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Abstract
Views about what writing is and how it should be taught have varied 
over the years as well as across contexts. Studies of curricula, teaching 
materials, and teaching practices have shown a strong focus on skills, genres, 
and processes, but few have asked teachers about their perspectives on 
writing. In this article we explore what views, or discourses, of writing are 
currently active among teachers in Swedish compulsory education, covering 
ages from 7 to 15. Sixty teachers answered a questionnaire with open and 
closed questions. Using Ivanič’s framework for discourses of writing, the 
answers were analyzed holistically in order to define what main discourse, 
or discourses, each teacher represented. Results show that most teachers 
represent one main discourse, but that a combination of discourses occur, 
in particular among teachers from the earliest school years (1–3). The most 
common discourse was the process discourse, followed by genre, creativity, 
skills, and thinking. None of the teachers represented the social practice or 
the sociopolitical discourse. The results concur with findings from studies 
of curricula, teaching materials, and teaching practices both in Sweden and 
globally and are discussed in relation to what literacy skills may be necessary 
in the 21st century in order to participate in social and political life.
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Over the past few decades, literacy in people’s everyday lives has trans-
formed from reading of printed sources, such as books, papers, and maga-
zines to writing in digital media. Deborah Brandt describes this as a shift 
from mass reading to mass writing, a shift that is strongly connected with 
actors, sponsors, who take an interest in the use of literacy for educational, 
economic, political, or other reasons (Brandt, 2015). An increased focus on 
writing for a variety of purposes, for instance to communicate, respond or 
discuss on social media, document repairs on a car, or write a petition for the 
local policy makers, all require different writing skills. Writing in different 
situations requires knowledge about different types of writing.

The main purpose of this article is to understand how children and young 
adults are prepared for mass writing through compulsory education in 
Sweden. How writing is taught depends on several factors, including how 
writing is understood and enacted as a social practice and teaching subject. In 
this article we explore teachers’ discourses of writing in Swedish compulsory 
education, covering ages 7 to 15, and discuss how pupils are prepared for a 
life as writers in the 21st century. Gee (1996) defines a discourse as “a socially 
accepted association among ways of using language, other symbolic expres-
sions, and ‘artifacts’ of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting 
which can be used to identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful 
group” (p. 131). Drawing on this definition, we acknowledge that discourses 
of writing, similar to any other discourse, become visible in the language we 
use to talk about writing (cf. Fairclough, 1989), and through the actions we 
undertake, for example in the classroom.

Discourses of Writing

Based on studies of policy documents and practices, Ivanič (2004) defined as 
many as six different discourses of writing and writing education that have 
been, and still are common, among educators: writing as a skill, as creativity, 
as a process, as genre, as a social practice, or as a sociopolitical act. Her 
framework of writing discourses is underpinned by a multilayered view of 
language where text is embedded in and shaped by cognitive processes, 
events, and sociocultural and political contexts (p. 223). Recently, Ivanič 
(2017) added a seventh discourse, “writing as thinking,” and a new dimen-
sion (column), “Identity of the writer,” to her framework. All seven dis-
courses are presented in detail below.

Ivanič (2004) concludes that a holistic perspective on writing, encompass-
ing a multilayered view of text as well as different views of what writing is, 
can contribute to writing education and that “teachers of writing can benefit 
from being aware of the existence of all six views of writing and learning to 



Sturk and Lindgren 505

write and the pedagogic practices associated with them, and from recognising 
which discourse(s) of writing they are inhabiting” (p. 242).

How a holistic perspective on writing education, such as the one Ivanič 
advocates, plays out in practice seems to differ. Several studies from different 
parts of the world illustrate how the main focus lies on genres and processes 
and that the social aspects of writing are scarce among educators. In a study 
of the writing curricula across Canada’s 10 provinces, Peterson (2012) found 
that the process discourse was predominant across Canada, that the skills, 
creativity, and genre discourses were present in the curricula to varying 
degree, but that there was no, or little, evidence of the social practices and 
sociopolitical discourses. Similarly, McCarthey, Woodard, and Kang (2014) 
noted a complete absence of the sociopolitical discourse among 20 elemen-
tary school teachers in a Midwestern U.S. state. Instead, they found that 
teachers tended to reflect hybrid discourses rather than single ones, and that 
the combination of discourses varied between teachers. Lambirth (2016) used 
a survey to investigate more than 500 young learners’ (ages 6–11) discourses 
about writing in the United Kingdom. He concluded that the prevalent dis-
course among the pupils was a skills and compliance discourse and that the 
pupils’ perception of writing was a reflection of the teaching they experi-
enced in their classrooms. In Norway, Ivanič’s six discourses of writing 
(Ivanič, 2004) are identifiable in school contexts (Smidt, 2009), though his-
torically schoolbooks have lacked a focus on the sociopolitical discourse and 
have increasingly focused more on genre (Veum, 2015). Recently, Blikstad-
Balas (2018) and Blikstad-Balas, Roe, and Klette (2018) observed language 
arts lessons in School Year 8 (13-year-olds) and found a strong focus on the 
genre and process discourses and a lack of the social practice and sociopoliti-
cal discourses of writing.

In the Swedish context the process and the genre approaches have been 
particularly visible (Randahl & Wengelin, 2015). Based on Flower and 
Hayes’s (1981) influential work on writing and cognition, Strömquist 
(1988/2007) described in detail how teachers can work with different stages in 
the writing process: The preparation, writing, and processing phases where 
response is a central element. Similarly, the genre approach has been influen-
tial over the past decade. Here, Gibbons’s (2016) curriculum cycle (in Swedish 
cirkelmodellen) is widespread, for example via material from the National 
Agency for Education. The cycle consists of four steps in which pupils famil-
iarize themselves with new genres: building knowledge, modeling, joint con-
struction, and individual construction (Gibbons, 2016). The strong focus on 
genres and processes was confirmed in an analysis of writing assignments in 
educational materials for School Years 1 to 3 (Magnusson, 2018), which also 
reports an absence of social aspects of writing in educational materials. In 
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addition to the process and genre discourses, the skills discourse seems to be 
common among teachers in Sweden. Gustafsson (2013) found the skills dis-
course to be strong among lesson plans for writing that teachers share with 
each other on an online platform called Lektion.se. Randahl (2012) studied 
two upper secondary teachers in depth and concluded that they positioned 
themselves in the skills and social practices discourses and that students were 
affected by their teachers’ beliefs about writing. However, she also found that 
students could maintain different beliefs about writing than their teachers, in 
particular regarding creativity (Randahl, 2012).

Discourses of Writing in Swedish Curricula

Writing has been part of Swedish education since the 17th century (Andersson, 
1986). The earliest writing education, as described in the school plan from 
1693, was underpinned by a need for merchants and craftsmen to acquire 
writing skills in order to uphold important functions in society (Johansson, 
1977), a social practices perspective. Later, when schooling became compul-
sory in 1842, writing instruction was predominantly aligned with a skills-
based discourse. Writing included learning letters, practicing handwriting, 
copying, and developing a writing posture. For the more skilled pupils some 
training in expression through text could be included (Andersson, 1986). 
With the turn of the 20th century came a stronger ideological focus on the 
child, which was reflected in the 1919 curriculum that for the first time 
included aspects of the creativity discourse. The skills discourse was still 
important; accuracy in spelling and grammar was connected with bildung 
and a way to show that one was sufficiently educated. The main purpose of 
writing instruction in school was to prepare children to function in their 
future workplaces (Andersson, 1986). In 1955, the view of writing as a social 
practice sustained but developed toward writing as communication rather 
than writing in the workplace (Andersson, 1986). In 1962, the earlier views 
of writing as creativity returned when the desire to write, and enjoyment in 
the act of writing, became central themes. In 1969 and 1980, narrative and 
descriptive genres were put forward, and in the 1980 curriculum, the process 
discourse was visible for the first time, encouraging pupils to be taught how 
to process their texts with the help of teachers and peers (Gustafsson, 2013). 
There was also presence of a sociopolitical discourse as pupils were expected 
to learn how to communicate in society. In the curriculum from 1994 the 
social practices discourse remained, but we also find the discourse of writing 
to think. Pupils from School Year 5 should, for example, know how to pro-
duce “texts for different purposes as a tool for learning and communication” 
(Skolverket, 2009, p. 88).
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The current curriculum, which is used by the teachers involved in our 
study, is structured into two parts: The first part includes values, missions, 
and overall objectives and guidelines, and the second part includes the syl-
labuses for all school subjects. The syllabuses include three parts: introduc-
tion and aim, central content for Years 1 to 3, 4 to 6, and 7 to 9, and knowledge 
requirements in Years 1, 3, 6, and 9 (Skolverket, 2016a). Each of Ivanič’s  
discourses can be found in the introduction and aims section, but in the cen-
tral content and knowledge requirement sections skills and genres dominate, 
while for the younger school years the social practices and sociopolitical dis-
courses are absent (Liberg, Wiksten, Folkeryd, & Geijerstam, 2012; Peterson, 
Parr, Lindgren, & Kaufman, 2018).

In summary, several beliefs about writing have been present in Swedish 
education throughout history, but few studies have investigated Swedish 
teachers’ current beliefs about writing. Gustafsson’s (2013) and Magnusson’s 
(2018) studies investigated teachers’ materials, and Randahl (2012) studied a 
few teachers in depth. Our aim is to contribute to a broader understanding of 
educational discourses of writing, in Sweden and more widely, by exploring 
beliefs about writing among teachers of L1 Swedish in Swedish compulsory 
education (ages 7–15). In particular we focus on the following research 
questions:

•• Which discourses of writing can be identified among the teachers?
•• Which discourses of writing are most common among the teachers?
•• How are teachers’ discourses of writing distributed across school 

years?

Method

Previous studies of writing discourses in Sweden have been based on inter-
views and included a small number of participants from few schools. In order 
to reach more teachers and more schools, and thus provide a broader picture 
of how teachers view writing, we used a questionnaire. The questionnaire con-
sisted of 11 closed and six open questions. The full questionnaire is included 
in Appendix A, and an explanation of how the questions relate to Ivanič’s 
(2004, 2017) seven discourses of writing can be found in Appendix B. There 
were three main themes around which the questions were constructed: how 
teachers work with writing, what they think is most important in writing, and 
how they evaluate pupils’ writing. A first version of the questionnaire was 
piloted with two teachers and a researcher, after which some minor changes 
were made to questions that had been interpreted differently by the partici-
pants. The questionnaire was created using Google Form and distributed by 
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Google Education, which is a system that was used by the target municipali-
ties, and a system that they considered to live up to their confidentiality and 
safety demands.

The questionnaire was distributed to 45 teachers of Swedish as a first lan-
guage in different schools through a local and a regional network with a 
request for them to answer the questionnaire themselves and to distribute it to 
teachers of Swedish in their schools. At the time, 1,191 teachers of Swedish 
were working in the region. The region includes 15 municipalities that are 
responsible for compulsory education, while following a national curriculum. 
A total of 60 teachers from at least 27 different schools in five of the munici-
palities replied. It was voluntary for the respondents to report which school 
they worked in, and three teachers decided not to leave that information. The 
schools where the responding teachers worked are located in rural and urban 
areas in the region and vary in sizes. The schools that did not reply similarly 
consist of urban and rural schools of different sizes. All secondary schools, 
both those that replied and those who did not, are located in (semi)urban 
areas and are generally larger in size than primary schools, as they gather 
pupils from a number of village primary schools within a large geographical 
area. Out of the 60 teachers who replied to the questionnaire, 23 work in 
lower primary (Years 1–3), 16 work in upper primary (Years 4–6), and 21 
work in lower secondary education (Years 7–9). The teachers from lower and 
upper primary were either generalist teachers, teaching Swedish as well as 
other school subjects, or special needs teachers. The teachers from lower sec-
ondary were either language specialists or special needs teachers. We per-
ceive of the replies as a positive selection of those teachers that have a 
particular interest in literacy, reading and writing. Those who participate in 
the two local/regional networks often, but not always, have a responsibility as 
literacy specialists in their municipalities or in their schools. The results, 
therefore, reflect a group of teachers who are likely to be more knowledge-
able and more interested in writing than the general teacher of Swedish in the 
region.

Analysis

All the answers from each teacher were analyzed according to Ivanič’s (2004, 
2017) seven discourses in order to describe which main discourse or dis-
courses each teacher represented (see Table 1). The approach is qualitative 
and discourse analytical in character. The way in which teachers talk about 
writing, that is, the words they use, reflect their thinking about writing, and 
fundamentally, their thinking is embedded in a larger societal context (cf. 
Fairclough, 1989; Ivanič, 2004). All the answers from each teacher were 
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considered holistically in order for discourses of writing to emerge. The two 
authors first used ten questionnaires to develop a mutual understanding of 
how teachers’ responses, in particular to the open questions, could be under-
stood as reflecting the seven discourses. Second, the authors independently 
evaluated the remaining 50 questionnaires. There was a 78.3 % agreement 
between the raters on the main discourses. The mismatches were discussed 
and agreed upon. Even if teachers represented one, two, or three main dis-
courses, there were also traces of other discourses in the material. However, 
these were sparse and therefore not included in the analysis. Below we give 
examples of how teachers’ responses to the open questions were understood 
and interpreted as reflecting certain discourses. We have chosen quotes that 
are typical examples from the data, some of which were difficult to interpret, 
and some that were interpreted as a combination of discourses. Following 
these examples, we present in detail how one teacher’s responses were inter-
preted holistically as representing the main discourses, process, and genre.

Table 1. Ivanič’s (2004, 2017) Discourses of Writing.

Discourse Main features

A skills discourse Focuses on the text: phonics, spelling, punctuation. Explicit 
teaching and assessment are concentrated on form and 
correctness.

A creativity 
discourse

Focuses on connections between reading and writing. 
Content and style are of importance for becoming an 
author and for assessment. Implicit teaching—language 
experience, creativity and choice of topics that are 
interesting for the writer.

A tool for thinking 
and learning 
discourse

Focuses on clarifying thoughts and learning subjects across 
the curriculum. Writing is incorporated in subject teaching 
and assessment of curriculum area.

A process 
discourse

Focuses on mental and practical processes. Explicit teaching 
of the practical process (e.g., with mind maps, drafts, 
revisions, and feedback). Questionable to assess.

A genre discourse Focuses on the text in context. Characteristics of text 
types, which are used in special contexts in society, are 
important in explicit teaching and assessment.

A social practices 
discourse

Focuses on writing to communicate and make meaning 
in real-life contexts. Explicit and implicit teaching for 
functional approaches and purposeful communication, and 
assessment of effectiveness for purpose with the text.

A sociopolitical 
discourse

Focuses on the sociocultural and political context of writing. 
Explicit teaching of critical writing put aspects of power 
and identity in the center.
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The Skills Discourse

The skills discourse is underpinned by a belief that “writing consists of apply-
ing knowledge of a set of linguistic patterns and rules for sound–symbol rela-
tionships and sentence construction” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 227). Teaching and 
assessment of writing is explicit and focuses mainly on correctness and accu-
racy of form (spelling, grammar), word choice, and text formation, indepen-
dent of text type.

In our data the skills discourse materializes when teachers describe how 
they work with writing. In Examples (1a–1c) teachers talk about how they 
work with writing through the repetition of rules and punctuation, how pupils 
copy text, and that pupils should correct their own mistakes and rewrite their 
texts to make them correct. The phrase “common with red” in Example (1c) 
refers to a common saying in Sweden that a text that contains many mistakes 
is full of red, because the teacher has marked it using red ink.

(1a) Först repetera skrivregler och skiljetecken.
 [First repeat writing rules and punctuation.]
(1b) Rätta en text som innehåller fel och skriva om den så att den blir rätt.
 [Correcting a text with mistakes and rewrite it so it gets correct.]
(1c) Skriva av ord, meningar = lågstadiet = vanligt med rött.
 [Copying words, sentences = lower primary = common with red.]

Teachers who represent a skills discourse in our data also talk about language 
correctness (Ex. 1d) and the value of linking words (Ex. 1e) as important 
features of writing, and they describe how spelling and sentence construction 
(Ex. 1f) and paragraphing (Ex. 1g) are important aspects of their assessment 
of pupils’ writing.

(1d) Språkriktighet.
 [Language correctness.]
(1e) Ej korta meningar—använda ord som binder och, så, för, men. . . .
 [Not short sentences—use words that link and, so, for, but. . . .]
(1f) Stavning och meningsbyggnad.
 [Spelling and sentence construction.]
(1g) Styckeindelning.
 [Paragraphing.]

Some examples can be interpreted as representing two discourses. In Example 
(1h) one teacher talks about practicing dialogues, which was interpreted both 
as a skills discourse, getting the dialogue right, and as a process discourse 
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where practice is an important part of the process. Another teacher (Ex. 1i) 
talks about “The young authors’ school,” as a way of writing like an author 
and building the narrative. This was interpreted as a mix of genre (the focus 
on the story and the narrative), process (in the element of practice), and cre-
ativity (in the dimension of “Identity of the writer,” self as author).

(1h) “Kravlöst” skrivande sker bara vid målarbete där eleven tränar på ett 
specifikt mål, t.ex. skriva en text med dialog.

 [Low-pressure writing is done at target work where the pupil prac-
tices a specific goal, e.g., writing a text with a dialogue.]

(1i) När vi skriver berättelser så övar vi ibland med “Lilla författar-
skolan” där de övar att skriva med en röd tråd.

 [Sometimes we practice “The young authors’ school” when writing 
stories, where they practice writing with narrative and stylistic 
consistency.]

The Creativity Discourse

In the creativity discourse writing is viewed as “the product of the author’s 
creativity” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 229). Meaning and contents are central aspects of 
this discourse. In order to develop as writers, people need to write and read as 
much as possible and “people learn to write by writing” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 229) 
in particular on topics that interest and engage them.

In our data teachers reflect a creativity discourse when they describe the way 
they work with writing in terms of, for example, inspiration, motivation, and 
creativity. A focus on contents as an important aspect of writing, collaboration 
with fine arts, and pupils’ motivation for text creation added to the interpretation 
of teachers’ main discourse as invoking creativity. In Example (2a) one teacher 
describes how inspiration and motivation are important and provides some 
examples of how that can be achieved. In Example (2b) another teacher describes 
how they work with short texts (quick writing), associations, and writing to pic-
tures as inspiration for writing, and the teacher in Example (2c) stresses the 
importance of writing about something that interests the pupils. Example (2d) 
illustrates both a creativity and a genre discourse. A teacher describes how short 
playful exercises are used both for creativity and for developing an understand-
ing of the text type, which was interpreted as a genre discourse.

(2a) Allt handlar om att inspirera, peppa och motivera! En lockande bild, 
en spännande text eller ett problematiskt dilemma.

 [It’s all about inspiring, pepping and motivating! An appealing 
image, an exciting text or a problematic dilemma.]
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(2b) Arbetar med kortskrivningar, associationsskrivning, skrivning till 
bilder.

 [Work with short writing, associative writing, writing to describe 
pictures.]

(2c) Jag jobbar mycket utifrån deras egna intressen. Att träna skrivandet 
tycker jag ska vara kul och har man problem med det blir det mycket 
lättare om man göra det utifrån sina egna intressen. Ska man träna 
skiljetecken, meningsbyggnad, stor bokstav, målande beskrivningar 
osv. så är ju inte innehållet det som är viktigt och då kan eleverna 
själva få välja det.

 [I work a lot based on their own interests. Practicing writing must be 
fun and if you have problems, it will be much easier if you do it 
based on your own interests. If you are going to practice punctuation, 
sentence structure, uppercase letter, descriptions, etc., the contents 
are not important and then the pupils can choose it for themselves.]

(2d) Kortare lekfulla övningar som uppvärmning och för att få en bild av 
vad texttypen innebär och komma igång med kreativiteten.

 [Shorter playful exercises as a warmup and to get a picture of the text 
type and get creativity started.]

The Process Discourse

The process discourse brings the process of writing rather than the text into 
focus. Both cognitive and practical pedagogical aspects of the writing pro-
cess are included in this discourse. Ivanič (2004) describes how “the cogni-
tive processes might be learned implicitly, while the practical ones are 
extremely amenable to explicit teaching” (p. 231). As a result, teaching 
focuses mainly on steps in the working process, not on the cognitive aspects, 
where planning, drafting, revision, and feedback loops are included, which 
we associate with the process approach (e.g., Strömquist, 2007).

In our data we interpret teachers’ descriptions of how they work with text 
as process when they talk about the work process or the mental processes 
rather than the text per se. In Example (3a) one teacher describes how they 
work with feedback, how they plan by using mind maps, and how pupils 
work together in pairs to plan their texts. Likewise, in Example (3b), another 
teacher indicates a process approach while describing how they use forma-
tive assessment and talk about text as tools for writing development.

(3a) Återkoppling i form av positiv feedback och tankar om förbättringar 
på texten. Vi jobbar mycket med tankekartor. De har övat sedan åk 1 
på detta. Nu i trean jobbar de med kamratbedömningar av de skrivna 
texterna. Eleverna skriver i skrivarpar där texten planeras.
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 [Feedback in the form of positive feedback and thoughts about how 
to improve the text. We work a lot with mind maps. They have prac-
ticed that since Year 1. Now in grade 3 they work with peer assess-
ment of the written texts. The pupils write in pairs where the text is 
planned.]

(3b) Jag bedömer alla texter formativt med hjälp av grön och rosa över-
strykningspenna och en omfattande matris/lathund. Eleverna får till-
baka sin text med överstrykningar och understrykningar och de ska 
sedan försöka förbättra sin text. När det är gjort bedömer jag texten 
och har enskilda samtal utifrån en bedömningsmatris. Vi sätter till-
sammans upp mål för skrivandet, saker de ska tänka extra på nästa 
gång. Det har visat sig vara mycket effektivt!

 [I evaluate all texts formatively using green and pink overflow pen 
and a comprehensive matrix. The pupils get their underlined text 
back, and they will then try to improve their text. When done, I eval-
uate the text and have individual conversations based on an assess-
ment matrix. We put together goals for writing, things to think about 
next time. It has proven to be very effective!]

The Genre Discourse

In the genre discourse the text is viewed in relation to its social context, pur-
pose and intended reader. It is underpinned by the view that different pur-
poses of text generate different linguistic characteristics and that “good 
writing is not just correct writing, but writing which is linguistically appro-
priate to the purpose it is serving” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 233). Writing develop-
ment is focused on learning which linguistic characteristics apply to which 
text type and then applying them appropriately to the written texts.

In our data we interpreted teachers’ replies into a genre discourse when 
they describe that genre is important as in Examples (4a–4c) or that they 
work with genres directly or indirectly. In Example (4a) the teacher describes 
that adaptation to the genre and structure are important aspects of writing. In 
Example (4b) one teacher describes how they work process oriented with 
genres, and in Example (4c) another teacher talks about modeling how differ-
ent texts are structured. Many teachers report how they work with cirkel-
modellen (the circle model; see Gibbons, 2016) as a specific model for 
writing instruction (Ex. 4d). In Example (4e) one of the teachers talks about 
how they use templates for poetry writing, which was interpreted mainly as a 
genre discourse and a way of learning a genre. However, the idea of using a 
template (4e) or example texts (4b) may also indicate a perspective of skills 
in relation to genre, and that learning genres is about developing genre skills.
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(4a) Anpassning till genren. Struktur.
 [Adaptation to the genre. Structure.]
(4b) Ofta läser vi exempeltexter som vi sedan diskuterar för att hitta de 

genretypiska dragen. Ibland går jag igenom de genretypiska dra-
gen först. Sedan läser vi exempeltexter och de får i par/grupp/
gemensamt i klassen diskutera vilka genretypiska drag som finns 
i texterna.

 [We often read examples of texts that we discuss to find the genre 
typical traits. Sometimes I talk about the genre typical traits before. 
Then we read example texts and discuss in pairs/groups/together in 
the class which genre typical traits there are in the text.]

(4c) Vi jobbar ofta med att “modellera” hur olika texter är uppbyggda.
 [We often work with “modeling” how different texts are structured.]
(4d) Försöker arbeta enligt cirkelmodellen. Först arbeta med olika 

begrepp och bygga upp faktakunskaper kring genren. Därefter tittar 
vi på exempeltexter, skriver sedan gemensamt för att slutgiltigt 
skriva enskilt.

 [Trying to work according to the circle model. First, work with dif-
ferent concepts and build up facts about the genre. Then we look at 
sample texts, then write together (in the class) to finally write 
individually.]

(4e) Olika diktmallar presenteras där eleverna får skapa egna dikter uti-
från mallen.

 [Different poetry templates are presented where pupils can create 
their own poems based on the template.]

The Social Practices Discourse

In this discourse the social practice in which the writing takes place is at the 
center. Writing is perceived of as an intrinsic part of a social context, and 
consequently understood that people “learn implicitly by participating in 
socially situated literacy events which fulfil social goals which are relevant 
and meaningful to them” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 235). The writing event is central 
together with identification and participation. Ivanič describes three 
approaches to teaching of writing within a social practices discourse: a func-
tional approach involving teaching in real-life contexts or in simulated con-
texts, purposeful communication, and pupils as ethnographers. In school, this 
discourse can be situated within the school practice or in the social context 
outside school.
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Teachers who represent a social practices discourse in our data give exam-
ples of how the pupils write in real-life contexts. In Example (5a) a teacher in 
the early school years describes a social writing practice in relation to parents 
where pupils write for their parents who are coming to school for a parents’ 
meeting. Similarly, in Example (5b), another teacher, also working with 
younger pupils, describes how the pupils publish their texts in an authentic 
online resource.

(5a) Vi försöker skapa naturliga skrivtillfällen där skrivandet har en vik-
tig funktion, en lapp hem, brev till förälder som ligger på bänken på 
föräldramötet när föräldrarna kommer.

 [We try to create natural writing situations where writing has an 
important function, a note home, letters to a parent that lies on the 
desk at the parents’ meeting when the parents arrive.]

(5b) När vi började skriva faktatexter i ettan blev slutresultatet text på 
wikimini för andra barn att ta del av.

 [When we started writing fact texts in first class the result was texts 
on Wikimini for other children to read.]

The Sociopolitical Discourse

The sociopolitical discourse is underpinned by the sociocultural and political 
contexts of writing. Learning to write means “developing a critical awareness 
of why particular discourses and genres are the way they are: the historical 
and political factors which shaped them and shaped the patterns of privileg-
ing among them” (Ivanič, 2004, p. 238). This discourse is closely connected 
with theories of critical literacy and critical language awareness, which both 
put aspects of power and identity at the center. In our data we infer the socio-
political discourse when teachers report that sources, criticality, or making a 
statement are the most important aspects to work with in relation to writing 
and if they would report that they work with, for example, pupils’ voice in 
letters to an editor, critical response, or writing to construct identity. We find 
the sociopolitical discourse only in our interpretation of the multiple-choice 
closed questions, not in any of the open questions.

The Thinking Discourse

Recently, Ivanič (2017) introduced a seventh discourse, a tool for thinking 
discourse in which “writing helps writers to clarify their thoughts and learn 
subjects across the curriculum” (Ivanič, 2017). She positions the thinking 
discourse between the creativity and process discourses and describes how it 
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is underpinned by beliefs about learning curriculum subjects, how writing is 
incorporated into curriculum subjects and how writing thereby differs 
between subject areas. The main criteria for assessment is the curriculum area 
(Ivanič, 2017). This discourse differs from the other six discourses in that it 
focuses not primarily on the writing and the writing development per se but 
rather on the use of writing as a tool for development of thinking and learn-
ing. This discourse is related to the field of writing to learn (see Tynjälä, 
Mason, & Lonka, 2001). Klein and Boscolo (2016) describe trends in the 
field of writing to learn that span from psychological and cognitive to social 
aspects of writing to learn. They discuss how “writing can facilitate reflection 
and metacognitive processes such as analytic thinking, problem solving, and 
decision-making” (Klein & Boscolo, 2016, p. 334) and conclude that this line 
of research should be further developed.

In our data this discourse is represented by teachers who use writing as a tool 
for pupils to sort out their thinking (Ex. 6a), to think in relation to reading (Ex. 
6b, 6c), to reflect after an activity such as theater or a movie (Ex. 6d), or to 
reflect on school or on oneself (Ex. 6e, 6f). A thinking discourse could also be 
found as writing across the curriculum (Ex. 6g–6j) when teachers talk about col-
laboration with other teachers in, for example, art and social sciences. Several of 
these examples also signal a view of writing as genre, for example, in (Ex. 6g), 
when teachers refer to “reports, summaries, debates,” or in (Ex. 6h), when teach-
ers specify text types such as “instructions, explanatory texts.” Example (6j) 
where the genres are CV and personal letter can also relate to the social practices 
discourse as students are prepared for a real-life writing situation.

(6a) Skriva för att reda sitt tänkande, skriva utan att någon ska läsa.
 [Write to sort one’s thinking, write without anyone reading.]
(6b) Skriva loggbok när vi läser skönlitterära böcker tillsammans.
 [Write logbook when we read fiction together.]
(6c) Skrivning för att “tänka” kring en text.
 [Writing to “think” about a text.]
(6d) De kan också få skriva om något de upplevt (exempelvis en teater vi 

varit på eller en film vi sett).
 [They can also write about something they have experienced (for 

example a theater we have been to or a movie that we have seen).]
(6e) Reflektioner över allt från arbetssätt till hur man mår och lever.
 [Reflect on everything from way of working to how you feel and 

live.]
(6f) De skriver utvärderingar varje vecka, utan skrivspråkliga krav.
 [They write evaluations every week without any focus on writing 

norms.]
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(6g) Samarbete med andra ämnen: Ja, ibland med SO, t.ex. reportage, 
sammanfattningar, debattartiklar.

 [Collaboration with other subjects: Yes sometimes with social stud-
ies, e.g., reports, summaries, debates.]

(6h) Ibland med no/fy, t.ex. instruktioner, förklarande texter, instruerande 
texter.

 [Sometimes with science, e.g., instructions, explanatory texts, 
instructing texts.]

(6i) Ibland med bild, t.ex. bok- och bildanalys, reklamtexter.
 [Sometimes with arts, e.g., book and picture analysis, commercials.]
(6j) SO när de skriver CV och personligt brev.
 [With social studies when they write a CV and personal letter.]

These examples (1a–6j) have illustrated how we analyzed individual state-
ments in the questionnaires to represent one of the seven discourses. For each 
teacher, all their individual statements were then used holistically to decide 
which main discourse or main discourses the teachers could be assigned to. In 
the following we describe how we arrived at one of the teacher’s discourses.

A Teacher Profile—Anna

One teacher, Anna (pseudonym), will serve as an example of the interpreta-
tion of the answers in the questionnaire. She refers to her teaching of writing 
in ninth grade when pupils are 15 years old. We will refer to the questions 
(henceforth Q) in the questionnaire presented in full in Appendix A. How the 
questions connect with Ivanič’s (2004, 2017) discourses of writing is pre-
sented in Appendix B. Questions 2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15 were most 
important for the analysis; Questions 1, 5, and 6 provide general information 
about writing in the class. Anna was selected as an illustration of our analysis 
because of her similarity with many of the other teachers’ responses in School 
Years 7 to 9. For example, similar to at least half of the other teachers, her 
class wrote one to three texts per year, mostly in the classroom and at home, 
but not in smaller groups, and they frequently used computers for writing.

Anna’s pupils hand in one to three longer completed texts per year for 
assessment and feedback (Q1). The fact that they do not write more com-
pleted texts is explained when she says that they “Practice writing introduc-
tions or endings depending on where they think it is difficult to express 
oneself” (Q2). This was interpreted as a process discourse since it is both a 
cognitive (what is difficult, and how can the pupils improve) and a practical 
process (practicing parts of texts) according to Ivanič’s dimensions “Beliefs 
about writing” and “Layer in the comprehensive view of language.” The 
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dimension “Approaches to the teaching of writing” connects the process 
approach with explicit teaching, which aligns with how Anna describes how 
they work with writing. Concerning assessment (Q13), Anna reports that they 
“Use different matrices in order to more clearly show the pupils their devel-
opment in the subject.” According to Ivanič it is questionable if the process 
discourse can be assessed, but this teacher’s quote points out the mental pro-
cess of development and how that should be made visible to the pupils 
through the use of matrices. The use of matrices can also indicate a genre 
discourse and a skills discourse. Anna assesses (Q14) her pupils’ texts both 
formatively, interpreted as aligning with a process discourse, and summa-
tively, interpreted as the skills discourse. The process discourse is further 
strengthened when Anna reports that her pupils write individually, in pairs as 
well as in groups (Q4), where the latter two signal a process approach where 
feedback and collaboration are included.

Anna reflects a process discourse of writing, but that is not all. She also 
reflects a genre discourse, for example when she introduces a new writing 
task: “Reading, showing former pupils’ texts to present how one can express 
oneself or build different text types, sometimes I use assessed tasks from old 
National Tests with assessments to show what is needed for different grades 
E–A” (Q3). This connects with explicit and implicit teaching in Ivanič’s 
dimension “Approaches to the teaching of writing”. The last part of the utter-
ance indicates how the genre discourse can be closely connected to the skills 
discourse, when the teacher talks about assessment. Anna also works with 
“repetition of the different text types they have worked on from year 7 to 9” 
(Q8), which further emphasizes the strong connection with a genre approach. 
Ivanič (2004) explains the genre discourse as “Writing is a set of text-types, 
shaped by social context” (p. 225). When asked what genres are important to 
master (Q9), Anna ticks all the options, which aligns with Ivanič’s descrip-
tion of the genre discourse as a set of text types.

Anna does not state working with any particular method for writing 
(Q7), nor that she collaborates with other school subjects (Q15), which 
would have provided information about the thinking discourse, where 
writing is perceived of as a tool to learn a subject or to reflect. In three 
questions (9, 11, 12) Anna’s replies connect with other discourses. Her 
pupils write texts where they make statements (Q9), which signals a socio-
political discourse. This discourse is also visible in the analysis of what 
aspect of text she finds most important: adaptation to the reader (Q12). 
Anna usually works with all aspects of texts (Q11) in School Year 9: con-
tent, interpreted as a creativity discourse; structure and correctness in lan-
guage use, both interpreted as a skills discourse; adaptation to the reader 
and sources and critical evaluation of sources, both interpreted as a 
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sociopolitical discourse; adaption to the genre, interpreted as a genre dis-
course. However, taken together her replies most clearly indicate an align-
ment with the process and genre discourses.

Results

Based on qualitative analysis of the questionnaires, results showed that teach-
ers represented one, two, or three main discourses. Noteworthy, though, is 
that all teachers’ replies also carried traces of other discourses. It was more 
common for teachers to adhere to one main discourse than two (39 and 21 
teachers respectively). Table 2 illustrates that the most common discourse 
among the teachers was the process discourse. The process discourse was 
most common both as a single main discourse and in combination with other 
discourses. The process discourse is used in combination with the discourses 
of creativity, skills, genre, and thinking as presented in Figure 1.

The second most common discourse was the genre discourse, which was 
common both as a single discourse and in combination with the process dis-
course and the thinking discourse. The skills discourse was present among the 
teachers both as a single and as a combination discourse together with process 
and creativity. Creativity was more common as a combination discourse 
together with skills, process, and thinking. The thinking discourse was both a 
single and a combination discourse (with process, creativity, and genre).

The sociopolitical discourse was absent, and the social practices discourse 
was rare and used only in combination with creativity.

In relation to the process and genre discourses, we found that teachers 
often described how they use a specific model or method for teaching writ-
ing. The distribution of discourses varied across year groups. Table 3 shows 
that a combination of discourses was more common among teachers in Years 
1 to 3 than in the other year groups.

In Figure 2 we see that the most common discourse among the teachers in 
Years 1 to 3 was the process discourse, and it occurred as a single discourse 
or in combination with the skills, creativity, and genre discourses. Teachers in 

Table 2. Discourses Among Teachers as Single or Combinations of Discourses.

Skills Creativity Thinking Process Genre Social 
practices

Sociopolitical

Single 7 4 3 15 11 0 0
Combination 5 10 3 15 7 1 0
Total 12 14 6 30 18 1 0
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Years 4 to 6 were overrepresented in the skills discourse, and they were also 
represented in the genre discourse—both as a main discourse and in combi-
nation with the thinking and process discourses. For teachers in Years 7 to 9 
the process and genre discourses were most common as single discourses, 
and in combination with each other or with the creativity discourse. The 
thinking discourse was more common among teachers in Years 7 to 9 than 
among the other teachers.

The process discourse maintains the strongest discourse across all year 
groups, followed by the genre and skills discourses. Combination discourses 
are most common among teachers in Years 1 to 3, and the genre and skills 
discourses are more common among the teachers in Years 4 to 6, as compared 
with the other two year groups.

Figure 1. Number of teachers per main discourse/s.

Table 3. Single and Combination Main Discourses per year Group, in Percentages 
and Total Numbers.

Single % and (n) Combination % and (n)

Years 1–3 (n = 23) 52.2 (12) 47.8 (11)
Years 4–6 (n = 16) 75.0 (12) 25.0 (4)
Years 7–9 (n = 21) 76.2 (16) 23.8 (5)
Years 1–9 (n = 60) 66.7 (40) 33.3 (20)
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Discussion

On an overall level, results show that a majority of the teachers represented one 
main discourse, rather than a combination of discourses. The exception was the 
teachers of the earliest school years (Years 1–3), where almost half of the teach-
ers were categorized as reflecting a combination of writing discourses. These 
results correspond with McCarthey et al.’s (2014) study, which showed that 
elementary school teachers in a Midwestern U.S. state tended to reflect hybrid 
discourses rather than single ones. Teachers in the early years in Sweden are 
typically generalist teachers, which means that they teach most subject areas in 
their classes. From School Year 4 and onward, more specialist teachers are 
brought into the classrooms. This may be one explanation for the more holistic 
perspectives on writing among the teachers in the Years 1 to 3 group.

Four out of the seven discourses were clearly identified among teachers of 
L1 Swedish in our study. When teachers describe how they work with writ-
ing, what they perceive of as important in teaching writing, and how they 
assess writing, they present a picture where writing as process, genre, creativ-
ity, and skills were the most common, where writing as thinking is rare, and 
where writing as a social practice or as a sociopolitical act are invisible. 
Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of discourses across school years. Skills 
dominate in the earlier years, genre from Year 4, process is in focus through-
out schooling, thinking is rare, and social practices and the sociopolitical 
discourses are more or less absent.

Figure 2. Discourses across year groups, in percentage of teachers in each year 
group.
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Similar to Peterson’s (2012) study of curricula for young learners and 
Magnusson’s (2018) study of teaching materials, the most common discourse 
in our study was the process discourse. In addition, the process discourse was 
predominant not only among teachers of the younger year groups but among 
all teachers, illustrating how strongly the process discourse is established in 
the Swedish school context. The process approach to writing grew interna-
tionally from the 80s and has been globally influential. In Sweden, Siv 
Strömquist (1988/2007) has had major impact on the development of the 
process writing discourse in Swedish education. Even though Ivanič recog-
nizes “that ‘writing processes’ can refer to either or both the cognitive and the 
practical processes” (2004, p. 231), our analysis reveals that the process dis-
course mainly refers to classroom practices and only occasionally to writing 
as a cognitive process. Discussion of one’s own (e.g., Lindgren, 2004) or 
other people’s (Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, & Van den Bergh, 2002) thinking 
during writing, that is, cognitive processes, is a valuable resource for the 
development of metacognitive thinking and writing development. In our data 
the discourse of thinking comes close to cognitive aspects of the writing pro-
cess. Teachers talk about writing to sort one’s thinking (Ex. 6a), which can be 
related to planning (cf. Flower & Hayes, 1981) or to reviewing when writers 
write to “think about a text” (Ex. 6c).

The second most common discourse in our study was the genre discourse, 
and these results are similar across school years. The genre approach has ren-
dered international recognition over the past few years. In Sweden, Gibbon’s 
(2016) work has had strong impact on writing from a genre discourse in both 
first and second language writing. There was a tendency in our data for teachers 
to understand the genre perspective on writing/learning as a fixed model, that 
can be applied in a correct or incorrect manner. By focusing on grammar and 
form there is a risk of losing focus on what is written and why (Veum, 2015), 
which is also part of the critique against explicit genre education (Torvatn, 
2009). Similar to process writing, teachers referred to cirkelmodellen (the circle 
model) or genrepedagogik (genre pedagogy) (e.g., Gibbons, 2016; Haijer & 
Meestringa, 2010; Martin & Rose, 2008) as a fixed model for genre pedagogy 
with predefined steps to follow. By viewing the process or genre approaches as 
models rather than perspectives, these discourses move toward a skills dis-
course of writing where the main focus lies in acquiring the correct ways of 
writing rather than developing a deeper understanding of one’s own writing in 
relation to readers and purposes. In our study, teachers in Years 4 to 6 were 
particularly inclined to view genre as a skill. Results also showed that some 
teachers combined the process discourse and the genre discourse, which is in 
line with writing education in Norway where thinking about genre has grown 
and aligned with process-oriented writing education (Smidt, 2009, p. 314).
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Writing as creativity was the third most common discourse among the 
teachers in our study with similar results across school years. The creativity 
discourse was the discourse that was most often combined with other dis-
courses, especially in the lowest grades (Years 1–3). Even though the creativ-
ity discourse is not particularly focused in the curriculum (Peterson et al., 
2018), teachers in our study perceive of creativity as an important part of 
writing. The view of writing as creativity was shared by students in Randahl’s 
(2012) study of teachers and students in secondary education. Her findings 
illustrated how students chose the creativity discourse, even though their 
teachers did not. The same views of writing and creativity have also been 
found outside educational contexts. In a recent study of discourses of writing 
in handbooks for creative writing and textbooks from 1979 to 2015, Pulls 
(2019) concludes that writing is understood as closely connected with the 
writer and how “one should both find—or create—and express the self 
through writing” (p. iii). Thus, there seems to be something fundamental 
about the view of writing as closely connected with creativity that goes 
beyond discourses of school and curricula.

The skills discourse was the fourth most common discourse, in particular 
among teachers in School Years 4 to 6 (ages 10–12). These results concur 
with those of Gustafsson (2013) and Lambirth (2016), who found the skills 
discourse to be predominant among pupils between the ages 4 and 11, and 
how teachers views reflected on the pupils. Literacy education, as well as 
research, has traditionally had a stronger emphasis toward reading than writ-
ing and toward reading as a cognitive rather than a social process. Historically 
in Sweden writing was perceived of only as a skill where neat handwriting 
and correctness of spelling and grammar were essential elements. Over the 
years the view of writing has broadened to include creativity, process, and 
genre, even though the skills discourse has remained strong. Recently, for 
example, decoding skills have been promoted for the early years through new 
learning outcomes for School Year 1 along with new national tests where cor-
rectness is in focus (Skolverket, 2016a, 2016b). Writing as a skill is an impor-
tant foundation for writers and can promote their construction of identity as 
writers as being able to spell, write, or punctuate (Ivanič, 2017). Many of the 
teachers in our study represented views where skills were combined with 
other discourses, such as process and genre. This particular combination of 
discourses was also found in Peterson et al. (2018). They examined writing 
discourses in policy documents for the early years in four countries and found 
them to include a strong focus on skills, process, and genres, indicating a 
global view of writing, at least in the early years, that is rather unified.

Writing as thinking was present among the teachers as the fifth most com-
mon discourse, sometimes used as a single discourse but also in combination 
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with other discourses in School Years 1 to 6. This discourse reflects beliefs 
about learning curriculum subjects, and in our data the thinking discourse is 
strongest among teachers in Years 7 to 9. The thinking discourse was primar-
ily visible as incorporated writing activities in different subjects in order to 
help writers to clarify their thoughts and learn subjects across the curriculum 
(Ivanič, 2017). Similar to those in the Blikstad-Balas (2018) study, our teach-
ers report how they use short writing activities, such as fill-in-the-blank, short 
answers, note taking, and quick writes as tools for thinking and to get writing 
started. However, teachers also reported that writing is important for pupils to 
reflect on their experiences, their own thinking, their school work, and their 
reading. Thus, writing to think in this study includes the three main compo-
nents: writing to learn school subjects, writing to clarify one’s thoughts, and 
writing to enhance metacognitive processes (cf. Ivanič, 2017; Klein & 
Boscolo, 2016). How the thinking discourse of writing could be materialized 
as a tool for reflection, metacognitive process, and learning (Tynjälä et al., 
2001) also in the earlier school years should be further researched.

Two discourses were more or less absent in our data: the social practices 
discourse and the sociopolitical discourse. These results are concurrent with 
previous studies of curricula (Peterson, 2012; Peterson et al., 2018), teaching 
materials (Magnusson, 2018), and teaching practices (Blikstad-Balas, 2018).

Both the social practices discourse and the sociopolitical discourse posi-
tion writers in a social context where the writer and writing are parts of a 
larger whole. Writers engage in writing as an everyday practice, they use 
writing to make their voices heard, and they challenge current norms and 
traditions in their writing. The absence of these two discourses from our data 
illustrates an educational context in which writers are not primarily viewed as 
parts of a society but rather as parts in society and where education should 
prepare pupils to find their place in society (not their part of society). The 
lack of focus on the social aspects of writing in combination with a strong 
focus on writing process, genres, and skills for development of individual 
writing skills indicates that teachers in School Years 1 to 9 prioritize the indi-
vidual development before writing in and for society. This view is echoed in 
the current Swedish curriculum for the compulsory school where “the task of 
the school is to encourage all pupils to discover their own uniqueness as indi-
viduals and thereby be able to participate in the life of society by giving of 
their best in responsible freedom” (Skolverket, 2016a, p. 9). Thus, beliefs 
about writing in our data, as well as in the curriculum, suggest that participa-
tion in society requires finding oneself before any actual participation, and 
giving can take place. Another consequence of the lack of the socially ori-
ented discourses throughout compulsory education is that students are not 
offered tools that they may need to discover and to voice their own values and 
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beliefs, and how their values and beliefs relate to those of others. Children 
may leave school with limited experiences of how to make their voices heard, 
develop critical awareness toward text and information, and participate in 
social and political change.

The discourses that become visible among the teachers in our study are 
discourses that focus on improving every individual’s writing. Pupils are 
expected to develop their knowledge about genres, processes, and to improve 
their writing skills. The discourses that teachers in our study represent are the 
discourses that are present in the current curriculum. Teachers teach what they 
are expected to teach, and writing in school becomes writing for school. The 
discourses that are not visible in our data are also absent in the curriculum 
(Liberg et al., 2012; Peterson et al., 2018) and relate to writing that can be 
described as purpose-driven communication in a social context and a sociopo-
litical practice. When aware of discourses, teachers’ writing education can be 
conscious, structured, and sustained (Blikstad-Balas et al., 2018). Teachers in 
our study showed an awareness of all the discourses of writing that are salient 
in the Swedish curriculum; the teachers were also a group that we assume 
were particularly interested in and knowledgeable of literacy issues. If writing 
instruction were to be reconceptualized in the Swedish curriculum, toward 
greater balance between discourses, our results indicate that teachers’ views of 
writing would broaden and as a result so would writing education. This may 
lead to higher degree of critical thinking, stronger development of identity 
through writing, and more preparation for participation in society.

Conclusions

Much of the writing that is described by Brandt (2015) as part of the current 
mass writing movement is situated in the social context either of family or 
friends, the workplace, or the general public. The private writing sphere of 
letters and diaries has moved into the public space of the Internet leaving 
plenty of room for self-expression and for others to comments and interact, 
and create new discourses of writing. Those who have access to knowledge 
of discourses and skills in writing are able to make full use of the plentiful 
opportunities to express views, opinions, and to create information. This 
knowledge is crucial in order to exercise freedom of speech, a fundamental 
democratic right and a building block for sustainable democracy.

Following upon mass writing, more people than ever exercise their free-
dom of speech through rapidly developing technologies, such as social and 
other media. Some write to share their everyday lives, others for self-promo-
tion; some write to participate constructively in society, others write to can-
vass in more or less transparent ways. Today, more than ever, there seems to 
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be an increasing need to enable people to critically evaluate text and to be 
able to critically respond to it. In relation to current debates about alternative 
facts, post-truth, and fake news, the lack of a sociopolitical, critical, discourse 
of writing in Sweden as well as globally is worrying.

In literacy studies as well as in education, critical literacy has gained ter-
rain over the past few years, which is an approach to reading and writing that 
emphasizes aspects of power and inclusion in literacy events and society 
(Janks, 2010). However, critical literacy often refers more strongly to critical 
reading than to critical writing. Extending these models to more clearly focus 
on writing could be a useful way to encourage teachers to encompass the 
social participatory aspects of writing throughout education. In the text-based 
21st century, one of the most important tasks for education must be to keep 
up with rapid changes, in technology and in society, and provide children 
with literacy tools that enable them to exercise their freedom of speech and 
participate in social and political life. Becoming aware of what discourses of 
writing are present in curricula and practice is a first step toward writing 
instruction that incorporates skills, genres, processes, and creativity with 
social and political engagement.

Appendix A

Questionnaire (Translated From Swedish)

* = compulsory question
1 = One-choice answer
2 = Free-text answer
3 = Multiple-choice answer
Thanks for taking your time to answer questions about writing in school. 
Mark what grade in Swedish education you have in mind when answering 
the questionnaire. Please use the commentary field at the end of the ques-
tionnaire, and fill in if there is anything you feel uncertain about or think 
is missing when it comes to the multiple choice questions or the design of 
the questions.

The aim with this questionnaire is to find out more about how teachers 
work with writing education in compulsory school, which is a relatively 
unexplored area. The results will be presented in research contexts and 
returned to participating schools. The results will only be presented at a group 
level, not per participating school.
*Compulsory
The school that I teach at is . . . 2
I teach Swedish in grade . . . 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9
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1. During an academic school year my pupils produce this many lon-
ger/finished texts. *1

(Texts handed in for assessment and feedback, or in other ways are presented.)

•• None
•• 1–3
•• 4–6
•• 7 or more

2. In what other ways do you work with writing with your pupils? *2

(How do the pupils exercise writing. An example can be that they write with-
out expectations on the text to be “ready,” that they can practice writing an 
introduction, a finish, a writing exercise . . .)

3. How is a writing task introduced? *2

(Give a short description of one or many examples of how work when the 
pupils are about to start writing a text.)

4. In what constellations are texts produced? *3

•• pair
•• group
•• class
•• individually
•• other:

5. Do the pupils usually write by hand or on the computer? *3

Please, give a comment!

•• On the computer
•• By hand
•• Other:

6. Where do the pupils write texts they are going to hand in to you? *3

Mark the alternatives matching the texts you are going to assess/give feed-
back on.
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•• In the classroom
•• At home
•• In group room
•• Other place

7. Do you use any special method for writing education? Which? 2

8. In what genres are your pupils writing this school year? *2

(Please give examples on tasks!)

9. What kind of writing are you doing this school year? *3

•• Narrative texts
•• Retelling texts
•• Descriptive texts
•• Explanatory texts
•• Texts where you make a statement
•• Instructional texts
•• Texts which combine words, pictures and sound

10. What kind of writing do you think is most important for your pupils 
to master when they leave your classroom in the end of your 3-year-
period (lower, classes 1–3/middle, classes 4–6/high, classes 7–9)? *3

(Choose a maximum of two text types.)

•• Narrative texts
•• Retelling texts
•• Descriptive texts
•• Explanatory texts
•• Texts where you make a statement
•• Instructional texts
•• Texts which combine words, pictures and sound

11. Which aspects of text do you usually work with in this grade? *3

•• Content
•• Structure
•• Correctness in language use
•• Adaption to the reader
•• Adaption to the genre
•• Sources and critical evaluation of sources
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12. Which aspect of text do you think is MOST IMPORTANT in this 
grade? *1

•• Content
•• Structure
•• Correctness in language use
•• Adaption to the reader
•• Adaption to the genre
•• Sources and critical evaluation of sources

13. Give a short description of how you assess the pupils’ texts. *1

14. How do the pupils get response on their texts? *3

•• They usually don’t get response
•• From the teacher during writing
•• From the teacher when the text is finished
•• From a classmate during writing
•• From a classmate when the text is finished

15. Do you collaborate with other school subjects when the pupils write 
texts?*

•• Yes
•• No

If yes: What school subjects? What text type?

16. Comment field

If there is anything you want to add to any question, you can write it here.
Thanks for participating!
Agreement

Thanks for participating!
I am aware that my answers are anonymous and will only be reported at the group 
level, and agree that they may be used for research purposes.
a) Yes, b) No
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Question Interpretation

1 During an academic school year my 
pupils produce this many longer/
finished texts.

(Texts handed in for assessment 
and feedback, or in other ways are 
presented.)

a) None, b) 1–3, c) 4–6, d) 7 or more.

This provides general information 
about the focus on writing in the 
classroom.

2 In what other ways do you work 
with writing with your pupils?

(How do the pupils exercise writing. 
An example can be that they write 
without expectations on the text to 
be “ready,” that they can practice 
writing an introduction, a finish, a 
writing exercise. . . .)

Connects with “Approaches to 
the teaching of writing”. “Beliefs 
about learning to write”, and 
“Layer in the comprehensive view 
of language”. For example, in our 
analysis, a quote that says “they 
write freely about something that 
they find interesting” reflects a 
creativity discourse, while “we 
practice how to write this text 
type” signals both skills in “how to 
write” and genre in reference to 
“this text type”.

3 How is a writing task introduced?
(Give a short description of one or 

many examples of how work when 
the pupils are about to start writing 
a text.)

Connects with explicit and implicit 
teaching in “Approaches to the 
teaching of writing”. For example, 
if teachers report that they “just 
start writing” without preparation, 
it is a signal of a creativity or social 
practice discourse.

4 In what constellations are texts 
produced?

a) pair, b) group, c) class, d) 
individually, e) other:

Connects with “Approaches to the 
teaching of writing”. Working in 
pairs or groups signal a process 
approach.

 (continued)

Appendix B

Questionnaire and How It Relates to Ivanič’s (2004) Discourses 
of Writing (p. 225)

The table includes questions in the questionnaire and an explanation of how 
they relate to discourses of writing (Ivanič, 2004, p. 225). Questions in bold 
were most important in the analysis, and Questions 5 and 6 provided general 
information about the teachers.
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Question Interpretation

5 Do the pupils usually write by hand or 
on the computer?

Please, give a comment!
a) On the computer, b) By hand, c) 

Other:

This is not directly connected with 
Ivanič’s discourses but provides 
general information about how 
the teachers, and their classes 
work with writing.

6 Where do the pupils write texts they 
are going to hand in to you?

Mark the alternatives matching the 
texts you are going to assess/give 
feedback on.

a) In the classroom, b) At home, c) In 
group room, d) Other place

This is not directly connected with 
Ivanič’s discourses but provides 
general information about how 
the teacher, and the class, work 
with writing.

7 Do you use any special method 
for writing education? Which?

Connects with “Approaches to the 
teaching of writing” and provides 
information about approach to 
writing, e.g., when teachers refer 
to “process writing” or “the 
wheel of writing” (genre-based 
writing instruction).

8 In what genres are your pupils writing 
this school year?

(Please give examples on tasks!)

Connects with “Beliefs about 
writing”. If several genres 
or different task types are 
mentioned, it signals a genre 
approach. Narratives or stories 
signal a creativity discourse, 
argumentative genres signal a 
sociopolitical discourse, and 
instructional and explanatory 
texts signal the social practice 
discourse.

9 What kind of writing are you 
doing this school year?

a) Narrative texts, b) Retelling texts, 
c) Descriptive texts, d) Explanatory 
texts, e) Texts where you make a 
statement, f) Instructional texts, 
g) Texts which combine words, 
pictures and sound

Connects with “Beliefs about 
writing”. If several genres 
or different task types are 
mentioned it signals a genre 
approach. Narratives or stories 
signal a creativity discourse, 
making statements signal a 
sociopolitical discourse, and 
instructional and explanatory 
texts signal the social practice 
discourse.

Appendix B. (continued)

 (continued)
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Question Interpretation

10 What kind of writing do you 
think is most important for 
your pupils to master when 
they leave your classroom in 
the end of your 3-year-period 
(lower, classes 1–3/middle, 
classes 4–6)/high (classes 7–9)?

(Choose a maximum of two text 
types.)

a) Narrative texts, b) Retelling texts, 
c) Descriptive texts, d) Explanatory 
texts, f) Texts where you make a 
statement, g) Instructional texts, 
h) Texts which combine words, 
pictures and sound

Connects with “Beliefs about 
writing”. If several genres or 
different task types are mentioned 
it signals a genre approach. 
Narratives or stories signal a 
creativity discourse, making 
statements signal a sociopolitical 
discourse, and instructional and 
explanatory texts signal the social 
practice discourse.

11 Which aspects of text do you 
usually work with in this grade?

a) Content, b) Structure, c) 
Correctness in language use, d) 
Adaption to the reader, e) Adaption 
to the genre, f) Sources and critical 
evaluation of sources

Connects with “Beliefs about 
learning to write” and 
“Approaches to the teaching 
of writing”. Structure and 
correctness signal a skills 
discourse, content signals a 
creativity discourse, adaptation 
to reader signals genre or social 
practices discourses, adaptation 
to genre signals a genre discourse, 
and sources and critical evaluation 
signal a sociopolitical discourse.

12 Which aspect of text do you 
think is MOST IMPORTANT in 
this grade?

a) Content, b) Structure, c) 
Correctness in language use, d) 
Adaption to the reader, e) Adaption 
to the genre, f) Sources and critical 
evaluation of sources

Connects with “Beliefs about 
learning to write” and 
“Approaches to the teaching 
of writing”. Structure and 
correctness signal a skills 
discourse, content signals a 
creativity discourse, adaptation 
to reader signals genre or social 
practices discourses, adaptation 
to genre signals a genre discourse, 
and sources and critical evaluation 
signal a sociopolitical discourse.

13 Give a short description of how 
you assess the pupils’ texts.

Interpreted from Ivanič’s 
“Assessment criteria”.

Appendix B. (continued)

 (continued)
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