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Abstract 

This independent degree project investigates how formative feedback on written 

assignments affect Swedish upper secondary school pupils’ writing skills regarding 

form, what the effects are, and if the effects are the same for pupils in different ability 

bands. This was done by a time series analysis of tests where a collection of texts from 

pupils in different ability bands (E, C, and A) in two different classes was collected. All 

errors in the texts were counted and categorised, as well with the teachers’ highlighted 

errors on the pupils’ texts. The errors were further calculated into number of errors per 

100 words due to different lengths of the texts. The results showed that there was a 

somewhat positive effect of the teachers’ feedback overall, and that pupils in lower 

ability bands processed feedback more effectively than pupils in higher ability bands. 

However, the results also suggested that in order to fully draw conclusions such as 

these, a statistical study is necessary to strengthen the results due to the low numbers in 

the results. The pedagogical implications found showed that teachers need to work 

differently with feedback for high-grade pupils. In order to do so, teacher education 

programs must emphasise this and address to teachers how to do this. 
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1 Introduction 

When a course in school is nearly finished, some form of assessment ought to be done 

in order to evaluate the pupil’s knowledge of the particular subject. However, the use of 

tests as evaluation is not enough to achieve results. Pupils need to receive feedback on 

what they have accomplished in order to progress. One of many ways of giving 

feedback is assessment for learning, also known as formative assessment or formative 

feedback. According to Hattie (2007), feedback can enhance the learning process if 

done correctly. This idea has been incorporated into The Common European 

Framework of Reference (CEFR). Since then, several countries have been heavily 

influenced by the CEFR and Hattie’s ideas when creating syllabi for schools. For 

instance, Sweden is one of these countries. The syllabus of The Swedish National 

Agency for Education for English 6 mentions concepts such as “simple improvements”, 

“processing of language” and the “opportunity to develop correctness” (Skolverket, 

2011a:1, 8). These three concepts are heavily related to what Hattie (2007) calls 

feedback. 

Hattie (2007) further claims that feedback can also be used without success since 

providing and receiving it requires much skill by pupils and teachers. In a review of the 

most systematic study addressing the effects of various types of feedback by Kluger and 

DeNisi (1996), Hattie (2007:85) calculated that from the 131 conducted studies based 

on “12,652 participants and 23,663 observations (reflecting multiple observations per 

participant), […] 32% of the effects were negative”. The effects were not negative in the 

sense of a loss in English proficiency, but in prevented improvement of the targeted 

language. However, many of the studies of Hattie (2007) were not classroom based. 

Furthermore, the high percentage of negative effects in the study was explained by 

looking at the different types of feedback tested. The results also showed that positive 

impact of feedback was influenced by the difficulty of goals and tasks: feedback 

“appears to have the most impact when goals are specific and challenging but task 

complexity is low” (ibid:85-86). According to Hattie (2007), these factors are by virtue 

by the low level of threat to self-esteem in these tasks, which empowers and allows 

attention to be paid to the feedback. 

The level of English proficiency among Swedish pupils is rather high when compared to 

other countries (Skolverket, 2011b). In an international study called the ESLC study 
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done by the European Commission, pupils’ English skills were tested in reading 

comprehension, listening comprehension and written proficiency where the latter had 

the least proportion of Swedish pupils performing on the highest level: reading 

comprehension (66%), listening comprehension (77%) and written proficiency (28%) 

(Skolverket, 2011b). The ESLC study only shows statistics for pupils performing on a 

high level which raises the question if pupils in different ability bands (i.e. those with 

grade E, C and A) showed the same results as in the ESCL study. Moreover, a review of 

various Norwegian research articles from Skolverket (2017) states that it is common 

that teachers do not work accordingly to what is taught and to what needs to be 

improved in pupils’ texts. For example, if several concord errors were spotted in pupils’ 

texts, teachers might have focused on teaching something completely different, for 

example, the progressive form. Skolverket (2017) adds that these studies do not 

consider the aspect of the pupil’s responsibility for their personal learning process, an 

aspect which is strongly emphasised in Sweden. Nevertheless, due to the low 

percentage of Swedish pupils’ written proficiency, the criticism from these studies can 

also be studied in Swedish schools since working with feedback is similar in Norway 

and Sweden. Skolinspektionen (2017) also confirms that there is an issue concerning 

high-grade pupils. The issue is that high-grade pupils are not challenged, and that 

teaching is not adapted to their level, which in many cases prevents them from 

improving further. Although many studies have focused on the effects of feedback and 

formative assessment in teaching (e.g. Eriksen, 2017; Blomqvist, Lindberg & Skar, 

2016), to the author’s knowledge, none have focused on the processing of feedback for 

pupils in different ability bands in Swedish schools and whether these different pupils 

process the feedback given differently or not. 

Although feedback in formative assessment is a key word in language learning, few 

studies (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Tsui &Ng, 2000; Ferris, 2003; Hattie, 2007) have been 

conducted regarding the effects of feedback in formative assessment over time on 

written proficiency in schools and especially in EFL classes in Swedish upper 

secondary schools. Dörnyei (2007:78) also addresses this problem in a more general 

sense by saying that “it is rather surprising how little longitudinal research we find in 

applied linguistics literature and even the available methodology texts have usually little 

to say about the subject”. In short, these studies show that feedback and peer comments 

enhance and raise learners’ awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses and 

improve their understanding. However, perception and experience of feedback can be 
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viewed differently among teachers and pupils where pupils may have issues 

understanding the feedback given by the teachers (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Tsui & Ng, 

2000; Ferris, 2003; Hattie, 2007; Berggren, 2013; Alexandersson, 2016; Eriksson, 

2016). Most of these studies focus on single tasks which include re-editing and the use 

of drafts. Consequently, this highlights another question whether improvement achieved 

by feedback is only temporary or if the improvement will persist permanently until next 

time when pupils are tested. 

With the ESLC study from 2011 in consideration, little study has been done regarding 

the improvements and effects of feedback on Swedish pupils’ written proficiency in 

different ability bands. This study will therefore contribute to a longitudinal perspective 

since it focuses on feedback effects of written proficiency over several tasks instead of a 

single assignment for ESL learners in a Swedish upper secondary school. 

 

1.1 Aim 

The aim of this essay is to study the effects of formative feedback on written 

proficiency and what the effects are for pupils in different ability bands in order to 

provide teachers a better understanding regarding the subject. This will be done by 

collecting different written texts from pupils in two different classes of English 6 on the 

E-, C- and A-level from three different periods and categorising and analysing feedback, 

errors, and mistakes in order to identify the effects of teacher feedback. 

The research questions leading this research are as follows: 

1. What is the effect of formative feedback on written proficiency of pupils in 

Sweden? 

2. Are the effects the same for pupils in different ability bands (grade A, C and E)? 

2 Theoretical background 
 

2.1 Second language writing in Swedish upper secondary schools 

Swedish pupils have in general a rather high proficiency of English. The English 

language proficiency was tested of almost one million people in 72 countries in the 7th 

annual EF English proficiency Index (EF EPI) ranking. Among the countries not having 

English as a mother tongue, Sweden was ranked the second place of best English 

language proficiency in Europe (EF EPI, 2016). Still, written proficiency yielded lower 
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results in the ESCL study as mentioned earlier (Skolverket, 2011b). Berggren (2013:13) 

argues that this is due to the Swedish national tests are “more open and not as rigid in 

terms of content and organisation”, whereas the tasks in the ESCL study were clearly 

guided by information on purpose, audience and content. 

To describe what English writing in the Swedish classroom is, Skolverket (2011a:1) 

states that “through teaching students should also be given the opportunity to develop 

correctness in their use of language in speech and writing, and also the ability to express 

themselves with variation and complexity”. Teaching should further “also help students 

develop language awareness and knowledge of how a language is learned through and 

outside teaching contexts” and pupils should “be given the opportunity to interact in 

speech and writing, and to produce spoken language and texts of different kinds, both 

on their own and together with others”. To sum up, an emphasis on written proficiency, 

and development in writing and improvement in correctly written English can be seen in 

Skolverket’s syllabus, which must therefore be included in English teaching in Swedish 

schools. 

In order to achieve precise written proficiency, the Swedish school syllabus (Skolverket, 

2011a) points out the content to be used during class, for example: 

 Written production and interaction in different situations and for different 

purposes where students argue, report, apply, reason, summarise, comment on, 

assess and give reasons for their views. 

 Strategies for contributing to and actively participating in argumentation, 

debates and discussions related to societal and working life. 

 Different ways of commenting on and taking notes when listening to and 

reading communications from different sources.  

 Processing of language and structure in their own and others’ oral and written 

communications and also in formal contexts. 

The last example above taken from the syllabus is the most form-focused aspect, which 

requires some sort of feedback on pupils’ texts by the teacher to direct pupils’ attention 

towards form and grammatical aspects in their texts. Finally, the Swedish school 

syllabus states several criteria of what is supposed to be achieved throughout the course. 

The criteria are then valued with different key words, such as with “some certainty”, 

“relatively”, “varied”, “clear”, “balanced”, etc. (Skolverket 2011a) in terms of how well 
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the pupil achieved proficiency in the different areas. As seen, these key words open up 

for interpretation since they do not specify exactly what is supposed to be achieved by 

the pupil. The most relevant criteria for written proficiency in English 6 are that the 

pupils should be able express themselves in written communications of various genres, 

and more formal and complex contexts, work on and make improvements to their own 

communications, and choose and use functional strategies which solve problems and 

improve their interaction (Skolverket, 2011a). Lastly, grades are calculated from F-A 

where F means pupils have failed. Key words in the grading criteria only exist in grade 

E, C, and A. In order to receive a D or a B, most of the criteria from C or A must be 

fulfilled. Grade D and B can never be achieved until the very end where a summative 

grade is given for the whole course. 

What can be seen in the syllabus for English in Swedish schools is that there can never 

exist full reliability among different teachers with a description such as this. There are 

also a few issues when it comes to production of an L2 language, which will be 

discussed in the following section.  

2.2 Issues in L2 writing 

There can be different types of issues in L2 writing concerning content, structural 

problems, or form. Issues in content can be, for example not writing about what is 

supposed to be written about. Structural problems are related to paragraphing and how 

well the text is structured. Form is the grammatical and textual functions in a written 

text. Form is also the only type with which a learner’s interlanguage can interfere and 

cause errors. 

Interlanguage is an important factor to take into account when dealing with written 

proficiency in an L2 language. Interlanguage is a theory mostly credited to Selinker. “It 

refers to the structured system which the learner constructs at any given stage in his 

development” (Ellis, 1985:47). Briefly, it is a systematic cognitive construction which 

can sometimes be interfered by the learner’s first language. For example, an abnormal 

word order can occur when learners are communicating in their second language. This 

can be due to their first language, which uses a different word order, and if knowledge 

about the second language’s word order is lacking, the learner will most likely use what 

they know about their first language when producing a sentence in their second 
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language. Skoog (2006) provides a myriad of examples of L1 interference of Swedish-

speaking English learners, such as: 

 The use of the prepositions where English speakers would use another 

preposition: I go in High School or He was sad in two weeks. 

 Mixing up adjectives and adverbs: He didn’t go home direct or She knows exact 

who her hair should look. 

 The use of articles: He was afraid of the death or He is going to   army now. 

Skoog (2006) also concluded that the errors committed due to interference with 

interlanguage mainly concerned the use of prepositions. The issue of interlanguage 

leads to the next issue regarding the question if something incorrectly written by an L2 

learner is a mistake or an error (Brown, 2014). A mistake is usually a phenomenon done 

by any L1 or L2 speaker. The mistake can be in form of a slip of the tongue, a random 

guess or a failure to utilise a known system correctly. Proficient users can often correct 

their mistakes when reviewing them since it is knowledge already known. On the other 

hand, errors are more commonly made by second language learners due to interference 

with their interlanguage. These flaws often reflect competence and show where in the 

learning process a learner is, such as in Brown’s (2014:249) example: “Does John can 

sing?”. This error is in all likelihood a reflection of the competence level in which all 

verbs require a pre-posed do auxiliary for question formation, according to Brown 

(2014). 

However, it is not always contrastively easy to distinguish between errors and mistakes. 

According to James (1998) cited in Brown (2014) an error can also be self-corrected 

while a mistake can be repaired if the deviation is pointed out to the speaker. The 

teacher might therefore consider being careful when deciding if it is an error or a 

mistake in correcting or analysing learner texts. 

Due to the interference of pupils’ interlanguage with their L2 language which can create 

errors in pupils’ writing skills, English writing proficiency can be difficult to fully 

achieve for pupils. There must be a teacher in the classroom who gives feedback and 

reveals the pupils’ errors and mistakes which can eventually lead to improvement. 

Therefore, Manchón & Matsuda (2016:103) affirm that more longitudinal studies on 

ESL and EFL pupils in primary and secondary school are needed in order to pinpoint 

how well different methods of feedback help pupils to analyse and adjust their own 
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writing. These sorts of studies will help teachers to identify what methods they can use 

most efficiently concerning the focus on form.  

2.3 Feedback in second language teaching 

In assessment in languages, there are two different categories: assessment of learning 

(summative assessment) and assessment for learning (formative assessment, also 

known as formative feedback) (Hedge, 2000). Summative assessment is the final action 

taken by the teacher when a grade needs to be determined based on a pupil or a learner’s 

final knowledge and proficiency of the target language. Formative feedback consists of 

several methods of how the teacher can approach and help improving pupils’ language 

proficiency and skills throughout their learning in the classroom. 

2.3.1 Formative feedback 

Formative feedback should function as a helping hand in the learning process (Hedge, 

2000). In addition, Hattie (2007:81) states that “feedback thus is a “consequence” of 

performance”. Formative assessment can be seen as a tool to reach a certain level of a 

particular skill throughout the learning process. Hattie (2007:81) also affirms that 

“feedback needs to provide information specifically relating to the task or process of 

learning that fills a gap between what is understood and what is aimed to be 

understood”. This means that the validity of the feedback is of most importance when 

assessing formatively. If teachers give feedback on something completely different than 

what the aim is, the pupil is most likely not going to improve according to the aims. 

Furthermore, if feedback is directed at the right level, it can assist pupils to improve, 

learn and engage themselves. However, in order for feedback to be effective, it needs to 

be provided in a meaningful way, so that it engages pupils to read and work with their 

feedback (Stone, 2014). To do so, Hattie (2007:88-90) divides formative feedback into 

three key questions which the learner and the teacher need to ask themselves during the 

learning process: 

1. Where am I going? (feed up) 

2. How am I going? (feed back) 

3. Where to next? (feed forward) 

In the first question of the process, implications are to create clear, relevant and realistic 

goals. The second question involves the teacher and giving feedback to the learner. The 
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teacher works as a tool to guide or help the pupils to reach their goals by giving them 

feedback related to their goals. In the final question the teacher and pupil need to 

consider how far they have come and where to go from there. In many cases pupils are 

given an abundant amount of additional exercises and tasks without a purpose in hopes 

to improve pupils’ skills based on their level of proficiency. If there are inefficient 

learners, Hattie (2007) argues that it would be better to elaborate the feedback through 

instructions rather than to provide feedback on poorly understood concepts. To sum up, 

different pupils could benefit from different approaches or methods used by their 

teacher. 

Going back to the major review on Kluger & DeNisi’s (1996) studies, Hattie (2007) 

found various variables which can have positive and negative effects on the learner. 

Most positive effects were visible when tasks were specific and challenging but not very 

complex. These types of tasks did not often provoke pupils’ self-esteem which, 

according to Hattie (2007), was an important factor for success. 

2.3.2 Formative feedback in writing 

Giving feedback to language learners in writing can be done in several ways regarding 

form, content and structure (Berggren, 2013). Form is the accuracy of the written 

language. Content refers to the validity of the content in the written assignment. That is 

to say, if what is written in the text accords with the purpose of the assignment. Finally, 

structure means that, for example, paragraphing must be correct and that the text is easy 

to follow. Furthermore, feedback may be motivational, informative and corrective 

(Buczynski, 2009). Motivational feedback can be provided by giving approval to pupils 

for what they are doing in order to reinforce that behaviour (Matthews, 2018). 

Informative feedback is any feedback giving information about how to improve pupils’ 

written proficiency. Corrective feedback, which will be primarily discussed and targeted 

in this study, emphasises the focus on form in order to evade, correct and reduce 

grammatical errors and spelling in learners written creations. 

2.3.3 Corrective feedback 

Correcting errors in second language learners’ texts has always been something teachers 

tend to do. Thus, corrective feedback does not only serve to improve pupils’ texts. 

There is an ulterior idea to eliminate or take up information about false cognitive 

knowledge in the learner’s interlanguage (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). That is to say, 
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corrective feedback serves an additional purpose of correcting the learner’s 

interlanguage. However, this method of giving feedback may often end up in an error 

hunt instead of being an educative complement in formative assessment (Ferris, 2003). 

Ferris (2003:14) further argues that this is because teachers often tend to “mix 

corrections of word choice, punctuation, sentence structure, or style with substantive 

questions or comments about the content of the text”. According to the Ferris (2003), it 

would hence be better to focus on only one or two error types adapted to the learner’s 

level instead of giving the learner a complete list full of errors. Additionally, giving a 

complete list of errors and mistakes to the pupil can lower the learner’s self-esteem and 

motivation (Hattie, 2007). In contrast, several studies (Eslami, 2014; Hartshorn et al., 

2010; Ferris, 2018) show that there is a strong connection between corrective feedback 

and writing accuracy. Eslami (2014:451) states that “since error feedback attracts 

learners’ attention towards the erroneous linguistic form, it will assist them in taking the 

prerequisite step to develop their interlanguage system” (Eslami, 2014:451). 

When giving corrective feedback in pupils’ texts, Ellis (2009) presents three main 

strategies: direct, indirect, and metalinguistic feedback. Direct feedback means that “the 

teacher provides the student with the correct form” (ibid:98) and indirect feedback 

means that “the teacher indicates that an error exists but does not provide the 

correction” (ibid:98). Metalinguistic feedback means that “the teacher provides some 

kind of metalinguistic clue as to the nature of the error” (ibid:98). This can be done by, 

for example, writing codes in the margin (e.g. ww = wrong word, etc.). Furthermore, 

Chandler (2003:298) emphasises the importance of “having the students to do 

something with the error correction besides simply receiving it” in order for the 

feedback to be effective. whether giving direct, indirect, or not giving feedback at all is 

the superior will be discussed in the following paragraphs.  

When collecting the different studies made by different researchers in this topic area 

and adding their results, Ferris (2003:63) summarises their following results: 

1. The vast majority (91%) of error feedback of all types was addressed by students 

in revision. 

2. The vast majority (81%) of the changes made by the writers in response to 

feedback were correct. 

3. A subsample of 55 students made statistically significant reductions in errors 

from the beginning to the end of the semester. 
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4. Over time indirect feedback appeared to help students improve in accuracy more 

than direct feedback. 

5. Students who maintained error logs reduced their error ratios more than those 

who did not. 

The findings of indirect feedback being more effective than direct feedback in terms of 

improvement in accuracy (point no. 4) is further strengthened by other studies (Eslami, 

2014; Chandler 2003; Noroozizadeh, 2009). However, according to the author’s 

knowledge, there are a few studies (Ferris and Roberts, 2001; Sarvestani & Pishkar, 

2015; Lalande,1982: Sheen, 2007) showing that giving indirect feedback is less 

effective in comparison to giving direct feedback. One of the reasons for indirect 

feedback being less effective is, that metalinguistic feedback also was provided in 

certain studies (i.e. Sheen, 2007) where conclusions drawn were that pupils need at least 

some sort of linguistic clue in order to identify what is incorrectly written. 

Furthermore, Ferris and Roberts (2001) cited in Ferris (2003) conducted a quasi-

experimental study to assess differences between indirect, direct, and no feedback in 72 

university ESL pupils’ ability to self-edit. The findings showed that there were “no 

significant differences in editing success ratios between students who received [direct] 

feedback […] and those who received [indirect] feedback” (Ferris, 2003:63) whereas 

the pupils who received no feedback were significantly less able to identify and correct 

their own errors and mistakes.  

In conclusion, studies show different results regarding the effectiveness between direct, 

and indirect feedback. However, it seems most of the studies point towards indirect 

feedback being the most effective, and that no feedback given at all is the least 

effective. However, studies referred to earlier do not consider factors such as different 

ability bands among pupils or in what countries the studies were conducted. Due to lack 

of these types of studies on corrective feedback in Swedish classroom, this study is 

essential to add to the research of the effects of feedback in Swedish classrooms.  
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3 Methodology 

This section will present the method and data collection, the material used, and further 

describe the data used and how it was analysed. Furthermore, reliability and validity 

will be discussed, and ethical considerations will be presented. Lastly, issues and 

limitations will be discussed to end this section. 

3.1 Method 

As a means to answer the research questions, a quantitative collection of data was used 

in the form of pupils’ written texts. In this study, a collection of texts was used in order 

to see the effects of feedback on the form of the participating pupils. This approach is 

known as a time series analysis according to Dörnyei (2007:91), and where “the 

primary interest is in finding patterns of change in individual cases and generalizing the 

findings across time periods. Hyland (2016) argues that tests and one-shot writing tasks 

are good to use when discovering what it is they know, can do, or are able to remember 

in writing. Moreover, the writing tasks offer insight into pupils’ writing ability. What 

this study refers to as tests and time series analysis are different texts from the same 

pupils collected over time, for instance text 1 by pupil 1, text 2 by pupil 1 and text 3 by 

pupil 1, etc. The texts were analysed for types of errors and types of feedback they 

received. Furthermore, the teachers of each class were interviewed.  

3.1.1 Data collection 

The written texts were collected through the teachers of each class. A request for 

visiting, interviewing and collecting the data was sent to the teachers of each class. 

Furthermore, a letter of consent was signed by each participant (see Appendix 1) 

(Teachers and pupils) so that the author of this study could have the permission to 

collect the written assignments and to interview the teachers. The collection of samples 

was done similarly to what Dörnyei (2007) calls stratified random sampling. This is a 

random sampling done from different rational groups aimed for research with a specific 

focus, such as this study. Based on who signed the letter of consent, the teachers 

randomly chose pupils for participation and divided them into groups on the basis of 

their grades (E, C, and A) in written proficiency at the point of time when the first 

assignment was written. What grades the pupils’ following texts received was not taken 

into consideration. To avoid exposure of the pupils, the teachers omitted their names on 

the written assignments and renamed them into numbers and letters (e.g. pupil 1 - E1, 
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etc.). The interviews were held separately with each teacher and recorded for unlimited 

access for the author of this study. 

3.1.2 Participants 

The interviewees were two Swedish English 6 teachers in an upper secondary school in 

southern Sweden, who were named Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 in this study. Teacher 1 

has been working as a teacher for approximately twenty years and teaches the subjects 

Swedish and English. Teacher 2 has been working as a teacher for a year since the 

teacher exam was taken and teaches the subjects Swedish and English. Furthermore, the 

pupils participating in this study were 16 years old, and the number of pupils 

participating were 25 in total. The pupils were passive participants since they only 

provided this study with their written assignments. The pupils were completely 

anonymous in this study. 

3.2 Material 

The main material which was used as a basis for this study was written assignments by 

pupils of two English 6 classes (humanistic-, and nature science program). The written 

assignments were texts serving a particular objective connected to the Swedish school 

syllabus of English 6. The feedback provided by the teachers in the texts was corrective 

feedback (highlighted errors in the texts). In addition, interviews of the teachers of each 

class were held in order to identify how the teachers work and use formative feedback 

in written assignments. The following sections consist of four major sub-sections, which 

will present (1) the teacher interviews, (2) the pupils’ texts, (3) the categorisation of 

pupils’ errors, (4) and teacher feedback. 

3.2.1 Teacher interviews 

The interviews were held only to identify how the teachers work with formative 

feedback in writing. Therefore, a set of questions was prepared (see Appendix 2) 

creating a semi-structured interview. The interview touched subjects of how the teachers 

perceive and look at formative feedback in general, and in writing, how they work with 

feedback in written assignments, what the effects of their feedback generally looks like, 

and why they believe the effects of feedback result in the effects mentioned. The 

interviews were recorded so that the material can be accessible with unlimited 

availability. Furthermore, the interviews were done in Swedish to omit 

misunderstandings of the interviewer and the teachers. The duration of each interview 
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was approximately 20 minutes. However, the interviews were not transcribed in their 

entirety since they were not the primary data of this study. Finally, the recordings were 

listened to a couple of times afterwards to identify the answer for each question in the 

interview since there was much said, which did not correlate with the questions asked. 

The quotes provided in this study are translated by the author of this study, and the 

original citations in Swedish can be found in Appendix 3. 

3.2.2 Pupils’ texts 

The texts were written assignments by pupils, which were already written before this 

study was conducted. The reason for collecting old texts from pupils was due to the 

limited timeframe of this study and that it would have taken too long to ask the pupils to 

write three different texts particularly for the purpose of this study. In addition, doing 

the latter would have interfered and demanded too much involvement with the teachers’ 

planned schedule for the semester. 

The texts were texts of different genres and connected to the core content of the 

Swedish school syllabus for English 6. The length of each text described below is the 

range between the shortest and the longest text written. The types of texts from teacher 

1 were as following: 

1. Text 1: Letter to the Editor: handwritten (297-333 words) 

2. Text 2: Job application: written on a computer (273-569 words) 

3. Text 3: Argumentative text about racism: written on a computer (371-669 

words) 

The types of texts from teacher 2 were as following: 

1. Text 1: Book review: written on a computer (618-984 words) 

2. Text 2: Job application: written on a computer (340-600 words) 

3. Text 3: Book review: written on a computer (749-1482 words) 

10-15 pupils per class were chosen as a representative for the different grades in this 

study. Dörnyei (2007:96) claims that “in most cases […] investigating the whole [class] 

is not necessary and would in fact be a waste of resources” and that “by adopting 

appropriate sampling procedures to select a smaller number of people to be investigated 

we can save a considerable amount of time, cost and effort and can still come up with 

accurate results”. The number of collected texts in this study was therefore limited to a 
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total of 75 texts from two different classes with approximately 30 pupils per class due to 

the timeframe of the author of this study, and the timeframe and availability of the 

teachers, their classes, and their written texts. 

The three different assignments from the two teachers followed a timeline where the 

first assignment was the first text written and the second was the following text written, 

etc. The ideal plan was to collect a total of 45 texts per teacher which included five 

different pupils for each grade (E, C, and A) during three different written texts per 

teacher, which would make a total of 90 texts. However, there were no E-grade pupils in 

the class of teacher 1, which reduced the number of texts by 15 texts. The final number 

of collected texts were therefore 75: 

Table 1. Number of texts collected 

  Number of texts  

    

 Assignment 1 Assignment 2 Assignment 3 

Teacher 1    

Grade E pupils 0 0 0 

Grade C pupils 5 5 5 

Grade A pupils 5 5 5 

Teacher 2    

Grade E pupils 5 5 5 

Grade C pupils 5 5 5 

Grade A pupils 5 5 5 

     Total: 75 texts 

As for the methodology used to evaluate the results of the texts, a type of text analysis 

was applied where students’ errors were counted by the author of this study, categorised 

and compared in different tables. 

3.2.3 Categorisation of pupils’ errors 

Since errors in pupils’ texts varied in terms of different types of errors, it was necessary 

to create a set of categories. The categorisation was based on the form rather than the 

content since form was the main interest in this study. The errors were counted by the 

author of this study. A detailed explanation of each category and what was included in 

each specific category will follow in order to erase any misconceptions of in what 

category each error and mistake was placed. A set of five different categories was used 

when sorting out the errors and mistakes of the pupils. This set of categories was based 

on the categories of Ferris’ (2001:168-169) major study similar to this study, which was 
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conducted on 72 University ESL pupils. The reason of basing the categories on Ferris’ 

(2001) study was because that study investigated not only if error feedback in general 

improved pupils’ English skills, but also how explicit error feedback had to be. 

Therefore, Ferris (2001) needed to sort the errors into categories. A presentation of the 

categories will be listed below: 

1. Verb errors: All errors in verb tense, including relevant subject-verb 

agreement. 

2. Noun ending errors: Plural or possessive ending incorrect, omitted, or 

unnecessary. 

3. Article errors: Article or other determiner, omitted, or unnecessary. 

4. Wrong word: All specific lexical errors in word choice or word form, including 

preposition and pronoun errors. Spelling errors and misspellings. Code-

switching. Mix-up of adjective and adverbs. 

5. Sentence structure: Errors in sentence/clause boundaries (run-ons, fragments, 

comma splices), word order, omitted words or phrases, unnecessary words or 

phrases, other unidiomatic sentence construction. 

Each word containing an error or more in the same category in the texts was counted 

only once by the author of this study. That is to say, even if a word contained a 

misspelling (wrong word) and a word choice (wrong word), these two errors were 

counted as one error. Nevertheless, if a word or a sentence contained two or more errors 

from two or more different categories, each error was counted separately. 

The errors could sometimes be difficult to fully determine when analysing the texts due 

to stylistic preferences. Therefore, when errors were counted, and an uncertain word 

appeared, the author of this study went by the teachers’ highlighted errors to see 

whether it was regarded as an error or not. Moreover, feedback from text 3 was not 

included when comparing errors done by pupils with feedback from teachers since they 

did not contribute to the actual effects of the feedback because there was no text 4, and 

since Teacher 2 did not have time to mark the third assignment before they were 

collected. Finally, whether a word or a sentence is regarded an error, or a mistake was 

not taken into consideration. This was due to the impossibility to determine such a 

complex aspect, and therefore, all mistakes and errors will be regarded and referred to 

as errors henceforth. 
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Due to the different lengths of each text, a calculation of the total number of errors in 

each text would not have been a justified way to present the results in. Instead, when 

looking at the effects of the feedback given to the pupils by the teachers, errors of each 

pupil were calculated as number of errors per 100 words (henceforth, ‘e/100w’). The 

e/100w of each text by each pupil was calculated by counting every error in the text in 

different categories, dividing it with the total number of words of the particular text, and 

then multiplying it by 100 (total number of errors / total number of words * 100 = 

e/100w). A mean value was further calculated with the results of each pupil’s e/100w in 

each grade to receive an e/100w for all pupils of each grade, which will represent the 

pupils’ e/100w of each grade. The e/100w in this study therefore relates to the number 

of errors made in a text by all pupils in a certain grade. This was done since it was not 

possible in the result section to present each and every pupil’s e/100w as it would have 

been a different type of study. 

3.2.4 Teacher feedback 

Besides the errors analysed in the texts, an identification of what type of feedback is 

provided by the teachers had to be done. This identification of feedback was done in 

order to look at the effects of the feedback given by the teachers. The teachers’ feedback 

will refer to the highlighted errors and comments done by the teachers in the pupils’ 

texts in this study. The highlighted errors were counted by the author of this study and 

categorised based on the three different types of written corrective feedback possible to 

give (Ellis, 2009) mentioned in the theoretical background. The three types of feedback 

were: 

1. Direct feedback: The teacher marks a word and directly gives the correct 

answer. 

2. Indirect feedback: The teacher only leaves an error marked without revealing 

any information. 

3. Metalinguistic feedback: The teacher marks an error and write a linguistic clue 

about what is wrong (e.g. w.c. = word choice). 

Furthermore, the teachers’ feedback was categorised even further regarding what type 

of error they were commenting on and put into the same categories as errors were put 

in. However, when giving corrective feedback to pupils, the feedback can concern both 

form and content. It was therefore not certain that the teachers would underline every 

single grammatical error in a text containing several errors. Instead, the teacher might 
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have wanted to focus their feedback to some extent on the content, which was why the 

‘other error’ category was included: 

1. Other: Errors not concerning form, such as content and paragraph structuring. 

This category is only used when categorising what the teachers comment on. In 

other words, other errors are not included when counting pupils’ errors. 

Besides from the author of this study who counted a word containing two errors of the 

same category as one error, the teachers sometimes counted it as two errors. An 

example of this could be seen in one of the pupils’ texts: “…and can work as a 

volunteer indefinantely”. The underlined word was counted as one error by the author of 

the study, whereas the teacher counted it as two errors (word choice, and misspelling). 

3.2.5 Reliability and validity 

Due to the rather low number of participants in this study, and that this was not a 

statistical study, no statistical programs such as SPSS were used. According to Dörnyei 

(2007), the variation of circumstances can involve differences in administrative 

procedures and differences in various forms of the tests and “if these variations cause 

inconsistencies, or measurement error, then our results are unreliable” (Dörnyei, 

2007:50). In essence, the use of measurement instruments (both programs, and counting 

by hand) may always involve a risk of not claiming full reliability in the results. 

Moreover, since these texts were produced by pupils in a specific class in a specific 

school with two teachers who might have focused on different things, a similar study 

might have given different results. These are subjective factors which can affect the 

outcome of the results. However, the reliability in this study lied within the 

categorisation, in which grammatical errors were revealed. Grammatical errors were in 

turns objectively analysed and could only to a small extent be altered by the interpreter 

or be missed when analysing the texts. 

Furthermore, Dörnyei (2007) affirms that a study must investigate what is intended to 

be studied. This study tried to identify if teacher feedback affected pupils’ written 

proficiency in texts, what the effects were and if the effects were different for different 

ability bands. Therefore, pupils’ errors in texts were counted along with the teachers’ 

feedback regarding form, which made this study valid. 
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3.2.6 Ethical considerations 

This study followed the guidelines of Vetenskapsrådet (2002), which is a Swedish 

recommendation of what to consider when conducting research. The guidelines consist 

of four principles: 

Firstly, participants must be informed of the objectives of the study, their participation 

and what terms and conditions there are. This was done by an oral presentation held for 

the participants and an additional written letter containing the purpose of the study. 

Secondly, the researcher must acquire the consent of every participant. The written 

letter containing the objectives of this study also included a letter of consent, which was 

signed by every voluntary participant. Thirdly, every participant taking part of ethical 

sensitive data must sign an additional letter of professional secrecy. Since the data 

collected only will be available to the author of this study, no such letter needed to be 

used. Lastly, personal information is not allowed to be exposed or used in commercial 

use and non-scientific purposes. To prevent this from happening, every participant was 

anonymised in this study. 

3.2.7 Problems and limitations 

An issue with this study which could have affected the results was the genres of the 

texts. The fact that every pupil has a vocabulary of their own where some might be 

specialised in the area of academic writing, whereas others might have, for example, a 

better vocabulary in fictional writing, could have created a change of values in the 

outcome. The results could have been more justified if the different texts were written in 

the same genre. 

There were a few visible limitations of this study. Firstly, the number of participants 

making a representative of each class was slightly low. More generalisations could have 

been made if this was a stsatistical study. As Dörnyei (2007) suggests for statistical 

studies, having a minimum of 30 participants to reach what is known as a ‘normal 

distribution’ would have generated a proper representative of each class. However, due 

to the availability of the teachers, the number of pupils with different grades in their 

class and the timeframe of the author, it was not possible to collect texts from 30 

participants. Therefore, texts were collected from only 25 participants in this study. 

Secondly, there were fewer pupils with grade E than there were with grade C and A. 

There were no E-grade pupils in one of the teachers’ class, which made it impossible to 
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gather the same number of texts as with the rest of the grades. Lastly, this study did not 

take factors such as sex, or the number of languages spoken by the pupils in 

consideration. These are important factors affecting the results as well, which could not 

be included in this study due to the limitation of the data availability in the decided 

timeframe. 

 

4 Results 

In this section, the results will be presented. The section is divided into two main sub-

sections, which in turn are divided further into different sub-sections. The first main 

sub-section will present the interviews with the teachers, which will be followed up 

with a presentation of the results of the number of highlighted errors in the pupils’ texts 

done by the teachers. The second main sub-section will present the results of errors 

made in the pupils’ texts where four different sub-sections are included to present the 

results in four different perspectives. 

4.1 Teachers 

This section will identify the most relevant information from the interviews of the two 

teachers. The interview questions can be found in Appendix 2. The results of the 

interview will be presented interchangeably between the two teachers as they answered 

the interview questions. The direct quotations of the teachers were translated into 

English by the author of this study, and if the original answer in Swedish is desired, 

refer to Appendix 3. Lastly, the number of highlighted errors by teachers (the feedback) 

in students’ texts will be presented and compared between the teachers. 

4.1.1 Interviews 

On the question of how the teacher looks at feedback, Teacher 1 stated that: 

(1) the feedback you give, must be constructive so that the pupils can 

develop something. (Teacher 1) 

Teacher 2 agreed with Teacher 1 by affirming that: 

(2) Formative feedback to me is that you don’t focus on what letter you 

receive, but that you actually look on ‘what wasn’t sufficient this time?’, 

or what went well in this task?’ (Teacher 2) 
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In general, Teacher 1 works mostly, along with comments, with highlighting errors 

when giving feedback in written assignments but stated that: 

(3) depending on what pupil it is, and what level, and what sort of 

assignment, the feedback might look slightly different. For example, a bit 

clearer feedback if the pupil needs it. I can add a link to a website which 

explains a certain grammatical element. (Teacher 1) 

Teacher 2 works very similarly with written feedback as Teacher 1 while adding an 

example of adaptation to the pupils’ level: 

(4) a weak pupil might need the comments in a bulleted form whereas 

pupils with a better proficiency can handle comments in a running text. 

(Teacher 2) 

On the other hand, if a pupil makes the same type of grammatical error only once or 

twice, Teacher 1 only highlights it without instantly revealing the answer. This type of 

feedback is done because, according to Teacher 1: 

(5) the pupil is going to understand this error and correct on his/her own. 

(Teacher 1) 

Moreover, Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 emphasised the importance of letting pupils work 

with their feedback when receiving it and that the teacher can be there as a tool when 

pupils need help. However, Teacher 1 believes that the feedback is often helpful, but 

stated that: 

(6) if you want to improve, then it’s clear that you read the comments 

from your teacher, work, and reflect on them, but if you don’t bother, you 

might just read them quickly and think that you will remember it until next 

time. (Teacher 1) 

Teacher 2 strengthened this opinion by saying that: 

(7) an important factor is the responsibility of the pupils. Pupils must be 

interested and work independently with the feedback in order to improve 

their skills. (Teacher 2). 
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It seems both teachers emphasised the importance of letting the pupils work with their 

feedback but that there is a responsibility of the pupils. The pupils need to be 

responsible for their own development in order to improve in an efficient way, 

according to the teachers. 

In the both classes of English 6, in which the texts were collected, the pupils are often 

motivated, and respond positively to the feedback given. However, Teacher 1 

mentioned that: 

(8) there are a few pupils with very good proficiency who do not work as 

much with their feedback as desired. This might be due to their high level 

of English proficiency, which lets them succeed anyway. (Teacher 1) 

Some of Teacher 1’s pupils have improved by working with the teacher’s feedback, and 

especially regarding concord errors. The teacher further said that: 

(9) feedback often has a positive effect, and in rare cases where pupils 

perform worse, there are other factors which result in this, for example, 

illness, a bad day or love problems. (Teacher 1) 

Lastly, Teacher 2 added that: 

(10) pupils with high demands of themselves might be disappointed by 

reading a negative comment or receiving a lower grade than expected, 

which might result, for the time being, that they don’t look as much on the 

comments as desired. (Teacher 2) 

What Teacher 2 said about pupils being disappointed by reading a negative comment or 

receiving a lower grade than expected seems to give the impression that the high-

demanding pupils perceive feedback negatively.  

To sum up, both teachers work with formative feedback in written texts similarly to 

what is known as corrective feedback. The main provision of feedback is constructed 

with highlighted errors in the texts to reveal a clue of what is incorrectly done. In most 

cases, the teachers believed that the pupils seem to be susceptible to this type of 

feedback. However, there are pupils who do not work with the feedback as desired, 

even if time is spent in the classroom for this specific purpose. 
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4.1.2 Teachers’ feedback 

In this section, the results of the teachers’ feedback will be presented. Tables will show 

the number of highlighted errors in the pupils’ texts done by the teachers and further 

divide them into categories of corrective feedback referred to by Ellis (2009) as ‘direct’-

, ‘indirect’-, and ‘metalinguistic’ feedback. The results will be briefly presented in this 

section, and more thoroughly used to compare with the pupils’ results in the ‘text’ 

section. 

Firstly, this study looked at the total number of highlighted errors by each teacher in 

each category of teach text. To be clear, as mentioned in the method section, highlighted 

errors from text 3 were not included since they did not contribute to the actual effects of 

the feedback because there was no text 4. The table (Table 2) shows the feedback of 

Teacher 1 and 2’s A, and C pupils, and an additional row showing the feedback of 

Teacher 2’s A, C, and E pupils. This is shown to receive a more reliable picture of the 

results since Teacher 1 did not have any E-grade pupils. The results were: 

Table 2. Teachers’ feedback in text 1 and 2 

   Number of    

   highlighted    

   errors    

  Noun  Wrong Sentence  

 Verb ending Article word structure Other 

Teacher 1       
(A, C pupils)       

Text 1 10 3 3 37 30 14 

Text 2 11 6 7 68 12 49 

Teacher 2       
(A, C pupils)       

Text 1 22 5 1 69 9 13 

Text 2 14 4 0 72 6 8 

Teacher 2       
(A, C, E pupils)       

Text 1 45 16 2 118 26 24 

Text 2 31 10 0 138 11 33 

 

What can clearly be seen in the table above is that most comments were made on the 

category of wrong word by both teachers. Some categories differed between the 

teachers where Teacher 1 commented more on sentence structure and other errors, 

whereas Teacher 2 commented on verb errors. Both teachers commented least on noun 

ending, and article errors. When comparing the feedback on A, and C pupils by Teacher 



  
 

23 

1 and 2, Teacher 1 (250 highlighted errors) seemed to give slightly more feedback than 

Teacher 2 (223 highlighted errors). Furthermore, the length of text 1 was slightly shorter 

than text 2 of Teacher 1, which could also be seen in the feedback given, where text 2 

had more highlighted errors than text 1, except for sentence structure. The length of text 

1 of Teacher 2 was slightly longer than text 2, where text 1 also had more highlighted 

errors than text 2. Due to the small differences between the different texts, this study 

will establish that the teachers gave feedback in approximately the same way on both 

two texts when presenting the effects of the feedback given later in the results. 

Secondly, this study will present how many of these highlighted errors were indirect, 

direct, or metalinguistic feedback. A pie chart (Figure 1) of each teacher will be 

juxtaposed, and the results are presented in proportions based on the total number of 

highlighted errors by each teacher. This is due to the different number of highlighted 

errors per teacher and the different length of the different texts. The category of ‘other’ 

was not included in these pie charts since that category was not relevant to this study 

except for to see how many highlighted errors were made in that category (see Table 2): 

 
Figure 1. Proportion of different types of feedback provided in text 1 and 2 by the 

teachers 

When compared to each other, a clear distinction can be made in what strategies the two 

teachers used when providing corrective feedback. Teacher 1 varied balanced between 

the three different types of feedback where metalinguistic feedback was used slightly 

more commonly. Teacher 2 seemed to mostly focus on direct feedback and used 

metalinguistic feedback only a few times. Indirect feedback was never used by Teacher 
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2. Another table (Table 3) will try to narrow down the teacher feedback even further by 

looking at how many times a certain type of feedback was used in each error category: 

Table 3. Number of types of feedback given (by teacher) 

   Number of    

   highlighted    

   errors    

  Noun  Wrong Sentence  

 Verb ending Article word structure Other 
Feedback of Teacher 1       

Direct (n) 2 3 6 36 21 21 

Indirect (n) 10 3 3 33 12 4 

Metalinguistic (n) 9 3 1 38 8 38 
Feedback of Teacher 2       

Direct (n) 75 26 2 252 19 25 

Indirect (n) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Metalinguistic (n) 1 0 0 4 18 32 

 

In general, it seems when looking at Table 3, that indirect feedback was the least 

popular to give in the other error category for both teachers. Teacher 1 mixed the three 

different types of feedback interchangeably in all categories with the exceptions of other 

errors, where indirect feedback was avoided, and verb errors, where direct feedback was 

avoided. Not giving indirect feedback to other errors could have been due to content 

(other errors) being a rather complex area where not giving any clues of what was done 

wrong might have been confusing to the pupil. Teacher 2 used direct feedback for all 

categories in almost all cases. A notable change of use of direct feedback can be seen in 

sentence structure, and other errors categories where metalinguistic feedback was used 

almost in the same proportion as direct feedback. It seems Teacher 2 wanted to use 

metalinguistic feedback more often on sentence structure to let pupils find out for 

themselves what was incorrectly written. For example, in one of the texts, Teacher 2 

commented: “this last sentence is a bit unclear” instead of just pointing out there was a 

full stop missing. 

In summary, it seems that both teachers gave most feedback in the category of wrong 

words whereas least feedback was given in article, and noun ending errors. The ‘other’ 

category identifies that a certain number of feedback was given outside of the set 

categories of this study, and that the teachers not only commented on the form, but on 

the structure and the content as well. Teacher 1 gave feedback by using a mixture of 
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direct, indirect, and metalinguistic feedback, while Teacher 2 mostly focused on giving 

direct feedback. With these results presented, the next section of the study will look at 

the number of errors made by the pupils in their texts and compare them with the 

number of highlighted errors by the teachers from different perspectives. Since this 

study only focused on the form in pupils’ texts, the category of other errors will be 

excluded henceforth in the results as it is not needed. 

4.2 Texts 

In this section, the results of the errors in pupils’ text will be presented along with a 

comparison of the teachers’ highlighted errors. The complete calculations can be found 

in Appendix 4. As mentioned before, when comparing the pupils’ errors with the 

teachers’ highlighted errors, results only included certain texts. That is to say, teachers’ 

highlighted errors were presented from text 1 and 2, whereas pupils’ errors were 

presented from all three texts when looking at the effect of the feedback given by the 

teachers. The results will be presented in four different sub-sections which will 

represent four different perspectives of the results: 

1. Perspective 1 - Total errors: Results include both teachers’ classes, all three 

grades and all five categories. 

2. Perspective 2 - Total errors between classes: The results are separated 

between the two different classes. 

3. Perspective 3 - Total errors between grades: Results include both classes but 

separate the three different grades. 

4. Perspective 4 - Total errors between grades and classes: Results separate the 

two classes and the three grades. 

4.2.1 Perspective 1 - Total errors 

This section will start by looking at how many of the total number of errors made by the 

pupils were commented on by the teachers. Since this was only a comparison of how 

many errors were marked in relation to how many errors were made, text 3 was not 

included in Table 4 of the results below. Text 3 only needed to be included when 

looking at the effects of the feedback. The results will be presented in the following 

table (Table 4) where errors refer to pupils’ errors, feedback refers to the teachers’ 

highlighted errors in the texts, and feedback (% of errors) is the proportion of the 

feedback given in relation to the total number of errors in the particular category: 
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Table 4. Total errors of all pupils, and total feedback given by both teachers in text 1 

and 2 

   Errors   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Total errors (n) 163 47 65 538 216 

Total feedback (n) 97 35 12 361 79 

Total feedback (% of errors) 60 74 18 67 37 

 

It can be seen in Table 4 that the teachers did not mark every error made in pupils’ texts 

in either category. Table 4 shows that although wrong word errors had the highest 

number of errors, and the highest number of the highlighted errors were done in that 

category, noun ending errors seemed to be the biggest proportion highlighted by the 

teachers closely followed by wrong word errors. The least number of highlighted errors 

was done in the article errors category, and the least proportion of feedback was done in 

article errors. 

The following results will look at the effects of the feedback given to identify 

improvements. For these results, it was necessary to include all three texts and present 

the number of errors per 100 words (hence, ‘e/100w’). The results were coloured to 

more easily identify a pattern of improvement. Red symbolises the highest number of 

errors per 100 words, green refers to the least number of errors, and white is the number 

of errors in between the red and green numbers. Moreover, improvement will be 

identified by looking at the e/100w from text 1 to text 3: 

Table 5. Total effects of feedback given by both teachers in text 1, 2, and 3 

   Errors   

   (e/100w)   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Texts      

Text 1 0.7 0.2 0.2 1.8 1.1 

Text 2 0.6 0.2 0.2 2.3 0.7 

Text 3 0.6 0.3 0.2 1.1 0.8 

 

It was difficult to determine the actual effects of the feedback according to Table 5 since 

the colours did not follow a line of improvement nor vice versa. What can be seen 

however, is that verb, and wrong word errors seemed to improve when feedback was 
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focused on these two categories between 60-70% (Table 4), in which most errors were 

done. However, since numbers were so low, it cannot be certain it did not happen by 

chance in at least the category of verb and noun ending errors. Sentence structure, where 

also errors were commonly done, seemed to have a slight improvement in number of 

errors made although the teachers only gave feedback on it to a 37%. When it comes to 

noun ending, and article improvement, it was difficult to draw any conclusions since 

there were few errors made in total by the pupils in these categories.  

To sum up, verb, wrong word, and sentence structure errors had the highest number of 

errors. When looking at the results in a grand total, it seems the teachers mostly 

highlighted verb, noun ending, and wrong word errors although many sentence structure 

errors were made. Improvements could be seen in verb, and wrong word errors on 

which the two former the teachers also highlighted the most. According to these 

findings, it seems that pupils improved in the categories given the most feedback by the 

teachers, except for noun ending errors. 

4.2.2 Perspective 2 - Total errors between classes 

In this section, the study tried to identify how many of the total number of errors made 

by the pupils of each class were commented on by the teachers. This section was 

necessary to include in order to see if the teachers’ different way of giving feedback 

affected the effects of feedback differently. A similar table (Table 6) to Table 5 will 

present the results, with the exception of dividing it into the two different classes of the 

teachers: 

Table 6. Total errors (by pupils) and total feedback given (by teachers) in text 1 and 2 

   Errors   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Teacher 1      

Total errors (n) 26 9 13 92 81 

Total feedback (n) 21 9 10 105 42 

Total feedback (% of errors) 81 100 77 114 52 

Teacher 2      

Total errors (n) 137 38 52 444 135 

Total feedback (n) 76 26 2 256 37 

Total feedback (% of errors) 55 68 4 58 27 
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To be clear, the explanation to why the proportion of the teacher’s feedback sometimes 

was higher than the total number of errors is (Table 6), as explained in the method 

section, was because the author of this study counted one error per incorrect word if 

there were more than one error from the same category in that word, whereas the 

teachers sometimes counted two errors per incorrect word even if the two errors were 

included in the same category. In Table 6, the fact that teachers did not give feedback on 

every error made remains. An exception however, was in the wrong word errors of 

Teacher 1, where, due to the earlier mentioned calculation of errors, more feedback was 

given than errors made. The pupils in class of Teacher 1 seemed to make most errors in 

the wrong word, and sentence structure category. Most proportion of feedback was 

given on wrong word, noun ending, and verb errors. Least proportion of feedback was 

given on sentence structure. In the class of Teacher 2, the pupils seemed to make most 

errors in the wrong word, and verb categories. Most proportion of feedback was given 

to noun ending, wrong word, and verb errors. Least proportion of feedback was given to 

article errors although there were plenty. Furthermore, it seems Teacher 2 commented 

less on errors overall. It could have been the case that Teacher 1 did not have any E-

grade pupils and the fact that Teacher 2 might, as mentioned in the interview, have 

adapted the feedback to the level of the pupil by, for example, commenting in a bulleted 

form on weaker pupils.  

The next table (Table 7) will show the effects of feedback given, similar to Table 6. The 

exception was the division of the teachers’ classes: 

Table 7. Total effects of feedback given (by teachers) in text 1, 2, and 3 

   Errors   

   (e/100w)   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Teacher 1      

Text 1 0.5 0.1 0.2 1.2 1.8 

Text 2 0.4 0.2 0.2 1.6 0.8 

Text 3 0.6 0.4 0.4 1.2 1.2 

Teacher 2      

Text 1 0.9 0.2 0.3 2.1 0.7 

Text 2 0.7 0.2 0.2 2.8 0.7 

Text 3 0.5 0.2 0.1 1 0.5 
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Firstly, looking at the class of Teacher 1 (Table 7), improvements were hard to identify. 

Although the numbers were low, it seems that verb, noun ending, and article errors did 

not become fewer from text 1 to text 3. Verb, and noun ending errors were also two of 

the three most commented categories by Teacher 1 (Table 7). Moreover, word order 

errors were given much attention (Table 7) by Teacher 1, where more errors seemed to 

appear in text 2 in comparison to text 1. In text 3 however, fewer errors were made. 

Sentence structure seemed to give fewer errors throughout the texts as well but was only 

given feedback on to a 52% (Table 7).  

The class of Teacher 2 seems to have had a better improvement throughout the texts by 

the judge of the few numbers presented (Table 7). The e/100w decreased in verb, 

article, wrong word, and sentence structure errors. Most feedback was given on verb, 

noun ending, and wrong word errors (Table 7). What is worth mentioning is that 

Teacher 1 varied the feedback given in all categories, whereas Teacher 2 mostly used 

direct feedback except for sentence structure errors where a balance of direct, and 

metalinguistic feedback was used (Table 3).  

In summary, Teacher 1 commented mostly on verb, noun ending, and wrong word 

errors by varying the three types of feedback given, and improvements could not be 

seen in either of the categories with an exception of sentence structure errors, which in 

turn was less commented on. Teacher 2 also commented mostly on verb, noun ending, 

and wrong word errors by giving almost only direct feedback, which resulted in an 

improvement throughout the texts in all categories except for noun ending errors. 

4.2.3 Perspective 3 - Total errors between grades 

In this section, the results of total errors separated by grades but including both classes 

will be presented. This section and the subsequent section was vital in order to identify 

if the feedback given affected pupils in different ability bands differently. Similar tables 

(Table 5, 6) used in sub-section 4.2.1 will present the results, with the exception of 

distinguishing between the grades E, C, and A: 
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Table 8. Total errors of all pupils and total feedback given by both teachers in text 1 

and 2 (by grades) 

   Errors   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Grade E      

Total errors (n) 82 26 30 242 84 

Total feedback (n) 40 17 0 115 22 

Total feedback (% of errors) 49 65 0 48 26 

Grade C      

Total errors (n) 55 13 18 214 83 

Total feedback (n) 36 11 6 164 29 

Total feedback (% of errors) 65 85 33 77 35 

Grade A      

Total errors (n) 26 8 17 82 49 

Total feedback (n) 20 7 5 82 28 

Total feedback (% of errors) 77 88 29 100 57 

 

Before looking at the results, it needs to be emphasised again that the E-grade pupils 

only represented the class of Teacher 2 since Teacher 1 did not have any pupils with 

grade E. According to Table 8, pupils from all three grades tended to do most errors in 

the categories of wrong word, sentence structure, and verbs. Feedback was mostly 

provided concerning wrong word, noun ending, and verb errors in all grades. What 

could also be seen was that the higher the grade, the fewer the errors regardless of 

category. In addition, the least number of errors were made by all grades in noun 

ending, and article errors. Sentence structure, and article errors were given the least 

attention regarding feedback. Moreover, the proportion of feedback given became 

higher if the grade was higher. The effects of the feedback provided in different ability 

bands will now be presented in the table (Table 9) below: 
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Table 9. Total effects of feedback given by both teachers in text 1, 2, and 3 (by grades) 

   Errors   

   (e/100w)   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Grade E      

Text 1 1.9 0.5 0.5 3.5 1.3 

Text 2 1 0.4 0.3 4 1.3 

Text 3 0.8 0.4 0.1 1.2 0.8 

Grade C      

Text 1 0.5 0.1 0.2 2 1.1 

Text 2 0.6 0.2 0.2 2.5 0.9 

Text 3 0.6 0.2 0.3 1.5 1.1 

Grade A      

Text 1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.6 1 

Text 2 0.3 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.3 

Text 3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.8 0.4 

 

When looking at Table 9, the e/100w of E-grade pupils seemed to constantly decrease in 

all five categories although only 26-65% of feedback was given in the different 

categories (Table 8). However, the e/100w of pupils with grade C seemed, in general, 

not to decrease, nor increase although the differences in the e/100w were rather small. 

Feedback provided in the different categories for C-grade pupils was between 33-85% 

(Table7), which was slightly higher than for the E-grade pupils. A similar pattern of C-

grade pupils followed for pupils with grade A as well. The proportion of feedback given 

to A-grade pupils (57-100%) was notably higher than for the C-grade pupils with an 

exception of article errors, which was only 29%. A-grade pupils seemed not to improve 

either. According to Table 9, it seems that pupils with grade E, who received the least 

proportion of feedback, but also made the most errors in total, made more 

improvements than C-, and A-grade pupils. This pattern lies in relation to what both 

teachers mention during the interviews: that pupils with higher grades tend to care less 

about their feedback since they will succeed anyway, and that they might be 

disappointed due to negative feedback and tend not to look as much as desired on the 

feedback provided. However, an identification of this pattern cannot be drawn unless a 

presentation dividing the different grades, and the two classes of the teachers was made 

since E-grade pupils only existed in the class of Teacher 2. This presentation will be 

presented in the following section. 
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To sum up, it seems the same type of errors (wrong word, sentence structure, and verb) 

were commonly made by pupils of all three grades. Moreover, E-grade pupils in most 

cases received the highest number of highlighted errors by the teacher but the least 

proportion of feedback, which result in a decrease in e/100w. A-grade pupils received 

the most proportion of feedback but made fewer errors, whereas their e/100w was 

almost stagnated throughout the three texts. 

4.2.4 Perspective 4 - Total errors between grades and classes 

This section will look even narrower into the grades by separating the two classes of the 

teachers and the grades of the pupils. Similar tables (Table 8, 9) used in previous 

sections was used with an added factor, which was the two different classes: 

Table 10. Total errors (by pupils) and total feedback given (by teachers) in text 1 and 2 

(by grades) 

   Errors   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Teacher 1      

Grade C      

Total errors (n) 16 7 7 50 44 

Total feedback (n) 13 6 5 49 18 

Total feedback (% of errors) 81 86 71 98 41 

Grade A      

Total errors (n) 10 2 6 42 37 

Total feedback (n) 8 3 5 56 24 

Total feedback (% of errors) 80 150 83 133 65 

Teacher 2      

Grade E      

Total errors (n) 82 26 30 242 84 

Total feedback (n) 40 17 0 115 22 

Total feedback (% of errors) 49 65 0 48 26 

Grade C      

Total errors (n) 39 6 11 164 39 

Total feedback (n) 23 5 1 115 11 

Total feedback (% of errors) 59 83 9 70 28 

Grade A      

Total errors (n) 16 6 11 40 12 

Total feedback (n) 12 4 0 26 4 

Total feedback (% of errors) 75 67 0 65 33 

 

Before talking about the results, it must be emphasised that the results of the E-grade 

pupils were apparently the same as in the presentation in Table 8 since pupils with grade 
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E only existed in the class of Teacher 2. Therefore, there was no need to present the 

results of the E-grade pupils again in the text below. 

Starting with Teacher 1, most errors were made in the wrong word, and sentence 

structure categories and the numbers were very similar between C-, and A-grade pupils. 

Least errors of all pupils of Teacher 1 were made in the categories of noun ending, and 

article errors. A rather high proportion of feedback (71-100%) was given to all 

categories for both C-, and A-grade pupils except for sentence structure errors, which 

had a lower proportion. The main difference between C-, and A-grade pupils for 

Teacher 1 was that sentence structure errors of A-grade pupils had an increment of 24% 

in feedback.  

Most errors were made by all grades of Teacher 2 in the categories of verb, wrong word 

and sentence structure with an exception of E-grade pupils making many errors in 

articles as well. Least errors were made for all grades in noun ending errors. Teacher 2 

seemed to give most feedback on verb, noun ending, and wrong word errors to all three 

grades (49-83%). However, rarely any feedback was given on article errors to either 

grade.  

As stated earlier, the difference between Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 could only be 

compared in terms of C-, and A-grade pupils due to no E-grade pupils in the class of 

Teacher 1. Both teachers seemed to give most feedback on verb, noun ending, and 

wrong word errors, where Teacher 2 rarely gave feedback on article errors, on which 

Teacher 1 gave. Having seen the results of Table 10, a presentation of the effects of the 

feedback given to the different grades in the different classes will follow: 
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Table 11. Total effects of feedback given (by teachers) in text 1, 2, and 3 (by grades) 

   Errors   

   (e/100w)   

  Noun  Wrong Sentence 

 Verb ending Article word structure 

Teacher 1      

Grade C      

Text 1 0.5 0.1 0.2 1.7 1.7 

Text 2 0.5 0.2 0.2 1.3 1.1 

Text 3 0.6 0.3 0.5 1.9 1.8 

Grade A      

Text 1 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.7 1.8 

Text 2 0.2 0.1 0.2 1.7 0.4 

Text 3 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.6 

Teacher 2      

Grade E      

Text 1 1.9 0.5 0.5 3.5 1.3 

Text 2 1 0.4 0.3 4 1.3 

Text 3 0.8 0.4 0.1 1.2 0.8 

Grade C      

Text 1 0.6 0.1 0.2 2.4 0.6 

Text 2 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7 

Text 3 0.6 0.1 0.1 1 0.5 

Grade A      

Text 1 0.2 >0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 

Text 2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.2 

Text 3 0.3 0.1 >0.1 0.7 0.3 

 

When looking at the different grades of the pupils of Teacher 1 (Table 11), it seems the 

e/100w increased from text 1 to text 3. However, since noun ending, and article errors 

were so few for C-, and A-grade pupils (Table 10), conclusions of these two could not 

be made correctly. Verb errors of C-, and A-grade pupils of Teacher 1 also suffered an 

increase in e/100w, as did wrong word, and sentence structure errors. 

Once again, E-grade pupils of Teacher 2 followed the same pattern as in Table 10 due to 

no E-grade pupils for Teacher 1. In brief, the effect of feedback seemed to be positive 

for the E-grade pupils as every category showed improvement in errors. The C-grade 

pupils of Teacher 2 also seemed to be affected positively by the feedback given but in a 

smaller range e/100w. Pupils of Teacher 2 with grade A had an increased e/100w in 

comparison to the E-, and C-grade pupils. However, the number of errors made by 

Teacher 2’s A-grade pupils were seemingly fewer than the rest of the grades, which 



  
 

35 

only showed a rather small range of e/100w. The only category for A-grade pupils of 

Teacher 2 which differed slightly more was wrong word errors. 

The reason for these results could have involved other factors. One of them was the 

genre of the texts, which might have affected the result of wrong word errors in all 

classes and all grades. As mentioned in the method of this study, different pupils might 

have had a different vocabulary, which could have affected the results of the different 

written texts. Furthermore, the statement of Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 from the interview 

about A-grade pupils not looking at the feedback as much as desired could also have 

been a factor to why the results looked as they did. Another factor could have been the 

use of different types of corrective feedback. For example, Teacher 2 used mostly direct 

feedback, whereas Teacher 1 varied between the three different types of feedback. At 

the same time, the e/100w seemed to decrease better for Teacher 2 than for Teacher 1. 

However, these issues must be investigated further since the differences between the 

e/100w were too small. In conclusion, in order to identify the efficiency of certain 

teaching methods and other factors, a statistical study with more pupils must be done. 

5 Discussion 

The aim of this study was to analyse teachers’ feedback on writing in English classes in 

Swedish schools and to identify if the feedback had any effects on the pupils. 

Furthermore, this study also tried to find out if pupils in different ability bands 

processed the feedback differently. In this section, the results of the study will be 

discussed to address the research questions in relation to background literature. The two 

research questions in considerations are: 

1. What is the effect of formative feedback on written proficiency of pupils in 

Sweden? 

2. Are the effects the same for pupils in different ability bands (grade A, C and E)? 

The discussion section is divided into two parts. First, the choice of method for this 

study will be discussed. Second, the results will be discussed. 

5.1 Method discussion 

The quantitative study was conducted by collecting 75 pupil texts and interviewing two 

teachers. The texts were analysed and all pupils’ errors concerning form were counted 
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and categorised. In addition, the teachers’ feedback (their highlighted errors in the texts) 

concerning the form was also counted and categorised. A limitation seen in this type of 

study was the low numbers in the tables of the effects of feedback, which prevented 

solid conclusions and generalisations to be drawn. The study may have yielded better, 

or different results if, instead, a statistical study was conducted with a bigger sample 

size (Dörnyei, 2007). It may have instead been better to look at individual improvement 

by identifying every pupil’s improvement for the type of study conducted. A final 

interesting aspect to look at when conducting a similar study like this in the future 

would be the category of other errors. It seemed the teachers commented not only on the 

form in pupils’ texts but also on the content, which may have provided explanations to 

certain results in this study. Furthermore, several factors were not in consideration in 

this study, such as sex or bilingualism on pupils or teachers, or how the texts were 

collected, which could have affected the results in different ways. 

The texts were collected and divided into grades based on what grade was received on 

the pupils’ first assignment. An issue has clearly been seen in the section of the 

theoretical background in this study when looking at Skolverket’s grading criteria 

(Skolverket, 2011a), that grading is rather interpretable. Collecting essays from two 

different teachers might then have provided this study with, for example, C-grade texts 

where the level of language varied from grade D-B. However, in this case, the author of 

the study had to trust the professionalism of the teachers. Lastly, to justify this type of 

study even further, the same genre of texts could have been used for both classes and 

time periods. 

5.2 Result discussion 

In the interviews, both teachers explained that they work with written feedback by 

highlighting and underlining errors in pupils’ texts. The way of working with underlines 

and highlighted errors, which the two teachers did, corresponds well to what Ellis 

(2009) refers to corrective feedback where teachers are supposed to highlight errors 

directly, indirectly, or metalinguistically. Furthermore, both teachers explained in the 

interviews that the feedback must be adapted to the pupil’s level of language. This is in 

line with the ideas of Hattie (2007), who sees feedback as a meaningful help related to 

what is supposed to be learned. Lastly, both teachers emphasised the importance of 

letting pupils work with their feedback instead of just giving it to them and then proceed 

with another task. This idea of working with feedback is strongly connected to what 



  
 

37 

Chandler (2003) argues is the optimal way of creating the feedback into something 

useful. 

In an overall view, the results of this study showed that most errors were done in the 

categories of word choice, verb, and sentence structure. These results remained the 

same even when narrowing it down in classes and in grades. It could be argued that this 

was due to the different types of errors included in each category. In wrong word, 

sentence structure, and verb errors, there were many different types of errors included 

unlike in article and noun ending errors, which only contained one or two types of 

errors. This could relate to what Skoog (2006) concluded regarding prepositions 

(included in wrong word errors) being the main error with which the interlanguage 

interferes. Another factor to why wrong word errors were done very frequently could 

have been misspellings on the keyboard when writing on computers, which were 

included when counting the errors. 

In the interviews, Teacher 1 affirmed that the feedback provided varies depending on 

the level of the pupil. When looking at the efficiency of feedback, this study showed 

that the pupils, whose Teacher (Teacher 1) used a mixed variety of direct, indirect, and 

metalinguistic feedback did not improve at all, or very little throughout the texts. On the 

other hand, the pupils, whose Teacher (Teacher 2) used mostly direct feedback, made 

improvements in almost all error categories. Teacher 2 also claimed that the feedback 

given must be varied in terms of the level of the pupil. However, it seemed that the term 

‘variation’ for Teacher 2 means giving direct feedback in a running text or a bulleted 

form instead of altering between the different types of feedback. By doing this, the 

teacher relates to Ferris’ (2003) theory of not giving the pupils a complete list of errors 

and mistake, and only focusing on one or two grammatical aspects. Based on the results 

of this study, it would also relate to studies (Ferris and Roberts, 2001; Sarvestani & 

Pishkar, 2015; Lalande,1982: Sheen, 2007) concluding that giving direct feedback is 

more efficient than giving indirect feedback. Some of these studies however, only 

measured indirect, and direct feedback, and excluded metalinguistic feedback. The 

results also showed that Teacher 1 focused more on giving feedback on content (other 

errors) than Teacher 2. Since this study never investigated the efficiency of feedback on 

content, it cannot be certain that this was a decisive factor to why Teacher 1’s pupils did 

not improve very well, which is why it would be interesting for future research to 

include this type of error when looking at the efficiency of feedback. 
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Additionally, in the interviews, both teachers believed that A-grade pupils tend not to 

look at the feedback provided as much as E-, and C-grade pupils since they probably 

know that they will succeed anyway, or that they became disappointed. This statement 

strengthened the results of this study where E-grade pupils improved better than C-, and 

A-grade pupils. When looking at the effects of feedback narrowed down in different 

ability bands, grade E could only be presented for Teacher 2. From what was presented, 

it could be seen in the results that the lower the grade was, the better the improvement 

became. However, the sample size of this study generated low numbers. Due to the low 

numbers, the results could have happened by chance. 

Moreover, the proportion of feedback given in the results was lower for E-grade pupils 

and increased with the level of the grade. This could relate to Hattie’s (2007) theories of 

giving a complete list of errors, which could decrease the learners’ motivation. In this 

case, all errors were not pointed out for the E-grade pupils, but for the A-grade pupils 

almost error was pointed out. Although A-grade pupils made fewer errors in general, a 

bigger proportion of errors was pointed out to the A-grade pupils. At the same time, E-

grade pupils received more highlighted errors than A-grade pupils. This could mean that 

E-grade pupils made better improvements due to more errors identified by the teacher. 

Teacher 2 also stated in the interview that it seems A-grade pupils react more negatively 

to feedback concerning errors in the pupil’s writing, which could have been another 

decisive factor for the small improvements of the A-grade pupils. Lastly, this study 

never distinguished whether an error was regarded an error or a mistake. It could have 

been that A-grade pupils mostly made mistakes instead of errors, which could have 

been the case of the small improvement of A-grade pupils, which also Brown (2014) 

confirms by saying that proficient users often make mistakes instead of errors, which 

can be self-corrected. 

It has been discussed and shown in this study that a high proportion of feedback is given 

to C, and A pupils by the teachers. On the other hand, it was shown that the E-grade 

pupils were the pupils making the best improvements whereas C, and A grade pupils 

made little or no improvement at all throughout the texts. Moreover, in the interviews, 

the teachers agreed with what Hattie (2007) says about adaptation to pupils’ level. 

Hattie (2007) affirms that feedback needs to be adapted to the different purposes and 

needs of each pupil in order to be effective. However, even if E-grade pupils only were 

studied for one of the teachers, the results of this study showed a relationship of a 
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general issue in Swedish schools where it is constantly discussed what to do with the 

high-grade pupils (Skolinspektionen, 2017): Teachers often put more time and effort on 

low-grade pupils, while the high-grade pupils must manage their studies on their own. 

Although other factors preventing A-grade pupils from improving, which was 

mentioned by the interviewed teachers, exist, it cannot be concluded that it would have 

been only due to the pupils themselves that a lack of improvement was visible. 

Therefore, pedagogical implications can be drawn of that teachers may need to focus on 

different things when giving feedback to high-grade pupils instead of only commenting 

on the form, such as content, structure, or how to write more complex text genres. At 

the same time, this study never looked at content in pupils writing, which makes it 

difficult to fully conclude that teachers did not comment on other errors in the pupils’ 

texts. On the other hand, this study was mainly about language errors, and the teachers’ 

strategies of giving feedback did not seem to work very well on high-grade pupils. 

These pedagogical implications strengthen the conclusions of Manchón and Matsuda 

(2016) who pointed out the need of more studies in different feedback methods. 

However, in order to enlighten teachers how to do this, teacher education programs 

need to emphasise this issue as well, and address to teachers how to deal with it. 

6 Conclusion 

This study has discussed how feedback affected pupils’ written proficiency in Swedish 

upper secondary schools, what the effects were, and if the effects were the same for 

pupils in different ability bands in order to provide teachers a better understanding of 

the subject. Based on the results of this study, it seemed feedback had, to some extent, a 

positive effect on pupils’ writing skills, and that direct feedback was more efficient than 

indirect, and metalinguistic feedback. Furthermore, the results showed that pupils with 

lower grades processed feedback more effectively and improved better than pupils with 

a higher grade. The pedagogical implications drawn from the results showed that 

teachers need to work differently with feedback for high-grade pupils. In order to 

enlighten teachers how to do that, the issue must be emphasised and addressed by 

teacher education programs as well. However, these issues need to be investigated 

more, preferably in larger numbers, since it appeared to be a too small sample of the 

collected data, which generated too few numbers in the results when looking at the 

effects of feedback. Moreover, in future research, it would have been interesting to 

include other errors concerning content as well since it appeared teachers did not only 
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comment on the form, but on content too. Lastly, future research should also look at 

individual pupils’ improvement due to feedback.  
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Appendix 
 

Appendix 1: Letter of consent 

Samtyckesformulär 
 

Kontaktinformation 

 
Linnéuniversitetet (Växjö) 

 

Eddie Skarp 

es222xh@student.lnu.se 

 

 

Studiens huvudsakliga syfte är att upptäcka och påvisa potentiella samband mellan 

feedback från läraren och utveckling/progression i ämnet engelska hos elever. Detta för 

att således bidraga till att fler lärare medvetandegörs gällande feedbackens effekt på 

elevernas utveckling samt förhoppningsvis en positiv påverkan på framtida elevers 

utveckling i språket. 

Deltagandet är passivt vilket betyder att du som deltagande inte behöver göra någonting 

förutom att ge tillåtelse till att några av dina skriftliga arbeten anonymt får samlas in av 

mig. Ditt deltagande är viktigt för min undersökning och för framtida elever och lärare. 

Tack så mycket för ditt deltagande! 

Deltagande i denna studie är frivilligt och kan avbrytas närhelst det önskas. Detta 

innebär att du har rätt att självständigt bestämma om och hur länge du önskar medverka. 

Du kommer att ges högsta möjliga konfidentialitet. Alla möjligheter till personlig 

identifikation kommer att undanröjas. Dessutom kommer alla data i denna enkät 

bearbetas och undersökas kvantitativt för att garantera oidentifierbara individuella 

texter. Ditt deltagande kommer således vara fullkomligt anonymt. De uppgifter som 

insamlas kommer ej användas för annat syfte än forskning. 

Här med intygas att jag väljer att deltaga i denna studie och att mina uppsatser får 

användas som material för analys. Jag har erhållit muntlig och skriftlig information 

angående studiens syfte samt läst och accepterat ovanstående information. 

 

____________________  ______________________ 

Ort   Datum 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Namnteckning 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Namnförtydligande 

 

 

  

mailto:es222xh@student.lnu.se
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Appendix 2: Interview questions 

1. Tell me a bit about your background in terms of education, previous 

jobs and experiences in your teacher career. 

2. Are you familiar with the term formative feedback/formative 

assessment and what do these terms mean to you? 

3. What types of formative feedback do you know or are familiar with? 

4. How do you usually work with formative feedback in writing with 

your pupils? What do you usually comment on? What do you expect 

students to do with it? What do they usually do with it? 

1. Do you always work in the same way? 

2. Do you adjust the type of feedback you give based on things like 

tasks/topic/when in the semester the paper is written? 

3. Why, yes/no? if yes, why, how? 

5. Have you noticed any particular patterns or results from your pupils 

while working with different types of formative feedback? If so, 

what sort of patterns/result? What do these patterns/results depend 

on? 

6. How do different types of students respond to your feedback and 

what types of students are there? Why do you think so? 

7. How have you worked with this particular group of students (English 

6) 

1. What were their reactions? 

2. What were the results? 

3. How did you work with feedback the last time your students wrote an 

assignment? 

4. Was there anything different about it? If so, what? 

5. How did they respond? 

8. Is there anything you would like to add regarding the topic? 
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Appendix 3: Original citations 

Teacher 1 

(1) ”Den feedback man ger, den ska vara konstruktiv så att elever kan utveckla nånting”  

(3) ”Beroende på vilken elev det är, och vad det är för nivå, och vad det är för sorts 

uppgift de har, så ser ju feedbacken lite annorlunda ut […] som till exempel lite mer 

utförlig feedback om eleven behöver det. Jag kan lägga in en länk till någon sida som 

förklarar ett visst grammatiskt moment” 

(5) “Det där kommer eleven att förstå och rätta till själv” 

(6) “vill du utvecklas, då är det klart att du läser kommentarerna från din lärare och 

jobbar med dem och tänker efter, men är du inte så hugad till det, så kanske du i bästa 

fall tittar på dem lite grann och tror att du ska komma ihåg det där till nästa gång” 

(8) “det finns en del elever med goda färdigheter som inte jobbar så mycket som man 

önskar med deras feedback. Detta skulle kunna vara på grund av deras höga engelska 

nivå, vilket later dem lyckas oavsett” 

(9) “Feedbacken har ofta en positiv effekt, och i sällsynta fall där elever presterar sämre, 

så finns det andra faktorer som kan påverka detta, som till exempel sjukdomar, en dålig 

dag eller kärleksproblem” 

 

Teacher 2 

(2) ”Formative feedback för mig är ju att man inte fokuserar på vad det är för bokstav 

man får, utan att man faktiskt tittar på ’vad var det som inte räckte till denna gången’, 

eller ’vad var det som gick bra i den här uppgiften?’” 

(4) “en svag elev kan till exempel behöva kommentarerna I punkterad form, medan 

elever med bättre färdighet kan klara av kommentarer i en löpande text” 

(7) “en viktig faktor är elevernas egna ansvar. Eleverna måste vara intresserade och 

självständigt jobba med feedbacken för att de ska kunna utveckla sina färdigheter” 

(10) “elever med höga krav på sig själva kan bli besvikna genom att läsa negativa 

kommentarer eller få ett lägre betyg än förväntat, vilket kan resultera i att, för stunden, 

de inte tittar så mycket i kommentarerna som man önskar” 

  



  
 

IV 

 

Appendix 4: Complete list of results 

Number of errors: 

 

teacher 1 C-pupils: 
 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Verb errors: 8 8 18 

Noun ending errors: 3 4 9 

Article errors: 3 4 7 

Wrong word: 26 24 42 

Sentence structure: 26 18 52 

 

 

teacher 1 A-pupils: 
 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Verb errors: 6 4 12 
Noun ending 
errors: 1 1 9 

Article errors: 3 3 6 

Wrong word: 11 31 12 

Sentence structure: 29 8 13 

 

 

Teacher 2 E-pupils: 
 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Verb errors: 59 23 39 

Noun ending errors: 19 7 17 

Article errors: 22 8 10 

Wrong word: 147 95 59 

Sentence structure: 52 32 40 

 

 

Teacher 2 C-pupils: 
 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Verb errors: 25 14 36 
Noun ending 
errors: 3 3 4 

Article errors: 8 3 8 

Wrong word: 97 67 59 

Sentence structure: 26 13 25 

 

 

Teacher 2 A-pupils: 
 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Verb errors: 9 7 17 

Noun ending errors: 2 4 5 

Article errors: 6 5 1 

Wrong word: 20 20 44 

Sentence structure: 8 4 18 

 



  
 

V 

Number of errors per 100 words (e/100w): 

 

 

Teacher 
1 

 
Text 1 

 categories Total E C A 

1 4.5 
 

2.3 1.9 

2 1.3 
 

0.3 0.3 

3 1.9 
 

1 0.9 

4 11.8 
 

8.4 3.4 

5 17.5 
 

8.3 9.2 

     

   

Text 2 
 categories Total E C A 

1 3.7 
 

2.6 1.1 

2 1.5 
 

1.2 0.3 

3 1.9 
 

1.1 0.8 

4 15.4 
 

6.7 8.7 

5 7.5 
 

5.3 2.2 

     

   

Text 3 
 categories Total E C A 

1 6.2 
 

3.1 2.6 

2 3.8 
 

1.6 2.2 

3 3.8 
 

2.6 1.5 

4 13.8 
 

9.7 4.1 

5 11.9 
 

9.1 2.8 

     

     

     

 

Teacher 
2 

 
Text 1 

 categories Total E C A 

1 13.8 9.7 3 1.1 

2 2.8 2.3 0.3 0.2 

3 4 2.4 0.9 0.7 

4 32.2 17.7 12 2.5 

5 10.4 6.3 3.1 1 

     

   

Text 2 
 categories Total E C A 

1 10.3 5 3.8 1.5 

2 3.4 1.8 0.8 0.8 

3 3.5 1.5 0.8 1.2 

4 42.1 19.9 17.9 4.3 

5 10.8 6.5 3.4 0.9 

     

   

Text 3 
 categories Total E C A 

1 8 4 2.8 1.3 



  
 

VI 

2 3 2 0.6 0.4 

3 1.4 0.7 0.6 0.1 

4 14.6 6 5.2 3.4 

5 7.7 3.8 2.3 1.6 
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Number of highlighted errors by the teachers (divided in categories & total): 

 

D = Direct feedback 

I = Indirect feedback 

M = Metalinguistic feedback 

 

Teacher 1 
 

Text 1 
  Total 

error Totalt C A 
 10 D0,I10,M0 D0,I6,M0 = 6 D0,I4,M0 = 4 
 3 D0,I3,M0 D0,I2,M0 = 2 D0,I1,M0 = 1 
 3 D0,I3,M0 D0,I2,M0 = 2 D0,I1,M0 = 1 
 37 D3,I32,M2 D1,I18,M1 = 20 D2,I14,M1 = 17 
 30 D13,I12,M4  D3,I5,M2 = 10 D11,I7,M2 = 20 
 14 D2,I4,M8 D0,I1,M2 = 3 D2,I3,M6 = 11 
 

     

     

     

  

Text 2 
  total 

error totalt C A 
 11 D2,I0,M9 D0,I0,M7 = 7 D2,I0,M2 = 4 
 6 D3,I0,M3 D2,I0,M2 = 4 D1,I0,M1 = 2 
 7 D6,I0,M1 D3,I0,M0 = 3 D3,I0,M1 = 4 
 68 D33,I1,M36 D17,1,M11 = 29 D15,I0,M24 = 39 
 12 D8,I0,M4 D5,I0,M3 = 8 D3,I0,M1 = 4 
 49 D19,I0,M30 D9,I0,M20 = 29 D10,I0,M10 = 20 
 

     

     

     

     

     Teacher 2 
 

Text 1 
  Total 

error Totalt E C A 

45 D44,I0,M1 D22,I0,M1 = 23 D15,I0,M0 = 15 D6,I0,M0 = 6 

16 D16,I0,M0 D11,I0,M0 = 11 D4,I0,M0 = 4 D1,I0,M0 = 1 

2 D2,I0,M0 D1,I0,M0 = 1 D1,I0,M0 = 1 D0,I0,M0 = 0 

118 D115,I0,M3 D47,I0,M2 = 49 D56,I0,M1 = 57 D12,I0,M0 = 12 

26 D12,I0,M14 D9,I0,M8 = 17 D6,I0,M0 = 6 D1,I0,M2 = 3 

24 D8,I0,M16 D4,I0,M7 = 11 D4,I0,M7 = 11 D0,I0,M2 = 2 

     

     

     

     

  

Text 2 
  total 

error totalt E C A 

31 D31,I0,M0 D17,I0,M0 = 17 D8,I0,M0 = 8 D6,I0,M0 = 6 

10 D10,I0,M0 D6,I0,M0 = 6 D1, I0,M0 = 1 D3,I0,M0 = 3 



  
 

VIII 

0 D0,I0,M0 D0,I0,M0 = 0 D0,I0,M0 = 0 D0,I0,M0 = 0 

138 D137,I0,M1 D66,I0,M0 = 66 D57,I0,M1 = 58 D14,I0,M0 = 14 

11 D7,I0,M4 D4,I0,M1 = 5 D3,I0,M2 = 5 D0,I0,M1 = 1 

33 D17,I0,M16 D17,I0,M8 = 25 D1,I0,M7 = 8 D0,I0,M0 = 0 

 


