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Abstract 

This article addresses written feedback to students’ drafts and provides insight into teachers’ 
formative assessment practices. Data are taken from a large cross-disciplinary project on writing and 
assessment in Norway and comprises a sample of 7th graders’ writing processes from 11 schools. 
Teachers’ comments are categorised according to different acts of responding, drawing on theories 
of language acts. The study also focuses what teachers comment on, and selected examples from 
students’ revisions illustrate how teachers’ comments are handled.  

Findings show that a majority of the teacher comments are directive acts, pointing to specific textual 
aspects – and quite seldom in a dialogic way. The directives constitute a continuum illustrating 
different degrees of teacher control. Constatives are frequent, but do not necessarily contain 
facilitating explanations. The timing of the response stands out as a critical factor. The discussion 
underlines a need for writing instruction that invites students to revisions and involves teachers and 
students in active dialogues on text. 
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[T]he role of the responding teacher and the setting of the act of 

response combine to represent the teacher-responder in a way that 

may have complicated and powerful effects (Haswell, 2006, p. 12) 

1. Introduction 

Implementing assessment for learning in writing education involves teachers and students in 

complex processes of responding and revising. This study sees teacher response as a critical impetus 

to students’ progress in writing. It focuses on teachers’ written feedback to students’ texts, an 

assessment practice that traditionally constitutes a central part of writing education.1 Such feedback, 

however, has often focused on product over process and on fault finding rather than meaning 

making (Huot, 2002). Several researchers call for a renewed focus on the dynamics of the teachers’ 

 
1 In the article, we use concepts as ‘feedback’ and ‘response’ as synonyms. We also use ‘comments’ when 
referring to written realisations of these. 
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reading and responding to students’ texts, and on the continuous dialogue between teacher and 

student (Hawe & Dixon, 2013; Hyland, 2010; Parr & Timperley, 2010; Wardle & Roozen, 2012). These 

perspectives are in line with an increased focus on the purpose of assessment, shifting the 

perspective from summative and often technical perspectives to how assessment can inform 

teaching and learning (Baird et al., 2014; Parr, 2013). This entails a need for studies that 

contextualise assessment as an important part of writing education across disciplines and age levels 

(Ferris, 2014; Lee, 2014).  

The present study addresses some of these calls by focusing on teachers’ written feedback and 

students’ revision processes from communicative and text analytic perspectives as acts of 

responding. We draw on data from a large-scale intervention on writing education and assessment in 

Norway, including 20 primary schools over a two-year period: the NORM project.2 The aims of the 

project were 1) to define specific levels of writing competence that reasonably could be expected 

after 4th and 7th grade, and 2) to investigate what effects such norms of expectations3, integrated in 

local learning ecologies and assessment for learning contexts, might have on student’s writing and 

teachers’ assessment competence. Findings from the mother project reveal a considerable effect on 

students’ cross-curricular writing (Berge et al., 2017), and the teachers showed an increased ability to 

make nuanced readings of students’ texts (Matre & Solheim, 2015, 2016). These studies, however, 

do not report on how teachers take advantage of their enhanced knowledge in their everyday 

practice. This is crucial, bearing in mind that the use of such competence is what makes the 

assessment formative, that is, adapted and adjusted to the individual teaching and learning 

situations (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Sadler, 1989).  

The study presented here, aims to provide insight into teachers’ written comments to own students’ 

drafts. Even if such comments always are part of a larger context of learning activities and formative 

feedback, it may be argued that the widespread practice of correcting and commenting, along with 

the status and permanent form of the comments, make them relevant to study as potentially 

powerful tools in writing education. By asking the following questions, we investigate what kinds of 

written feedback teachers give on a sample of student texts from 7th grade (students aged 12–13):  

1. How do the teachers express their feedback through different acts of responding? 

2. What textual aspects are the teachers commenting on, and how are their comments 

anchored in the NORM project’s construct of writing and assessment resources?  

 
2 Full project title: Developing national standards for the assessment of writing. A tool for teaching and learning 
(see Solheim & Matre 2014; Berge et al. 2017) 
3 See Evensen et al., 2016 and Appendix for further information 
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In other words, the analyses focus on the form as well as the content of the teachers’ comments. 

These foci constitute the main part of the study. To see the teachers’ responses as part of a learning 

context, it is also necessary to focus on how the students receive and use the teachers’ responses. 

The constraints for this article do not permit detailed presentations of students’ texts. Still, as a basis 

for a broader discussion, we present some examples from our analyses of students’ revision work.  

 

2. Background and earlier research  

The Norwegian school system has been exposed to large-scale development programmes focusing 

on assessment for learning (AfL).4 These programmes, however, are criticised by researchers for a 

superficial and technical understanding of assessment, and for not giving teachers the required help 

to translate and adapt general principles into subject-specific assessment practices (Baird et al., 

2014; Hopfenbeck et al. 2013). Within writing – in and across disciplines – and other complex fields 

where qualitative judgements are needed, the assessment is additionally demanding, both when it 

comes to teachers’ and students’ roles (Sadler, 1989, 2010).  

Several studies point to sharing aims and involving students in writing and evaluating processes as 

key challenges – and success criteria – in writing education (Hawe & Dixon, 2014; Hawe & Parr, 2014; 

Sadler, 1989). In addition, teachers need to perform close analytic readings to see what the students 

do and do not master and to support their further progress (Hout, 2002; Phelps, 2000). These 

perspectives form a background for this study – and for the NORM project, along with Hattie and 

Timperley’s questions on where the students are going, how they are doing and what they can do to 

make further progress (2007). When it comes to process writing in a Norwegian context, Hertzberg & 

Dysthe (2012) point to a need for new practices, new language and more research. This may also 

imply methods for analysing teachers’ feedback and for studying links between teachers’ response 

and students’ revisions. 

Various types of feedback studies have been conducted over the past decades. Some focus on 

teachers’ written comments (Straub, 1996a, Silver & Lee, 2007), others on students' reception of 

these (Straub, 1996a; Bueie, 2016) or how the feedback is enshrined in students’ revisions (Myhill & 

Jones, 2007; Treglia, 2009). Most of the studies concern higher education, though some also address 

primary or secondary school (Silver & Lee, 2007; Peterson & McClay, 2010; Bueie, 2016; Silva et al., 

2016).  

 
4 The two-year programme Improved assessment practices (2007–2009) was followed by the Assessment for 
Learning programme (2010–2014). 
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Richard Straub (1996a, 1996b, 1997, 2000) has conducted several in-depth analyses of teachers’ 

responses to students’ texts, and his use of the main categories focus and modes corresponds with 

what and how in the research questions for the present study. In his work, Straub tries to counter an 

idea which he finds to be established, namely that there are essentially two ways of commenting on 

students’ writing: “one helpful, encouraging and effective, the other controlling and ineffective” 

(Straub, 1996a, p. 246). He suggests that “we should not reject all directive styles of response any 

more than we should all adopt some standard facilitative style” (p. 246). Thus, he offers a more 

nuanced, non-dichotomous way of analysing teachers’ comments, pointing out the variety rather 

than the extremes. Other researchers suggest categories and taxonomies of different kinds, focusing 

on main types of comments such as praise, advice and criticism (Silver & Lee, 2007) or more 

elaborate models with categories such as surface/substance, problem identification, editing, 

describing, praising and mitigating (Wingard & Geosits, 2014).  

A review study on effective feedback finds that two common themes emerge: students prefer 

positive feedback, and they prefer comments to be specific (Underwood & Tregidgo 2006). One 

conclusion is that feedback is most useful when the “locus of control” is with the student (p. 90), 

another that “no one-to-one correlation exists between the type of feedback given and the resulting 

revisions or quality of compositions” (p. 79), which entails a focus on various learning contexts. Silver 

& Lee (2007) find that their primary school students make use of advice to revise their texts more 

often than of criticism or praise, and Bueie (2016) points out that the least helpful comments at 

upper secondary level are those lacking a sound explanation. Such experiences, however, are 

dependent on the context and on teachers’ and students’ asymmetrical roles in what Igland (2009, p. 

503) calls ‘joint revision projects’. In a more general context, Sadler (2010) cautions against reducing 

feedback to teachers’ telling, and argues for developing students’ own capabilities. His point relates 

to the research concerning monologic versus dialogic feedback practices (Straub 1996b, Nicol, 2010; 

Jonsson, 2016). These perspectives provide important background for our choice of theoretical and 

methodological approaches, as they are part of the discussion about teachers’ roles in formative 

assessment.   

 

3. Theoretical framework: Acts of writing and acts of responding 

The study presented in this article, and the NORM project as a whole, is based on a functional 

understanding of language and text. Within such a framework the concept of language acts is 

fundamental. A theoretical foundation for the project is provided by the so-called Wheel of Writing 

(Berge et al., 2016). This construct sees writing as an intentional activity centred on three core 



 

5 
 

dimensions: acts of writing, purposes of writing and semiotic mediation. The functional approach 

implies that a writer may act through writing and express intentions by means of different linguistic 

and visual resources. The mediation resources, as well as the way of acting, are chosen to accomplish 

a given purpose. The writing construct is a dynamic model, operating with six main acts of writing: to 

interact, reflect, describe, explore, imagine and convince, each related to different purposes.  In the 

present study, we take the concept of acts a step further, seeing a written teacher comment as a 

language act with a certain purpose and effect. A close reading of such comments may uncover 

patterns of language acts in the teachers’ feedback that may have consequences for the students’ 

learning.  We find Austin (1962) and Searle’s (1969) theories on speech acts applicable also to written 

comments formulated as segments of communication. Without building on their approach as a 

whole, their main categories – constatives, directives and expressives – approved to be useful points 

of departure for focusing on different revision strategies and their potential effects. The teachers’ 

utterances were initially analysed according to these categories (see section 4). Still, as Searle himself 

puts it, there are several aspects of such acts that must be considered and nuanced. The concepts 

suggest that there are series of analytic connections between them: “what the speaker means, what 

the sentence (or other linguistic element) uttered means, what the speaker intends, what the hearer 

understands, and what the rules governing the linguistic elements are” (Searle 1969, p. 21). It is 

important to note that an utterance may have several layers of underlying meanings.5 Examples of 

such pragmatic implicatures will be given in the analyses. 

Later scholars have criticised the speech act theory to be static and monologic, as a speech act is not 

an independent unit, but depends on the activity, the participants and the context. More dynamic 

models and alternative concepts such as ‘communicative acts’ and ‘communicative projects’ (Linell & 

Markova 1993, Linell, 1998) and ‘joint actions’ (Clark, 1996) have therefore been proposed. These 

aspects are primarily used in oral conversation studies, but are also relevant when it comes to the 

characteristics of the teacher comments in our study. Various mechanisms put into play will be 

discussed. However, we still find Austin and Searle’s theories useful; written feedback is in its 

essence is largely monologic, while linguistic nuances in the comments may contain dialogic 

elements, inviting to further communication and action. 

As to transferring language acts to writing education practice, Martin Nystrand’s work on dialogic 

instruction (1997) is an important contribution. He focuses on how classroom discourse is negotiated 

 
5 Austin and Searle have a nuanced terminology, distinguishing between locutionary (focusing on the semantic 
content) and illocutionary (focusing on the potential of meaning and conventionalised intentions) acts. Our 
point of departure in the categorization is the locutionary act, but we comment on potential underlying 
meanings when relevant.  
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as teachers pick up on, elaborate and question what students say (p. 7). Key aspects as authentic 

questions, uptake and high-level evaluation, are crucial acts here. Nystrand’s work and examples are 

primarily taken from oral classroom communication, but the concept of dialogue is transferable to 

written response as part of formative assessment. The purpose is, as Nystrand (1997) puts it, “not so 

much the transmission of information as the interpretation and collaborative co-construction of 

understandings” (p. 7).  

Some studies also argue for a dialogic approach in feedback research (Igland, 2009; Nicol, 2010; 

Jonsson, 2013), whereby the teacher’s comments are seen as part of an interaction, having a dual 

status of response and initiative. Straub (1996b) uses expressions like ‘response as conversation’, 

advocating that feedback must take place in a shared context of understanding, including a shared 

understanding of criteria and metalanguage, tasks and goals. A main principle in such a dialogic 

approach is that feedback “could be open to dispute” (Jonsson, 2013, p. 69) – or be inter-active.  

 

4. Methods: Data selection and analytical approach 

The NORM project has, over two academic years, collected texts from 3000 participating primary 

school students, ratings and formative assessments from 500 teachers, and supplementary data such 

as teacher interviews, logs, assessment dialogues and classroom observations. During the project 

period, for a minimum of three of the writing tasks from each class, students’ final versions were the 

result of multi-step processes where the students received feedback on their drafts.6 These 

processes form the empirical point of departure for this study. In their assessment of these texts, the 

project teachers were encouraged to use the construct of writing and the norms for expected writing 

proficiency developed within the project, adapted to the given subjects and tasks.  

To delve deeper into these writing processes, we chose to focus on the teachers’ written feedback to 

7th grade students in their last of the two project years. The data comprise all the texts from these 

students with available written comments. These include texts from eleven different schools, 1–3 

processes and 3–6 students from each school7 – a total of 19 writing processes, including 

commented drafts and final versions. These data are supplemented by context information, writing 

tasks and teachers’ reported aims and criteria.  

 
6 Writing processes are dynamic and recursive and not necessarily split into separate phases. The concept of 
text versions is especially difficult when both handwritten and computer-written texts are studied, as in the 
NORM project. Nonetheless, the term ‘draft’ is used in the project design, referring to an early version of a text. 
process. 
7 Some teachers chose to give oral feedback in the processes, which implies that we do not have the same 
amount of data from all the project schools/classes. 
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In the first analytical stage, we identified all acts of responding in the teachers’ comments and 

categorised the how aspect (RQ1) as different language acts (cf. section 3). In this process we tried 

out different subcategories to capture the complexity of the data. The what aspect (RQ2) was 

analysed according to the use of concepts from the NORM project’s writing construct and 

assessment resources. We also registered where in the texts the responses were given, and include 

descriptions of the teachers’ overall assessment and students’ revisions. All the analytical concepts 

and categories were refined and revised in several rounds – continuously in dialogue with the data. 

These processes resulted in a form that was applied as an analytical tool (see example in Table 1).  

 

 

Table 1: Analytical form – example 

 

During the analyses, one analytical form was completed for each text, presenting the categorised 

feedback from one teacher (cf. Table 1). Some of the comments consisted of more than one segment 

of meaning, which we resolved by: 1) discussing the main intention and categorising it accordingly or 

2) splitting up the comment and categorising each segment. This process revealed a broad range of 

responses. The various acts of response were identified, coded and categorised in careful 
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cooperation between the researchers – first individually and then through a critical process of joint 

examination and revision. To ensure transparency, and to illustrate the multiplicity of comments, a 

broad range of examples are included in section 5, including borderline cases between different acts 

of responding.  

In the next stage, the broad initial analyses were followed up by quantitative analyses of a smaller 

sample, focusing on the distribution of various acts of feedback. Due to a variable amount of data 

from schools of different size, a controlled selection was needed to ensure that single schools or 

teachers should not dominate the overall results. This sample consisted of the final writing process at 

each of the eleven schools and the commented texts from two randomly selected students at each 

school. This made a total of 22 drafts with feedback.8 

 

5. Analysis and results 

Our analysis is presented in three sections. The two first correspond directly with the research 

questions, while 5.3 provides selected examples from students’ revisions to give basis for a broader 

discussion.  

5.1 Teachers’ responses: How are they expressed? 
All teacher comments from the broad data set were initially categorised as language acts, using three 

of the categories presented by Austin (1962) and developed further by Searle (1969): Constatives 

(also called assertives) are statements of fact. Directives are meant to evoke action by the recipient, 

for example, an answer. Expressives convey psychological conditions such as enthusiasm, surprise or 

frustration.  

Through the analytical processes, different subcategories crystallised. The constatives were divided 

into criticism or praise, and the directives into questions, suggestions or demands. We also found it 

necessary to add a category named corrections. This applies in particular to where the teacher has 

marked errors, often as direct interferences in the text. These are understood more as proofreading 

than facilitative feedback, and will not be included in our systematic categorisation. Nonetheless, 

they constitute a considerable part of the teachers’ assessment practices. The expressives are 

categorised as either positive or negative. In most cases these are limited to include only brief 

exclamations. Table 2 presents illustrating examples from each category.  

 

 
8 All schools were thus equally represented in the sample. It does not, however, make it possible to compare 
schools. 
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MAIN 
CATEGORIES 

SUB  
CATEGORIES 

Illustrative examples from the data 

 

Constatives 

Praise • Nice transition to your final paragraph. (c6119)  

• You have written an exciting story in which you have switched between the plot 
summary and the dialogue. (a610)  

Criticism • Your conclusion is a bit too similar to the one in the sample text. (c647)  

• Book titles must be written in inverted commas. (j636)  

 

Directives 

Questions • How did the group work? (m613)  

• Have you remembered to insert a break in the chronology? (a619)  
Requests or 
suggestions 

• You could have introduced yourself here. (g675)  

• I suggest you concentrate on writing about the Milky Way and the planets. 
(b612)  

Demands or 
commands 

• Begin with a topic sentence! (c611)  

• Remember to use all three obstacles once you have introduced them. (a619)  

Expressives Positive 
expressives 

• Excellent! (a626)  

• Good start. (m613)  

• GOOD! ☺ (a660)  

Negative 
expressives 

(No examples in our data) 

Table 2: Illustrative examples from the main and sub categories related to the how-aspect of teacher written 
response 

 

In the following we focus on findings within the constatives and directives, as these account for the 

majority of the teacher comments in our data and have proven to be more complex acts of 

responding than the expressives. The constatives contain information and statements. Most of them 

may be read as evaluative statements, saying something about what the student has (or has not) 

accomplished in the text. They may contain praise or criticism, with a slight predominance of praise. 

Some of them may resemble “mini lectures”, often with a monologic character – with or without 

implicatures.   

The constatives are often structured as full sentences, typically presented in the final comments, but 

also in the margin. Furthermore, our data indicate that constatives contain more metalanguage than 

other acts (cf. transition, plot, dialogue, inverted commas in Table 2), which implies a potential for 

students’ concept learning. Some of the constatives are descriptive, simply giving factual 

information. Others contain explicit explanations of the praise and the criticism (see Table 3).  

 

 

 

 
9 The letter C is the code assigned to the school, the number 6 tells us that the student was in 6th grade when 
joining the XX project, and 47 is the number assigned to this specific student.  
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Criticism 

1) Writing about the universe probably lies outside the scope of this assignment. (b612)  

2) This is a non-essential subordinate clause, which requires a comma in front and behind. 
(a610)  

3) I'm not sure about how many different pictures you are writing about here. (m613) 

 
Praise 

4) Your decision to base your story on three obstacles is exciting. (a619)  

5) It's good to see that in the introduction you describe who is in the story and that you say 
something about what the conflict will be about. (a610)  

6) A catchy introduction! You directly address the reader with questions and comments that 
arouse interest. Very good. (p602)  

7) Good start. You have written a topic sentence. Games can be both social and unsocial. 
(p602)  

8) I like the way you pose questions to the reader. (c623)  

Table 3: Examples of constatives with explanations 

 

Examples 1–3 in table 3 are critical acts, all with an underlying expectation of concrete revision – an 

implicite demand. The other examples are utterances of praise. Examples 6 and 7 start with 

expressives. Nonetheless, they are categorised as constatives because of the supporting 

explanations. In other words, we see the explanation as the dominant element here.  

Further, it is interesting to see how some of the comments show respect for the students’ texts and 

adopt a dialogic approach by using phrases such as “your decision” (4) and “the way you pose”(8). It 

is also worth mentioning the use of the first person pronoun in examples 3 and 8, illustrating how the 

teacher acts like a reader, not only a supervisor or evaluator. Such expressions are examples of 

‘uptake’ and ‘high-level evaluation’ (cf. Nystrand, 1997) which treat the students as independent 

writers. This is also a way to implement feedback as communicative acts (cf. Linell & Markova, 1993). 

The teachers may also use constatives without justifying or explaining, as in the following examples: 

“You use ‘I’ when you write – good!” and “This sentence is very long.” The students do not receive 

any explanation of why the sentence is good, whether long sentences are good or bad or how to act 

on the responses. To sum up, our data reveal that the constatives can be with or without 

explanations, and more or less dialogic and inclusive.  

A characteristic quality of the directives in the data is that they urge the student to do something (i.e. 

answer, consider, obey). More than half of them were given in the margin. The analyses show that 

some directives can be rather complex, leading to challenges for the students in decoding the 

feedback. Firstly, they may be formed as one act on the formal level (for example a question), but 

may have an implicite intention (for example a demand). Secondly, the different types of directives 

may overlap. This was also a challenge during the analytic process. We solved this by initially 

categorising the formal meaning and further discuss the intentions within the specific context. Some 

explicit examples from the various categories are presented in Table 4. 
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Questions Suggestions Demands 
1. In what ways? Did 

everyone have the same 
hairstyle? (g636)  

2. Which literary device is 
this? (j621)  

3. Challenges to entering the 
garden or to finding the 
treasure? (a619) 

4. What happened with the 
dog in your story? (a619) 

5. Which impressions do we 
easily overlook? (m605) 

6. What kind of 
atmosphere/emotion were 
you trying to create? 
(m613) 

7. Can you think of any other 
reasons why it is unsocial? 
How does a person behave 
if he or she is unsocial? 
(p617) 

8. What do you think? Do you 
look forward to it? Do you 
dread it? (p602)  

1. You could try to incorporate this 
into the beginning of the text. (t609) 

2. Try to get across more clearly that 
this is something the class thinks, 
and give reasons for what you have 
written. (p617) 

3. It would be good if you explained 
better why we need multiplication. 
(s626) 

4. Also consider changing paragraph 3 
to deal with spacecraft. That way 
you mention "actual" methods of 
entering outer space. (b612)  

5. I suggest you concentrate on writing 
about the Milky Way and the 
planets. (b612)  

6. Your illustration could do with being 
slightly larger, preferably followed 
by the paragraph. (s619)  

7. If you have time, give more 
arguments for and against. (c612)  

8. It would be good if you managed to 
find yet another argument for 
reading the book. (j624) 

 
 

1. New sentence! (g636)  
2. Write close to the 

margin! (l611) 
3. Don't forget punctuation! 

(o603) 
4. One more argument! 

(j621) 
5. Don't begin sentences 

with "but". (c611) 
6. Begin with an upper-case 

letter! (c612) 
7. Don't forget the 

conclusion. (a619) 
8. Present the activity and 

how the group worked. 
(m613) 

9. Give reasons. (m613/620) 
10. Write full sentences. 

Don't use a colon and reel 
off a list. (p617) 

11. Remember paragraph! 
(p602)  

12. Remember to use all 
three obstacles once you 
have introduced them. 
(a619)  

Table 4: Examples of directives 

The questions are mainly related to the content. The most explicit ones are authentic questions, 

meaning that the teacher wants to know more and asks for clarifications and supplementary 

information (see examples in Table 4, first column). Such questions indicate a desire for an answer, 

but it is left up to the student to decide whether or not to respond in the revision. Authentic 

questions are, as Nystrand (1997) claims, examples of a dialogic approach and often also of ‘high 

evaluation’. These differ from questions that rather serve as camouflaged suggestions or even 

demands, which we also find examples of in the data:  

- Perhaps the plants should be discussed in the second paragraph? (Meaning: Do it!) 

- Might it be a good idea to start off with this paragraph? (Meaning: If yes; do it!) 

- Is this sentence necessary? (Meaning: If no; delete it!)  

Such questions probably attempt to give the students ownership and responsibility for their texts. 

They also give the directive comments a more dialogic style; the locus of control is with the 

student.10   

 
10 See 5.3 for examples illustrating how such comments are followed up by the students. 
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The suggestions appear to be acts containing modifying and cautious expressions, and represent a 

more implicit way of giving directives, even if many of them are formed as imperatives. These acts of 

feedback are meant as invitations to considering revisions, but the teacher is not demanding the 

student to do so. The student is asked to try (2) or to consider changing (4), and told that they can 

make revisions if you have time (7) or if you manage(d) (8). One teacher explicitly says that she 

suggests (5), and another that it is preferable (6). Finally, several teachers use auxiliary verbs as 

modifying markers (would, could; 1, 3, 6, 8). 

The demands often consist of a verb in the imperative and are formed as sentence fragments. They 

may also appear with an exclamation mark. These acts of feedback usually provide strict orders. 

Some of them are reminders of aspects the student ought to know (Don’t forget…, Remember…, cf. 

3, 7, 11, 12). Others are pointing to errors that must be corrected or elements that should be added. 

There are also demands of a more open kind as “Rewrite this!”, “Elaborate!” 

As we have seen, the directives can be more or less explicit. They may also have vague or hidden 

intentions. The three main forms of directives indicate various degrees of teacher control and 

student participation. As there are no fixed boundaries between them; it may be relevant to 

illustrate them as a continuum of directives (see Figure 1). This will be further discussed in section 

6.1. 

 

The main purpose of the previous analysis has been to give a systematised overview of the 

multiplicity of the teachers’ responses. Already in the initial categorisation of the broad sample, we 

found mostly directives in the teachers’ comments. This was confirmed in the subsequent 

quantitative analysis of the selected sample (cf. section 4). Figure 2 illustrates the distribution of the 

main acts and the subcategories, based on the quantification of this sample: 60.8 % of the acts were 

directives11 (shades of red), 53.8 % were constatives (shades of blue) and 3.4 % were expressives 

(green).  

 
11 Corrections are not included here. 
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5.2 Teachers’ responses: What do they address? 
To follow up the previous analyses, it is relevant to ask which textual aspects the constatives, 

directives and expressives address, and to what degree the teachers’ responses are anchored in the 

NORM project’s construct of writing and assessment resources (cf. RQ2). This may shed light on 

various response practices as well as the influence of the projects’ intervention.  

The norms of expectations constituted a central part of the project’s assessment resources. In the 

teachers’ assessment form, these were organised into seven textual domains: communication, 

content, text structure, language use, orthography and grammar, punctuation, and use of the written 

medium (see Evensen et al., 2015). By addressing the various domains, the teachers could ensure 

that they showed attention to different aspects of the students’ texts. An overview of the analyses 

show that a majority of the teachers’ comments, regardless of school subject, were directed towards 

the domains Content and Language use.12 Constatives addressing content hold more praise than 

criticism and thus visualise the students’ subject competence: “You demonstrate that you know a lot 

about the potentially harmful effects of different stimulants”. Directives addressing this domain 

typically ask the students to reflect on – or to elaborate – the content, often through authentic 

questions: “Which literary device is this?” Suggestions and explicit demands, on the other hand, are 

far more frequent when it comes to the domain Language use. Most of the constatives addressing 

 
12 Within the domain Content, the teachers assess whether the topic is dealt with in a relevant and elaborated 
way. The domain Language use focus on choice of words, sentence-structure and style. See Appendix. 
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this domain are critical, with an underlying expectation of revision: “This sentence is very long”. 

Together, these findings indicate that the students often are encouraged to reflect on and revise 

subject content, while their language, including style and formulations, to a larger degree are 

addressed through demands.  

The domain Text structure also causes many comments.13 A majority of these, constatives as well as 

directives, point to the use of paragraphs and the making of an introduction and/or conclusion – as 

mentioned in the norms of expectations. Comments directed towards global structures and 

composition, such as moving of text sequences, are also frequent. No comments, however, address 

cohesion at the micro level, even if use of connectives is mentioned and exemplified in the norms of 

expectations. These tendencies corresponds with earlier findings from the NORM project (Matre & 

Solheim, 2015), where it is related to teachers’ lack of metalanguage and training. 

The more concrete linguistic aspects, manifested in the domains Spelling and morphology and 

Punctuation, are focused on by the teachers through corrections and direct interferences in the text, 

often with suggestions for concrete alternatives. This practice represents the most frequent way of 

paying attention to the linguistic surface in the data, and is most often followed up by the students. 

Thus, it has to be considered as a major part of the response and revision practice in the schools, 

even if it is difficult to categorise and count within the framework for this study.  

The assessment domains least focused on by the teachers are Communication and Use of the written 

medium. These have only a few comments each, mainly addressing the reader–writer relationship 

and graphical organisation. This low level of attention may be related to the complexity of the 

domains. The teachers also reported to be less familiar with these aspects than other textual 

domains.  

The teachers’ focusing on specific assessment domains as referred to above may be seen as 

references to the NORM project’s intervention and thus indicate how resources from the project is 

being implemented. However, it is not always possible to make a distinction between explicit use of 

the assessment resources on one hand and a more general elaborated metalanguage on the other. 

More explicit references to the construct and the assessment model are of two types: 1) those 

addressing specific assessment domains or acts of writing and 2) those addressing various sets of 

criteria (see Table 5).  

 

 
13 Within the domain Text structure, the teachers assess the overall composition of the text and the coherence 
between the individual parts and within each part of the text. 
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1) Comments addressing specific assessment 
domains or acts of writing 

Perhaps you should reorganise the paragraphs 
(b612) (ref. to Text structure) 
You have reflected on many consequences… (j629)  
Remember, you must persuade the reader… (j636) 

2) References to sets of criteria (including checklists 
and assessment forms) based on the norms of 
expected writing proficiency 

 

You stick to the criteria (a625) 
Refer to your checklist for help (a610) 

Table 5: Examples of explicit references to the Wheel of Writing and the assessment resources 

Comments of type 1) illustrates how the assessment resources and the construct of writing were 

referred to in the feedback. Some teachers systematically responded according to the resources and 

their reported plan, focusing on 1–3 assessment domains. Others gave an overall assessment, 

probably in line with their pre-project assessment practices.14 As for the specific acts and purposes of 

writing, the teachers’ comments typically point to how the acts are realised in the students’ texts and 

how this contributes to fulfilling the purpose of the text – like the following example: “We want you 

to keep in mind that the text should convince the reader to read the book. Thus, you need a good 

argument”. To make the persuasive tone distinct throughout the text, however, is a demanding task. 

The fact that such feedback is often given in final comments does not make it easy to understand 

where to start or how to comply with the feedback. In this particular case, the student chose to 

overlook the comment about arguing and persuading and focused instead on the teachers’ corrected 

spelling errors. In a contrasting case from another school, the students received help to consider and 

implement the act of reflection at an earlier stage of the writing process. For example, they were 

encouraged to use the first person pronoun and phrases such as “I think”, “I believe” and “I wonder” 

to make their personal reflections visible. This appears to be easier than addressing the reflective act 

by making changes in a late version. Together, these practices point to the importance of when in the 

process the feedback is given, which is further discussed below. 

Comments of type 2) refers to a more comprehensive way of implementing the construct. At four of 

the eleven schools the teachers made various assessment forms, checklists or sets of criteria based 

on the norms of expected writing proficiency, designed to fit the specific task and act of writing. 

These resources, structured around selected assessment domains and norms, may be seen as 

adapted operationalisations of the construct. They were used as a basis for the teachers’ assessment 

and/or students’ self-assessment. Such resources led the teachers to comment on the texts 

 
14 At this point, we can see considerable differences between the project schools, depending on different 
cultures of writing and on the degree to which the intervention was implemented (cf. Berge et al., 2017). 
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according to the construct and the norms, as well as the subject specific task. Nonetheless, it did not 

guarantee that the students complied with the feedback.  

5.3 The students’ revisions  
The scope of this article does not make it possible to present comprehensive text analyses. To give a 

broader basis for the discussion, however, we consider it important to relate the findings to some of 

the students’ revisions. As part of the study, we made comparisons of drafts and revised versions, 

related to the teachers’ written comments (see example in Table 1). Contextual information on the 

writing tasks, the writing instruction and the revision processes was also considered. From these 

studies, we present two illustrative examples, both from the mother tongue subject, representing 

two extremes when it comes to revision practices.  

The first example, from school A, is taken from a project on stories. Ahead of the writing process, the 

students worked on the genre and were given a list of criteria based on the NORM project’s 

assessment resources, with a special focus on the domain Text structure. A first short version of the 

story was written as homework and developed further over the following days, both at school and at 

home, with the students working on computers. Thereafter, the teachers gave comprehensive 

written responses, partly in a separate column in the criteria list and partly as corrections and 

comments in the draft. The following examples of constatives are taken from the final comments to a 

struggling writer: 

- Applicable introduction and nice body, but I find it difficult to understand the final part.  
- The end does not correspond to the rest of the story. I want you to go a bit back and forth in 

time, with breaks in the chronology. (Confer the criteria) 
 

The class was given three lessons to work with their revisions. This student included a few of the 

corrections, but did not respond to the teacher’s comments on content and structure, which would 

require a more thorough process. The texts from other students in the same class show some of the 

same tendencies: most of them complied with concrete directives, but only one student made 

substantial revisions, like moving text sequences. Obvious spelling mistakes were not revised if they 

were not marked by the teacher, and none of the students reorganised his/her texts – in spite of the 

focused domain. Together, these observations reveal a fragmented approach to the revision that 

involved neither close reading nor self-assessment. Similar revision strategies were found at most 

project schools.  

The contrasting example, from school B, is taken from a class where the students were to write 

descriptive factual texts on a topic of their choice. The prompt was inspired by a five-paragraph 

essay, and Text structure was again announced as a focused domain. The students made a simple 

outline of the text based on the paragraphs, and received written feedback from their teacher before 
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they continued writing. Most of the feedback was concentrated at the end of the drafts, but gave 

clear advice on what to do next. These comments were most often presented as directives that made 

suggestions or asked questions related to content and text structure, as in these examples: 

- Consider changing paragraph 3 to describe spacecraft, then you can focus on specific ways of 
travelling into space.  

- Perhaps the planets should be discussed in the second paragraph.  
 

Analyses of drafts with comments and final text versions from these processes show that practically 

all the feedback was considered by the students, who were adding or removing content and 

reorganising their texts in a way that we do not find in other parts of the data.  

By comparing these two processes, we see that both teachers gave well founded and well 

formulated responses and allocated time for the revisions. A major difference, however, is the timing 

of the feedback. At school A, on the one hand, the students had been working extensively on their 

drafts and probably felt they were finished when the response was given. The teachers thus made 

significant thought and effort that did not lead to substantial revisions from the students. At school 

B, on the other hand, the response was given when the students needed it most; while content and 

global structure were being planned, and before the detailed language work. To sum up, the practice 

at school B was both more effective for the student and less time-consuming for the teacher. These 

contrasting examples illustrate how the quality of students’ revisions also relies on the when of the 

response, which may constitute a meeting point between how it is formulated and what it 

addresses.15  

 

6. Discussion  

In the analyses we have touched upon several aspects of feedback, from detailed categorisations of 

how the teachers' comments are expressed and what they address, to how they may work. In this 

section we will highlight and discuss some issues that have become evident through the presented 

findings and the scrutiny of our data.  

6.1 Acts of feedback as inter-acting  
Straub (1996a, p. 224f) refers to several studies calling on teachers to “resist taking over student 

texts and instead to make comments that share responsibility with the writer.” He is, however, 

somewhat surprised that the same studies also “reinforce the dichotomy between directive and 

facilitative response”. This notion has two interesting points: the first concerns what Straub has 

 
15 Further analyses of the student revisions are necessary to elaborate this question. Such studies are in 
progress.  
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called degrees of teacher control, which we have adapted to this study and partly visualised as a 

continuum in Figure 1. This continuum only includes directives – from questions to demands – but 

we could also have added corrections, as the most controlling kind of feedback. Constatives could 

probably also be included in the figure, to the left of the questions, representing statements mostly 

of a descriptive character, not necessarily trying to control the revision. This suggests that constatives 

and questions, especially open and authentic questions, emerge as the clearest attempts to leave 

responsibility and ownership of the text with the student. These may thereby be seen as more 

communicative acts. The continuum also attempts to illustrate the overlap between the different 

acts of response and their intentions. This leads to Straub’s second point, concerning the apparently 

established dichotomy between directive and facilitative comments. He points to this as a paradox, 

as there are various degrees of controlling as well as facilitating. In addition, we would argue that the 

concepts directive and facilitative represent different dimensions. On the one hand, directive 

comments – even if they are controlling – may also be facilitative. Praising constatives, on the other 

hand, do not always have a facilitative function. The relationship between teacher and student is, 

after all, an asymmetric one, and the teacher always has some authoritative answers (cf. Igland, 

2009; Jonsson, 2013: 69). But if the students perceive the teacher as an absolute authority, a 

consequence might be that all comments and text interferences are read as directives, and the 

teacher may thus take over the students’ texts. However, also authoritative knowledge and text 

competence may be shared in involving and interactive ways. A crucial point is to what extent the 

comments are giving the students opportunities of choice in joint actions between teacher and 

student.  

 

We have also studied different aspects of explanation in the teachers’ comments, which may 

facilitate the students’ writing (cf. Straub 1996a, Bueie 2016). In our study, we use quite a broad 

understanding of explanations that includes definitions, examples and other attempts at elaboration 

and clarification. The use of metalanguage, f. ex. taken from the norms of expectations or more 

general concepts, plays an important role here. Elaborated and specific comments on different 

aspects of the texts may help the students to see the connections between linguistic and structural 

features and their effects. The explanations also reflect the teachers’ text competence and may 

reveal how teachers use their authority without necessarily being authoritarian. 

Elements of explanation are often present in the constatives, both in praise and criticism (cf. Table 3). 

However, the data also reveal many co-occurrences of explanations and directives, especially 

suggestions, a fact implying a modification of the directive strength in the comment. In addition, we 

will argue that such an approach demonstrates an effort to incorporate students in the reasoning 
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and the choices that need to be made in the revision. Even some of the demands contain some 

explanatory elements, for example: “Mark your dialogue to make it easier to know who is saying 

what.” 

These considerations indicate that our continuum alone is an overly simplified visualisation of what is 

going on in the process of responding. Several dimensions come into play: in addition to degrees of 

control, there is a dimension concerning degrees of teachers’ professional authority that engage the 

students in revision. These intersecting axes indicate a tension between information and instruction 

on the one hand, and invitations to make independent choices on the other. Such interaction is an 

important part of a broader dialogue taking place between teacher and student but, as this study 

shows, it is demanding to conduct.16  Another complicating factor is that teacher comments may 

contain several potential meanings. Some of them are conventional, while others are more subtle – 

intended as such by the teacher or interpreted as such by the students. These represent different 

aspects of pragmatic implicature in the field of feedback.   

6.2 From acts of response to re-vision 
Hawe and Dixon (2013) claim that AfL practices in writing classrooms often fail to reach their full 

potential, as the students are not encouraged to take ownership and responsibility in their learning 

processes. We find several parallels to this in our study. Analyses of students’ writing processes, 

illustrated by examples in 5.3 above, show that few students revised their texts on own initiatives. 

Revisions were often fragmented, answering directly to teachers’ comments and corrections. These 

findings indicate that many students do not read their own texts closely as part of the revision 

process (cf. Phelbs, 2000; Huot, 2002). Such practices may also be related to the teachers’ lack of 

experience with operationalising formative assessment (Matre & Solheim, 2015). Even though a 

majority of the schools in the NORM project had formally participated in general AfL programmes, 

the project teachers found it challenging to apply their knowledge and the project resources in 

subject specific writing education contexts. Our analyses of written feedback, as well as interviews 

and assessment dialogues (Matre & Solheim, 2016), underlines this. The need for subject and context 

specific adaption of assessment principles also correspond to more general challenges related to the 

AfL programme, pointed to by Baird et al. (2014).  

 

Teachers’ written comments to students’ drafts is a common way of operationalising formative 

assessment and at the same time addressing the process of writing. Still, mechanical and linear 

practices of drafting, commenting and revising may lead to a focus on product ahead of process 

 
16 Further analyses of the student revisions are necessary to elaborate this question. Such studies are in 
progress.  
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(Myhill & Locke, 2007). The dominant revision practices revealed in this study point to a product-

oriented and linear view of writing education, conducted by an authoritative teacher. The analysed 

comments show how the teachers are correcting or making concrete suggestions more than 

explaining or questioning, especially when it comes to language use and grammar. When addressing 

content and global text levels, the teachers to a larger degree encourage students to reflect on their 

texts and make autonomous revisions. Still, it is difficult for teachers to provide information that may 

promote revision without “taking over the texts”. A part of this problem is that the students are not 

trained to make use of the response. As Wiliam (2001) puts it: “If, for example, the teacher gives 

feedback to the students indicating what needs to be done next, this will not be formative unless the 

learner can understand and act on that information” (p. 176). As illustrated in 5.3 above, the aspect 

of time is essential here, both when it comes to when the feedback is given, and the time allocated 

for instruction. A dialogic writing process presupposes that the teachers continuously give the 

students possibilities of inter-action and choice, positioning them as active agents in their own 

learning. 

 

 

7. Concluding remarks 

Teachers’ written comments may play a pivotal role in writing education – making text qualities 

visible. Like previous research within the NORM project (Matre & Solheim, 2015, 2016), this study 

shows that it takes time and effort for the teachers to gain the needed competence and to 

implement renewed understandings in writing and assessment processes. While several studies have 

revealed different ways of responding to students’ texts, few have managed to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of various types of response, or to show concrete correlations between feedback and 

learning (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006; Wingard & Geosits 2014; Baird et al., 2014). This points back 

to the complex and context-sensitive activity of writing that makes it difficult to generalise from such 

studies. The present study does not aim at giving a full picture neither of the writing processes nor 

the students’ outcomes. However, it adds to the current literature on teachers’ feedback by applying 

concepts drawn from speech act theory that may contribute to a methodological discussion on 

relevant analytical categories of qualities and potentials enshrined in teachers’ written feedback. In 

the next turn, this may lead to a discussion on ways of responding to students’ texts in a dialogic 

writing education.   

Nicol (2010) argues that dissatisfaction with written feedback, both from students’ and teachers’ 

perspectives, is a symptom of impoverished dialogue: “While the quality of the comments is 

important, the quality of the students’ interaction with those comments is equally, and perhaps 
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more, important” (Nicol, 2010, p.503). As our analyses reveal, the teachers’ specific use of directive 

versus constative comments seems to be an oversimplified explanatory model. When written 

comments carry much of the teacher–student interaction in a monologic way, it may be difficult to 

fulfil the ideal of feedback as communicative acts. To see feedback as a more integrated part of 

writing processes and writing education implies an active and dialogic relation between teacher and 

student and involves a variety of facilitative feedback practices. The timing of the response, the 

textual expliciteness and the way of formulating the feedback appears to be important for the 

teachers to come close to the writers’ individual projects and for the students to understand and 

make use of the response. Seeing continuous processes of writing and writing development as well 

as the concrete texts opens for what Bakhtin refers to as “actively responsive understanding with 

delayed action” (1986, p. 69). Such understanding makes it possible for the students to expand their 

experiences through continuous re-reading, re-assessment and re-vision.  

 

Acknowledgments 

We are grateful to our colleagues in the research group, Synnøve Matre, Kjell Lars Berge, Lars S. 
Evensen, Gustaf Skar and Ragnar Thygesen, for their contributions to the NORM project. We also 
want to thank the Norwegian Research Council, NTNU and former South Trøndelag University 
College for funding the project.   



 

22 
 

References 

 

Austin, J. L. 1962/1975. How to do things with words. Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press. 

Baird, J-A., Hopfenbeck, T.N., Newton, P., Stobart, G., Steen-Utheim, A.T. 2014. Assessment and 
learning: State of the field review. Oslo: Knowledge Center for Education  

Bakhtin, M. 1986. Speech genres and other late essays. (Transl. by V. Mc Gee, edited by C. Emerson & 
M. Holquist). Austin: University of Texas Press. 

Berge, K.L., Evensen, L.S. & Thygesen, R. 2016. The wheel of writing: a model of the writing domain for 
the teaching and assessing of writing as a key competency. The Curriculum Journal 27 (2), 172–
189. 

Berge, K.L., Skar, G.B., Matre, S., Solheim, R., Evensen, L., Otnes, H. & Thygesen, R. 2017. Introducing 
teachers to new semiotic tools for writing instruction and writing assessment: consequences for 
students’ writing proficiency. Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1330251  

Berzsenyi, C. A. 2001. Comments to Comments: Teachers and Students in Written Dialogue about 
Critical Revision. Composition Studies 29 (2), 71–92. 

Black, P. & Wiliam, D. 1998. Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in Education Principles 
Policy Practice 5 (1) (1998), 7–74. 

Bueie, A. 2016. Nyttige og mindre nyttige lærerkommentarer slik elevene ser det. [Useful and less 
useful teacher comments as students see it]. Nordic Journal of Literacy Research 2, 1–28. 

Clark, H. H. 1996. Using language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ferris, D. (2014). Responding to student writing: Teachers’ philosophies and practices. Assessing Writing 
19, 6–23. 

Evensen, L.S., Berge, K.L., Thygesen, R., Matre, S. & Solheim, R. 2016. Standards as a tool for teaching 
and assessing cross-curricular writing. The Curriculum Journal 27 (2), 229–245. 

Haswell, Richard. 2006. The complexities of responding to student writing; or, looking for shortcuts via 
the road of excess. Across the Disciplines, 3. Retrieved October 11, 2016, from   

Hattie, J. & Timperley, H. 2007. The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research 77 (1), 81–112. 

Hawe, E.M. & Dixon, H.R. 2014. Building studens’ evaluative and productive expertise in the writing 
classroom. Asssessing Writing 19, 66–79. 

Hertzberg, F. & Dysthe, O. 2012. Prosesskriving – hvor står vi i dag? [Process writing – where do we 
stand today?] In S. Matre, D.K. Sjøhelle & R. Solheim (eds.).  Teorier om tekst i møte med skolens 
lese- og skrivepraksiser. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, p. 59–72.  

Hopfenbeck, T., Tolo, A., Florez, T, El Masri, Y. 2013. Balancing trust and accountability? The Assessment 
for Learning programme in Norway. A governing complex education systems case study. OECD 
Education Working Papers 97. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

Huot, B. (2002). (Re)Articulationg writing assessment for teaching and learning. Utah: Utah State 
University Press. 

Hyland, F. 2010. Future directions on feedback in second language writing: Overview and future 
research agenda. International Journal of English Studies, 10 (2), 171–182.  

Igland, M.A. 2009. Negotiating problems of written argumentation. Argumentation 23, 495–511. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1330251
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1330251
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1330251
http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/caie20/0/0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1330251


 

23 
 

Jonsson, A. 2013. Facilitating productive use of feedback in higher education. Active Learning in Higher 
Education 14 (1), 63–76. 

Lee, I. 2014. Feedback in writing. Issues and challenges. Assessing writing 19, 1–5. 

Linell, P. 1998. Approaching Dialogue. Talk, interaction and contexts in dialogical 
perspectives. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company. 

Linell, P. & I. Markova. 1993. Acts in Discourse: From Monological Speech Acts to  
Dialogical Inter-Acts. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 23 (2). Oxford and Cambridge: 
Blackwell Publishers, 173–195. 

Locke, T. & Myhill, D. 2007. Editorial: Composition in the English/literacy classroom. English Teaching: 
Practice and Critique 6 (1), 1–10. 

Matre, S. & Solheim, R. 2015. Writing education and assessment in Norway: Towards shared 
understanding, shared language and shared responsibility. Contribution to a special issue 
Paradoxes and Negotiations in Scandinavian L1 Research in Languages, Literatures and Literacies, 
edited by Ellen Krogh and Sylvi Penne. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature 15, 1–
33.  

Matre, S. & Solheim, R. 2016. Opening dialogic spaces: Teachers’ metatalk on writing assessment. 
International Journal of Educational Research 80, 188–203. 

Myhill, D. & Jones, S. 2007. More than just error correction Students’ perspectives on their revision 
processes during writing. Written communication 24 (4), 323–343. 

Nicol, D. (2010). From monologue to dialogue: improving written feedback processes in mass higher 
education. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35, No. 5, 501–517. 

NDET [Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training]. 2014. The Education Act. Oslo: The author 

Nystrand, M. 1997. Opening dialogue. Understanding the Dynamics of Language and Learning in the 
English Classroom. New York: Teachers College Press.  

Parr, J.M. & Timperley, H.S. 2010. Feedback to writing, assessment for teaching and learning and 
student progress. Assessing Writing 15, 68–85. 

Parr, J.M. 2013. Classroom assessment in writing. In J. McMillan (ed.). Research on classroom 
assessment, p. 489–499. Los Angeles: Sage. 

Peterson, S.S & McClay, J. 2010. Assessing and providing feedback for student writing in Canadian 
classrooms. Assessing Writing 15, 86–99. 

Phelps, L. 2000. Cyrano’s nose: Variations on the theme of response. Assessing writing 7, 91–110. 

Sadler, R. 1989. Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems. Instructional Science 18, 
119–144 

Sadler, R. 2010. Beyond feedback: Developing student capability in complex appraisal. Assessment and 
Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (5), 535–550. 

Searle, J. R. 1969. Speech acts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Silva, A. C., Almeida, T. & S. Farroupas. 2016. The impact of revision and feedback on the quality of 
children´s written compositions. International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies 3 
(2), 26–42. 

Silver, R., & Lee, S. 2007. What does it take to make a change? Teacher feedback and student revisions. 
English Teaching: Practice and Critique, 6 (1), 25–49. 

 



 

24 
 

Solheim, R. & Matre, S. 2014. Forventninger om skrivekompetanse. Perspektiver på skriving, 
skriveopplæring og vurdering i «Normprosjektet». [Expectations on writing competence. 
Perspectives on writing, writing education and writing assessment in the NORM project] Viden om 
Læsning 15, 76–89. 

Straub, R. 1996a. The concept of control in teacher response: Defining the varieties of "directive" and 
"facilitative" commentary. College Composition and Communication, 47 (2), 223-251.  

Straub, R. 1996b, Teacher response as conversation: More than casual talk, an exploration. Rhetoric 
Review 14 (2), 374-399.  

Straub, R. 1997. Students’ reactions to teacher comments: An exploratory study. Research in the 
Teaching of English, p. 91–119. 

Straub, R. 2000. The student, the text, and the classroom context: A case study of teacher response. 
Assessing writing 7, 23–55 

Treglia, M. O. 2009. Teacher-Written Commentary in College Writing Composition: How Does It Impact 
Student Revisions? Composition Studies, 37 (1), 67–86. 

Underwood, J. S., & Tregidgo, A. P. 2006. “Improving student writing through effective feedback: Best 
practices and recommendations.” Journal of Teaching Writing, 22 (2), 73–97. 

Wardle, E. & Roozen, K. 2012. Addressing the complexity of writing development: Toward an ecological 
model of assessment. Assessing writing 17 (2), 106–119. 

Wenger, E. 1998. Communities of practice. Learning, meaning, and identity. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Wiliam, Dylan. (1997) How to do things with Assessments: Illocutionary Speech Acts and Communities 
of Practice. Paper presented to Discussion Group 1 of the 21st conference of the International 
Group for the Psychology of Mathematics Education, Lahti, Finland.) Retrieved from: 
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dylanwiliam.org%2FDyl
an_Wiliams_website%2FPapers_files%2FPME%252021%2520paper.doc   

Wiliam, D. (2001). An overview of the relationship between assessment and the curriculum. In Scott, D. 
(ed.) Curriculum and Assessment. Westport, London: Ablex Publishing, p. 165–182.  

Wingard, J. & A. Geosits. 2014. Effective Comments and Revisions in Student Writing from WAC 
Courses. Across the Disciplines 11 (1).   

  

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dylanwiliam.org%2FDylan_Wiliams_website%2FPapers_files%2FPME%252021%2520paper.doc
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dylanwiliam.org%2FDylan_Wiliams_website%2FPapers_files%2FPME%252021%2520paper.doc


 

25 
 

Appendix: Assessment domains and norms of expectations 
 
Assessment domain 2: Content 
(Within this domain, the teachers assess whether the topic is dealt with in a relevant and elaborate 
way) 
 
After four years of schooling, the writer is expected to…  

• present his/her own impressions, experiences, thoughts and/or opinions 
• present relevant content elements derived from conceptions, dimensions of experience 

and/or knowledge familiar to the reader(s) 
 
After seven years of schooling, the writer is expected to…  

• present and elaborate his/her conceptions, experiences, thoughts and/or opinions, as well as 
those of others 

• present and elaborate on content elements that are topically relevant, e.g. to a subject field 
• adjust the amount of content relative to the topic 

 
 
 
Assessment domain 4: Language use 
(Within this domain, the teachers assess choice of words, sentence structure and style) 
 
After four years of schooling, the writer should…  

• use comprehensive declarative sentences, interrogative and imperative sentences 
• use elaborate nominal phrases 
• demonstrate some variation at the beginning of sentences 
• use a relevant and varied vocabulary, including terms relevant to school subjects 
• include some idiomatic expressions, where appropriate 
• use direct and indirect speech where relevant 

 
After seven years of schooling, the writer should…  

• build complex and varied sentences of appropriate length  
• use a relevant, varied and precise vocabulary, including discipline-specific terms 
• use an appropriate tone 
• use various idiomatic expressions, where appropriate 

 

 

Specific norms of expectations are established for all the seven assessment domains presented in 
section 5.2. These were developed in close cooperation between experienced teachers and the 
research group. See Evensen et al. (2016) for further description of the norms and the development 
process. 
 


