nä jag tror inte det . . 

(62) alltså det är så vanliga saker som . . var man bor . vad man tycker om 
för saker . . inte vad man tycker om världen vilka idéer man har . . vad 
man vill ändra i världen och hur man vill göra det . . såna saker skulle 
vara mycket roligare att skriva om (Max) 

(63) för att ibland kan man ju anse att texten är bra som den är . liksom för 
jag har fått . . jag skrev någon text i sjuan och då tyckte min eng-
elskalärare att jag skulle flytta om och då tyckte jag att det var obegrip-
ligt så då gjorde jag inte det (Marie) 
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