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Abstract

This study investigates what discourses dominate teachers’ beliefs about writing education and how
these discourses are negotiated among teachers in social media. The empirical material is based on
a stratified random sample of interactions, so-called threads, between teachers in three large open
Facebook groups for teachers of Swedish (2,500-10,000 members). Taking Ivani¢’s 7 discourses of
writing and learning to write as a framework, the study analyses discourses about writing visible in
the interactions as well as blogs linked to, and school books and apps recommended. The two last
steps are data-driven, emanating from previous steps. The result shows that 40% of the interactions
concern writing. These interactions are dominated by a skills discourse. Further, a genre discourse
challenges a former prominent discourse, the process discourse. Also, discourses in a social context
are rare. The results indicate a narrow view of writing education in policy and practice, which, due
to Ivani¢ (2004), can be interpreted as a consequence of a wider societal context where the educa-
tional system is questioned and explicit standards for writing are foregrounded. What conditions
that would facilitate a wider range of discourses of writing in a school under pressure merits further
investigations.
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Introduction

Over recent decades literacy has been a great concern in education. Global tests
like PIRLS and PISA have brought about extensive programmes in schools, aim-
ing at enhancing literacy. Though we are moving from a mass reading towards a
mass writing society, literacy in school practice still focuses on reading education
rather than writing education (Brandt, 2019). To foster participating members of a
democratic society, Brandt argues, writing education is crucial. Different views or
discourses of writing have dominated the policy level over the years and influenced
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teaching practice. In a Swedish context a skills discourse historically dominated writ-
ing instruction (Bergdd, 2005). In the curriculum from 1969 and 1980, narrative and
descriptive genres were put forward. Moreover, a process discourse was influential
from the 1980’s (Sturk & Lindgren, 2019). Today, a genre discourse is prominent in
policy documents. From a holistic view of writing education (Ivani¢, 2004), pupils’
writing development is promoted through a comprehensive and multifaceted prac-
tice. The aim of this study is to investigate to what extent a comprehensive writing
education is prominent in teachers’ talk about writing education. Two questions are
raised: What discourses dominate teachers’ beliefs about writing education, and how
are these discourses negotiated among teachers (Ivani¢, 2004, 2017)?

The setting chosen to investigate this, is social media. Today, social media is an
important arena for professional discussions between teachers (Bergviken Rensfeldt,
Hillman, & Selwyn, 2018; Liljekvist, van Bommel, & Olin-Scheller, 2017). The
extended staff room, which is accessible on different platforms, has proven to offer
teachers an effective community to ask for and offer help on daily issues in the class-
room (c.f. Lantz-Andersson, Peterson, Hillman, LLundin, & Bergviken Rensfeldt,
2017). Earlier studies have shown that teachers’ interactions mainly concern teach-
ing practice (van Bommel, Randahl, Liljekvist, & Ruthven, 2020). In this study three
large teacher Facebook groups, initiated and maintained by teachers themselves, are
focused. The largest group attracts more than one quarter of all teachers in Swedish.
Through this mapping the study can contribute to a fuller picture of common values
and understandings of writing education among teachers and a point of departure to
inform and develop practice.

Theoretical framework and earlier studies

When teachers discuss writing and how to teach and assess pupils’ writing, their
conscious or subconscious understandings about literacy are made visible. How to
conceptualise these understandings, i.e. the notion of literacy, differs. Street (1984)
suggests there is a distinction to be made between what he terms an autonomous
view of literacy and an ideological view of literacy. This distinction, made salient
within The New Literacy Studies, can shortly be described as a view on literacy as a
decontextualized skill versus a view on literacy as a culturally situated social practice.
The ideological perspective and power relations connected to different practices can
be more or less foregrounded (Janks, 2010). From an ideological or social view of lit-
eracy, the communicative function is concerned, how individuals produce and repro-
duce meanings. The means we use to communicate are motivated, they are chosen
to take a certain position in the given interactional context. Linguistic choices that
individuals make, are made to cover certain meanings, in a certain way to achieve a
certain effect (c.f. Karlsson, 2011). Within a multimodal community like the Face-
book groups studied here, the mediational means can be both alphabetic letters,
pictures, video clips and likes.
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Discourses of writing

A framework developed to analyse teachers’ literacy practice and beliefs about writing
education is Ivani¢’s discourses of writing and learning to write from 2004. In 2017
Ivani¢ expanded her framework with a new discourse, a discourse for thinking and
learning (see Appendix 1). Ivani¢ defines discourses of writing as constellations of
beliefs about writing; beliefs about learning to write/curriculum subjects; approaches
to the teaching of writing/curriculum subjects; assessment criteria; and identity of the
writer. In the following section the seven discourses are introduced. The order of the
discourses follows Ivanic¢’s framework, where different layers are focused in different
discourses, beginning with the text and ending with the sociocultural and political
context.

A skills discourse has the text in the centre. Writing as a generic, context-free activ-
ity is the focus. Of importance is correctness rather than content. Further, writing
and reading are mainly treated as separate skills in teaching practice, opposed to a
creativiry discourse, where reading and writing are intimately related activities. Writ-
ing is about creativity, imagination and about becoming an author. Content and
style are in focus and narrative texts common. In a discourse for thinking and learning,
writing is used to clarify thoughts and learn school subjects. Pupils write to think, as
opposed to a process discourse, where the cognitive process focuses on thinking and
organising thoughts to write. It has developed into a methodology with mind maps,
drafts, feedback, and revisions. In a genre discourse, conventional patterns for writing
are identified. Teaching focuses on learning pupils to write different text-types, which
are “linguistically appropriate to the purpose it is serving” (Ivani¢, 2004, p. 233). In
a social practices discourse, real-life contexts and the purpose of the communication are
focused on. Pupils write to create meaning and to interact with a reader. In a socio-
political discourse, the focus is on identity and power, and how to make one’s voice
heard in a democratic society. This discourse is closely connected to critical literacy
(Clark & Ivani¢, 1999).

Discourses of writing in school practice

Earlier studies have used Ivani¢’s framework of discourses of writing and learning
to write as an analytical tool to investigate school practice. In the following studies
of teachers’ perspectives and practice, studies of curricula, and studies of teaching
materials are presented.

In studies of teaching practice, a skills discourse is prevalent (Lambirth, 2016;
McCarthey, Woodard, & Kang, 2014), together with a genre and a process discourse
in compulsory school (Blikstad-Balas, 2018; Blikstad-Balas, Roe, & Klette, 2018;
Sturk & Lindgren, 2019). Further, the lack of a socio-political discourse is empha-
sised. Earlier studies have also identified a negotiation of discourses in teachers’ talk
about practice and that teachers position themselves in a combination of discourses
(McCarthey et al., 2014; Sturk & Lindgren, 2019). This negotiation and positioning
can be regarded as possibilities for agency, for both teachers and pupils (Holmberg
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& Wirdenis, 2010; Randahl, 2012). Randahl (2012) identifies a strong relationship
between teachers’ beliefs about writing education reported in interviews and their
writing instructions observed in practice.

Studies of curricula reveal a predominance of a skills, a process and a genre dis-
course, but little evidence for a socio-political discourse (Peterson, 2012; Peterson,
Parr, Lindgren, & Kaufman, 2018). Magnusson (2019) describes a change in the
view of writing education in policy documents in the lower grades, from a focus
on narrative competence towards discursive writing. The current Swedish curricula
focuses a genre approach stronger (c.f. Liberg, Wiksten Folkeryd, & af Geijerstam,
2012), while earlier curricula have been skills and process oriented.

Writing in school is considered to be predominantly controlled by writing exer-
cises: either teachers’ own or exercises from teaching materials (Holten Kvistad &
Smemo, 2015). Magnusson (2019) suggests that school books can reflect how policy
is implemented among teachers and in practice, since school books often are written
by teachers. In a study of writing exercises in Norwegian school books from three
decades, Veum (2015) uses Ivani¢’s framework. The results show a relatively small
alteration over the years. However, a genre discourse and a social practices discourse
are more visible in contemporary materials, whereas a creativity discourse is less
visible in newer materials. A socio-political discourse is rare in the whole material.
A conclusion is that writing exercises in school books need renewal, by for example
using all Ivani¢’s discourses of writing for different aspects of writing (Veum, 2015).
In a Swedish context Magnusson (2018) analysed 19 school books for grades 1-3
using Ivani¢’s framework, revealing that the process and genre discourses are com-
mon, and that there is a lack of social practices and socio-political discourses. In a
study of teaching materials shared on an online forum, lektion.se, Gustafsson (2013)
identified a domination of a skills discourse.

Investigating writing in school practice, policy documents and teaching materials
using Ivani¢’s framework for discourses of writing has shown a strong focus on the
text-focused writing discourses (a skills and a genre discourse), and a limited focus
on context-focused writing (a social practices and a socio-political discourse).

Setting, material and method

In this study Ivani¢’s framework is used to examine a rather new setting, social media.
What possibilities and constraints social media as a setting implicate are elaborated
on in the following section. Further, the analytic procedure is described.

Social media as setting

Social media has become an important part of teachers’ professional lives. In par-
ticular, Facebook groups created and maintained by teachers themselves have proven
to offer teachers an extended staffroom, where teaching material is shared and ques-
tions about practice are answered (Kelly & Antonio, 2016; Randahl, Olin-Scheller,
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van Bommel, & Liljekvist, 2017; Randahl, 2018). Studies of interactional patterns
in Facebook groups reveal that more than 85% of the posts get response. The most
common response to an offer (e.g. of teaching material, lesson plans) is a “like”.
Participating teachers emphasise how such groups support their professional devel-
opment (Duncan-Howell, 2010). Due to the focus on mutual or collective develop-
ment, teacher Facebook groups can be regarded as professional learning communities
(PLCs). Previous studies on online networks have affirmed key features of PLCs
identified by Stoll et al. (2006). For example, a collective responsibility to share ideas
for teaching (Ranieri, Manca, & Fini, 2012), an inclusive membership with low bar-
riers for participation, mutual trust and respect, where teachers dare to take risks and
ask questions they “should” know (Lantz-Andersson et al., 2017).

Studying this new arena allows researchers to be the fly on the wall, able to attend
to what is said in this huge staffroom. Though, the setting requires specific ethical
considerations, first and foremost regarding anonymity. To protect the teachers’ iden-
tity, there are no quotations from posts published. Since excerpts from data have
been slightly reformulated and translated from Swedish to English, they are no longer
directly searchable. Neither are the names of the three teacher Facebook groups
revealed. Instead they are labelled Swel, Swe2, and Swe3. The study was approved
by the Regional Ethical Review, without any demands on consent from participating
members. Due to the size of the groups, the members arguably would consider the
group as a public space, and act in accordance with that (Roberts, 2015). How-
ever, we informed the administrators about our data collection. Finally, it should be
noticed that interaction in this kind of data is in a constant flux; links can be removed
and web pages and platforms closed.

The Facebook material
The material consists of interactions, so-called threads, between teachers in three
large open Facebook groups, including from 2,500 members to 10,000 members.
The data used is based on a stratified random sample of approximately 100 posts
and comments per group. In social media, liking is a common means to make a com-
ment. Therefore, liking is included in the sample. The platform as such enables the
user to attach different resources, such as documents and pictures. There is also a
possibility to link to other web pages. This type of material is captured too. The result
of the stratification process is compiled in Table 1.

Table 1. Overview of data.

Group Posts Comments Likes Documents Pictures Links
Swe 1 83 623 1279 (708) 3 4 71
Swe 2 107 917 1666 (1191) 6 9 91
Swe 3 96 276 534 (173) 1 11 45
Total 286 1816 3479 (2 072) 10 24 207




E. Sturk, A.-C. Randahl & C. Olin-Scheller

Method

In this study we regard teachers’ utterances as influenced by different factors. On an
institutional level subject traditions, school books, and policy documents might guide
the teachers’ views about writing education. Further, teachers’ views are influenced
by school culture, colleagues, pupils, and organisation of practice (c.f. Smidt, 2010).
To investigate what discourses of writing education are made relevant in teachers’
interactions in the extended staffroom, the material was analysed in four steps: iden-
tifying threads about writing education, analysing discourses visible in the interac-
tions, analysing school books and apps, and analysing blogs. The two last steps are
data-driven, emanating from previous steps. The analyses were conducted by two
researchers.

In a first step an analysis was undertaken on a macro level to identify threads
concerning writing education. In total 118 threads (40%) were identified, where
writing education, either partly or completely dominated the threads. Out of these,
14 threads focused only on upper secondary teaching, and were therefore consid-
ered irrelevant in this study, resulting in 104 threads. In a Swedish context, the
subject area of Swedish is divided in two: Swedish as L1 and Swedish as L.2. To
enable a comparison between discourses of writing education in the subject areas
of Swedish as L1 and L2, threads concerning Swedish as 1.2 were marked. Finally,
the material was categorised in relation to school form, regardless of Facebook
group, resulting in following categories: grades 1-3, grades 4—6, grades 7-9, and
all grades.

In a second step, a discourse analysis of the 104 threads was carried out, aiming
at finding different positions made visible in the interactions. In this analysis, each
instance was counted. Typically a post or comment embraced one discourse, in few
cases more discourses were visible. Further, additional means in the interactions
were included in the analysis. In the 104 threads, there are 4 documents, 5 pictures,
and 41 links analysed. Supportive actions such as “liking” are not included in the
discourse analysis, but commented upon due to the findings. The analysis was cross-
checked discourse by discourse, resulting in 9 changes. These changes were spread
over discourses and over the material.

To illustrate the analytic process, one thread is presented (see Table 2). Four teach-
ers participate in this interaction. In the first post, 1277 raises a question. This ques-
tion is followed by six comments. In the third column additional means are captured,
in this interaction represented by likes and links. One link was removed and could not
be analysed. In the fourth column the analysis of the discourses of writing visible in
the post and comments is noted. The post and one comment are interpreted as vis-
ualising a genre discourse: the first asks for a model text for blogs, the other describes
how these model texts have helped the pupils to write. The three comments concern-
ing blogs, where pupils write in real-life contexts for real purposes, are interpreted as
visualising a social practices discourse.
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Table 2. Analysis of a thread.

ID Post and comments Additional Discourse of
means writing visible
1277 Hi! We use the school book X. In the previous chapter we Genre discourse

read about blogs, and today we talked about what blogs are.
I presented two blogs, but they were rather difficult for the
pupils to understand. My question is whether someone has

tips on blogs, which are easy to read.

1278 Following ... we are also going to work with that chapter.

1279 Read our blog! It is a school blog, where pupils and teachers Link to school Social practices
write about our school. blog 1 like ¥ discourse
1278 Follow our pupil on the blog of his sport team! Link to blog Link missing
1 like ¥
1277 Nice blog (1279)! What do your pupils think about having the Social practices
blog public? What domains have you used? Only give answers if discourse

you have time ©
2765 Thanks (1279) © Nice to have more blogs to show my pupils. Genre discourse
We talked about the text in the school book, and suddenly my
pupils said: “We want to write now”. They wrote wonderful
“blogs”. They learnt that a blog is a text in social media.
1279 Thanks 1277! We also like our blog. When starting it we were 1 like ¥ Social practices
not sure whether our blog should be public or not, but we didn’t discourse
need to hesitate: almost all our pupils think it is fun and cool that
so many can read what they write. The pupils use their blogs for
school assignments — and, if they want to, for private use as well.
We used the platform X for our school blog. They have good

instructions. Good luck — hope you start blogging soon! @

In a third step, all school books and apps that the teachers recommend for writing
instruction, were analysed. In total 23 school books (see Appendix 2), and 16 apps.
The decision to include this analysis in the study is two-fold. First, interactions where
teachers ask for advice regarding teaching material are the most common topic in the
overall dataset. Second, to be able to reveal prominent discourses in these interactions,
it was necessary to analyse the material recommended. Moreover, teaching mate-
rial like school books and apps can reflect how policy is implemented (Magnusson,
2019). To analyse school books, the researchers constructed a scale, to evaluate to
what extent different discourses are more or less prominent (see Appendix 3). The
units for analysis were exercises including writing in the entire books, also, teacher
instructions material was analysed on a word level. Two researchers analysed and
coded 18 school books, first separately, then discussed and agreed upon. Thereafter
one researcher coded the remaining 5. The apps were analysed by one researcher, then
discussed and agreed upon. To illustrate the analytic process, examples of discourses
visible in school books’ exercises are presented (see Table 3). A skills discourse is
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exemplified by a grammar exercise, while a creativity discourse, in which reading and
writing are closely connected (Ivanic, 2004), is exemplified by an exercise inviting the
pupils to use their imagination to write. A discourse for thinking and learning has two
examples of exercises: one for writing to think, and one for writing to learn. A process
discourse is exemplified by a mind map exercise, and a genre discourse is exemplified
by writing a special text-type. A social practices discourse is exemplified by a writing
exercise with the classroom as social setting affording opportunity for purposeful
communication (Ivani¢, 2004). Finally, a socio-political discourse is exemplified by a
normative exercise about gender.

Table 3. Analysis of school books’ exercises.

Exercise Discourse of School book
writing visible (see Appendix 2)

Write the nouns and create comparison. A skills discourse Sprakskrinet

En/ett Flera Den/det De/dom

stol stolar stolen stolarna

Write a fiction story about someone who survives on A creativity discourse Kom i ging!

their own. Remember to write an enthralling story!
(Exercise preceded by reading Robinsonades.)

How do you learn best?
Explain the words from the text: market, product,

service, convince ...

Mind map

A mind map with keywords is useful when you write
facts. The mind map helps you to remember what to
write about. Draw a mind map about the cat.

You are going to write a salad recipe. A recipe is an
instructive text, telling someone how to do something.
Use the recipe at page 135 when you write.

Write your factual texts and put on the classroom wall
so that others can read it.

Why, do you think, all girls want to be Lucia? Do you
think that boys also can be Lucia? Why?

A discourse for
thinking and learning

A process discourse

A genre discourse

A social practices
discourse

A socio-political
discourse

Prima svenska

Forma spréket

Fordel

Prima

Lis med oss (copy

material)

In teacher Facebook groups like these studied here, there are key persons contrib-
uting more often with posts and comments (Prestridge, 2019). Among this group of
key persons, there are bloggers, linking to their own blogs or recommending others’.
In the analysis of posts and comments a total of 32 blog posts from 14 bloggers con-
cerning writing education, were identified. These blogs were sorted out and analysed
separately in a fourth step.
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Findings

In the following sections our main findings are presented. First, the discourses of
writing dominating teachers’ beliefs about writing education are described — both
how they are distributed in the data, and with examples from the data. Second, how
these discourses are negotiated, or not, is focused.

Distribution of discourses of writing

In the data, all seven discourses are made visible, though, some discourses are vis-
ible to a limited extent whilst other discourses are dominating the interactions. To
summarise (see Table 4), the most prominent discourses in the interactions are a
skills discourse (78 posts) and a genre discourse (53 posts), followed by a creativ-
ity discourse (42 posts), a discourse for thinking and learning (31 posts), a process
discourse (19 posts) and a social practices discourse (19 posts). There is a lack of
a socio-political discourse in the interactions — only two instances were found in
grades 7-9. Most interactions concern writing in grades 7-9/all (85/84 posts), and
grades 1-3 (65 posts), whereas interactions concerning writing in grades 4—6 are rare
(10 posts).

The table also shows the distribution of discourses visible in interactions con-
cerning Swedish as 1.2, revealing that the dominating discourse is a skills discourse
(23 posts), followed by a creativity discourse (17 posts), a discourse for thinking and
learning and a genre discourse (16 posts each). Further, there is a lack of a social
practices and a total lack of a socio-political discourse. This finding follows the overall
pattern, but in interactions concerning Swedish as 1.2, a creativity discourse is pres-
ent to a higher extent. However, all instances are found in three threads, while other
discourses are distributed over more threads.

Table 4. Distribution of discourses of writing visible in the Facebook material.

Grades A skills A A A process Agenre Asocial Asocio- Sum
discourse creativity discourse discourse discourse practices political
discourse for discourse discourse
thinking
and

learning
FB total
All 34 6 12 6 22 4 0 84
1-3 31 10 2 7 7 0 65
4-6 2 6 0 1 0 1 0 10
7-9 11 20 17 5 23 7 2 85
Total 78 42 31 19 53 19 2 244
Out of which 23 17 16 4 16 4 0 81

concerns L2
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The analysis of school books (see Figure 1) reveals that discourses of writing edu-
cation are unequally privileged in the material. A skills discourse is the dominating
discourse in 15 school books, followed by a process and a genre discourse (4 times
each), and a creativity discourse (3 times). There are no school books dominated by
a thinking and learning, social practices or socio-political discourse.

Discourses of writing in school books

18
16
14
12
10
8
6
“ 1 I
2 fHe 1 d0h b .
NS . . S < S N
S & & ¢ ¢ ¥ ¢
@‘b' ‘Z:b' Q& .g‘b’o 0\
¢ N < Ch
D o 3O
> & &
&& < ?

B Dominating ™ Supportive © Implicit ™ Single B Lack

Figure 1. Distribution of discourses of writing visible in the school books.

Most of the school books analysed (19/23) represent more than one discourse. Gen-
erally, one discourse is dominant and the others are supportive, implicit or single
represented. Four school books only represent one dominating discourse, a skills
discourse, without any supportive, implicit or single discourses. In some books, ped-
agogy emanating from different discourses seem to negotiate or merge. This is visu-
alised in figure 2, taken from the same chapter in a school book (Stensson, 2016a,
p. 83; 2016b, p. 73). On the first page, a text is modelled and words and linguistics
patterns for the genre are displayed — implying a genre discourse. On the second
page, the model text remains, scaffolded by a mind map, and in further exercises, the
pupils are asked to write a text using a mind map for planning, following a process
discourse of writing instruction.

Like the school books analysed, the apps that teachers give suggestions on are
dominated by a skills discourse (see Figure 3). Though it is a limited selection, the
apps discussed in the forum do not meet a comprehensive writing education — only
three discourses were identified.

10
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Genomgang

B s ot
Ten tergvande text berictar du om nigo du iorde. a Mariana skriver om simhallen

Bamen i Klass FBK 5 skriver
texter om besdket i simhallen.

Figure 2. Pictures from the school book Fordel. Author H. Stensson, illustrator S. Reuterskiold.

Discourses of writing visible in apps

L

= Skills = Creativity “ Thinking/Learning
® Process = Genre ® Social practices

= Socio-political

Figure 3. Discourses of writing visible in the apps.

The analysis of the 32 blogs reveals a slightly different pattern, where the distribution
of dominating discourses is a bit wider. A skills, a genre, a social practices, and a cre-
ativity discourse are equally common, whilst there is a lack of a discourse for thinking
and learning and a socio-political discourse in the blogs (see Figure 4).

Blogs are often commented upon via “likes”. Actually, half of the interactions with
most “likes” concern blogs, indicating that bloggers’ beliefs about writing education
are supported by other members in the groups.

11
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Discourses visible in blogs

= Skills Creativity Thinking/Learning
Process = Genre = Social practices

® Socio-political

Figure 4. Distribution of discourses of writing visible in the blogs.

Looked upon from the context of the subject area of Swedish as L1, the results indi-
cate a return to a dominating skills discourse. So, are we back to what Berg66 (2005)
describes as teaching basic skills?

Examples of discourses of writing

In the following section, the discourses identified in the material are visualised by
examples. It is sectioned in order with the most predominant discourse of writing
first.

A skills discourse is prevalent in interactions about assessment and National Tests,
or when teachers talk about spelling and grammar (Ex. 1).

Ex. 1 — Do you have any suggestions on exercises for my class during the weeks
leading up to summer?
— Writing rules! © Fun! Takes no time correcting ...

Documents, pictures and links visualising this discourse include grammar instruc-
tions and exercises, jokes about grammar (30 ¥), and essays. School books focusing
writing as a skill, contain exercises about forming letters, handwriting, spelling and
grammar.

Though a skills discourse is predominant in the Facebook groups overall, there is a
tendency that the importance of the discourse decreases in higher grades.

A genre discourse is visible in teachers’ explicit references to genre pedagogy (Ex. 2

and 3). It can also be seen in posts, where teachers explain how they work with e.g. a
special text-type (Ex. 4).

12
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Ex. 2 — I’m making attempts to apply genre pedagogy.

Ex.3 — On my blog you can read about how we work with the circle model.
(81%)

Ex. 4 — I am teaching a grade 2 class, and I want to join the trend with pen
friends, adding a twist: I want my class to have a pen friend class, and
that we write emails together on the computer and projector. In that
way the pupils can see the text grow, and we can talk about form, lan-
guage and vocabulary ...

Documents and links contain for example an attached booklet about genres (72¥), an
instructional YouTube film on comparative analysis (21%). Blogs concerning Swedish
as .2 often take a position related to a genre discourse.

In teaching material, a genre discourse is most visible in materials for higher ages,
preferably in Swedish as L.2. Examples are found in school books building on a
genre approach and the circle model to support pupils in learning to write different
text-types. Concerning writing and learning to write within a genre discourse Ivanic¢
(2004) writes: “The ‘target’ text-types are modelled, linguistic terminology is taught”
(Ivanic, 2004, p. 232). Still, in L1 teaching material with an L1 norm there is seldom
focus on the written language in the different genres, and modelling of text-types
quite uncommon.

A creativity discourse is for example visible in teachers’ talk about the pupils cre-
ating books (Ex. 5), and writing for creativity (Ex. 6).

Ex. 5 — In my 6™ grade we are producing an ABC-book with alliterations. They
illustrate and write — and they love it!

Ex. 6 — You have the texts in your pupils ... not too important with form, just
get them started writing.

A creativity discourse is visible in pictures, shared and recommended as writing
inspiration to the pupils. One teacher writes to the picture posted that it stimulates
pupils’ fantasy (Ex. 7):

Ex. 7 — Dreams can take you anywhere; this wonderful picture brings you and
your pupils to a world of fantasy.

Approaches to the teaching of writing within a creativity discourse involve “treat-
ing learner writers as ‘authors’” (Ivani¢, 2004, p. 229). One app analysed as a
creativity discourse concerns creating books online. In school books, pupils are
positioned as future authors, e.g.: “Dramaturgy opens the door to storytelling,
existing in every human being, to the talent waiting to be released” (Gronte, 2013,
p. 11). Gronte also expresses the need for the teachers to be writing models for
their pupils. However, in most school books this kind of writing mainly exists as
extra exercises.

13



E. Sturk, A.-C. Randahl & C. Olin-Scheller

A discourse for thinking and learning is visible in teachers’ interactions about
when the pupils write to learn, e.g. in weekly diaries, writing logs, taking notes (Ex. 8).
Learning Swedish as a subject, first and foremost emphasises learning to read litera-
ture in a specific manner (Ex. 9). Learning Swedish as .2 puts language development
at the centre. Giving pupils opportunity to use all their languages, often described
as translanguaging, is seen as an important means to promote linguistic competence
(Ex. 10). Further, exercises to expand the pupil’s vocabulary are common (Ex. 11).

Ex. 8 — Many of my pupils want notebooks in order to take notes and write
translations.

Ex. 9 — Write a short section about the story of the book, then analyse ...

Ex. 10 — Ask the pupils to use their L1, write common phrases and translations.
Put these on the classroom wall and ask the pupils to compare the
languages and find similarities and differences.

Ex. 11 — Write classroom words on Post-its: ceiling, window, door ... Repeat!

This discourse is two-fold: a discourse for thinking and for learning. In school books,
when thinking is focused, pupils are using writing as a tool for self-reflections, com-
mon in exercises where the pupils write logs, “Where am I, where am I going?”, and
write reflections about what they have learnt relative to these goals. When learning
is focused, the content of the subject is foregrounded. Exercises on reading com-
prehension, concerning how to approach and analyse films and books are frequent,
including questions like “Have you understood the text you read?”

A process discourse is visible, for example in interactions about how to organise
formative responses. In example 12 pair assessment is discussed.

Ex. 12

How do you work on self-assessment of stories? We have pair assess-
ment with two stars and a wish.

Pair assessment!

Checklists after presentations of different aspects: people and environ-
ment descriptions.

— We work with feedback, pupil to pupil. The pupils write their first draft
and improve their text.

In school books this discourse is manifested through the writing process approach.
The pupils are encouraged to plan their texts with mind maps, to write drafts and to
ask classmates to read and revise their texts.

A social practices discourse is common in teachers’ talk about how they arrange
writing exercises, where the pupils write for readers outside school (Ex. 13, 14, 15,
and 16). Further, analysed as a social practices discourse are posts from teachers
creating a community in their classroom (Ex. 17).
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Ex. 13 — When we upload on YouTube, the pupils can show at home what they
did at school.

Ex. 14 — We work with Twitter in our class.

Ex. 15 — We run a school blog.

Ex. 16 — We made an interview with a famous author of children’ books — read
our blog about how we wrote our questions!

Ex. 17 — Let your pupils make instruction films using digital tools!

A social practices discourse is visible in links, such as school blogs, and a picture
showing a map over a city where the teacher is looking for pen friends for her pupils.
In a former example penfriends and letter writing was analysed as a genre discourse,
since the teacher’s core focus was on learning to master the genre, not to get readers.
In blogs a social practices discourse is visualised through the bloggers’ attempt to
offer the pupils a context, for example a school blog, with a purpose for writing.

In school books there is mostly a lack of the social practices discourse, but it can be
found in exercises organising exhibitions, or writing weekly letter home. There is also an
online material recommended (49 ¥), where the pupils can publish their texts online on
the website. In one exercise pupils are encouraged to write on “Fakebook”, as a character.

There are only two examples of a socio-political discourse in the teachers’ interac-
tions (Ex. 18 and 19). In example 18 an analysis of media’s way of reporting precedes
the writing, indicating an intention to awake critical language awareness (Ivanic,
2004). Example 19 concerns reflections on norms and identity.

Ex. 18 — How do you work with the refugee crisis?

— We are analysing pictures from a photographer on the Hungarian bor-
der, and media’s different ways of reporting the crisis. The pupils write
their own contribution to the debate in a chronicle.

Ex. 19 — We write comparative texts about Elling and The Ugly Duckling, and
reflect upon norms and alienation.

In the school books in all grades a socio-political discourse is visible in single exer-
cises, mostly after reading texts where dilemmas are raised (Ex. 20 and 21) or pupils
are promoted to reflect on questions concerning identity (Ex. 22). In one school
book for grades 7-9, for Swedish as 1.2, Swedish becomes a subject for democracy,
underlining why democracy and equality are important, and what channels citizens
have to express their opinions.

Ex. 20 “Can you look different on the outside and the inside? What do you
think?”

Ex.21 “John’s dad is in prison. What do you think he has done?”

Ex. 22  “Look at the picture: What do you think; is it a boy’s or a girl’s room?
Discuss with a friend. Explain why you think as you do. Write in your
notebook!”
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Negotiating discourses of writing education in social media

The results show that some discourses are dominant and some are rare in teachers’
beliefs about writing education. This pattern is shaped through interaction. How dis-
courses are negotiated, is focused in this section.

A negotiation might indicate tensions between different discourses in the inter-
actions. However, the common pattern is that the teachers take the same position,
rather than arguing about different views of writing. In example 23 the teachers posi-
tion themselves in a genre discourse. The teacher starting up the thread also adds a
resource, a help pamphlet about text-types.

Ex. 23 — Scaffolding helps the pupils — I believe in the idea of help pamphlets.
Here is one made for text-types in Swedish. Also, a book tip: Fix the
genre, Let the language carry (genre pedagogy).

— Have you seen Per Holmberg’s and Anniga Sandell Ring’s books?

— Thank you for the inspiration! I need to update my stone age teacher
exam!

— It is hard for the pupils to build texts with a determined purpose.
Therefore we need material like the one you’ve created.

This thread includes a lot of exalted exclamations, such as “Wonderful! Now I’'m
inspired”, “Marvellous!”, “Really good!”, “Impressive! Plain and simple!”, “Fan-
tastic! Thank you!”, “Wow”, and in addition 72 “likes” ¥. This kind of minimum
response is common in interactions where teachers offer something. In the context of
social media a like is equivalent to a comment (Randahl, 2018). In our understand-
ing, therefore such responses strengthen the position of the discourse.

There are also interactions, where teachers take different positions. In exam-
ple 24, four different discourses are identified: a genre discourse (genre peda-
gogy), a process discourse (the process approach), a social practices discourse
(recipes) and a creativity discourse (writing to pictures). However, no tensions
between different positionings are visible. Instead, different discourses appear side
by side.

Ex. 24 — Do you have any suggestions or ideas for a summer school, grades 4-9?

Grateful for creative suggestions concerning content and methods.

— Genre pedagogy!

— I always work in line with the process approach.

— Work thematically and use real-life experiences. For example, cooking
—read and write recipes ...

— We take a lot of pictures and write about them.

— We have also written to pictures. Once we wrote a complete book about
life at summer school.

— How exciting!

— Yes, the book was nice!
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What differentiates this interaction from the previous one, is the introduction of
the thread. In our data, a question more often opens up for different positionings,
whereas a distinct positioning in the introduction of a thread is likely to be reinforced
in following comments.

To summarise, there are few examples where discourses are negotiated. Teachers
seem not to question a position taken by colleagues. In our data there are only two
examples of this, both related to assessment where a skills discourse is questioned. In
one of these interactions, concerning the word limit on the National Tests, a teacher
questions the assessment criteria: “A pupil with a well-written text does not pass the
test because he has surpassed the maximum number of words ... What view does the
pupil get of writing?” However, our data consists of interactions within large Face-
book groups for teachers — interactional patterns might be different within smaller
groups. Such studies would complement the picture of negotiation.

Discussion

When teachers interact in the Facebook groups studied, writing education is an
important issue. 40% of the interactions concern this matter. In this extended
staffroom discourses of writing are made visible. The results show that a skills dis-
course dominate the interactions and that a genre discourse challenges a former
prominent discourse, a process discourse. How this dominance can be understood
will be discussed in relation to a wider school context and contrasted to less promi-
nent discourses — the creativity, social practices and socio-political discourses. Fur-
ther, Ivani¢’s new discourse for thinking and learning is elaborated on.

A major concern that arises, is how to interpret the dominance of a skills discourse
in relation to decades of writing methodologies informed by a process, a creativity,
and a genre discourse (Liberg et al., 2012). There are different answers: In times
where current school system is under pressure, a skills discourse is foregrounded
(Ivanic, 2004). In Sweden, pupils’ performance in large scale assessments like PISA
has declined (dramatically). As a consequence, Sweden is recommended to focus
on basic skills: “Preventive approaches should also be enhanced to ensure that all
students consolidate basic skills from early stages onwards” (OECD, 2015, p. 8).
One can understand this as a pressure put on teachers to perform a specific kind of
writing education. Krogh and Penne (2015) state: “in Scandinavian countries, an
adaption to the OECD educational policies — including the testing system — has led
to a pragmatic turn towards skills and literacy in the L1 subjects” (p. 4). The result
raises questions about teachers’ agency and what conditions would facilitate a wider
range of discourses of writing education in the current system. Further, a skills dis-
course is to a different extent prevalent in teachers’ norms when assessment of text
is focused (c.f. Solheim & Matre, 2014). In the data, this circumstance is noted in
interactions about National Tests. A skills discourse also seems to be relatively easy to
connect to a genre discourse. Walldén (2019) shows how writing education informed
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by a genre discourse can take on a normative perspective, where accuracy in relation
to text structure is focused. One can also raise questions about how digitalisation may
influence writing education. The apps recommended by teachers have a strong focus
on skills. To what extent these apps are representative in relation to what teachers
are offered when searching for ways to use tablets and fulfil policy on digitalisation,
needs further investigation.

The dominance of specific discourses in the teacher Facebook groups might also
be connected to the setting. It seems as if teachers’ positionings are reinforced rather
than questioned, due to interactional norms of social media. Further, the role of
key persons in the community, in this study represented by the bloggers, seems to
influence the dominating discourses. The blogs analysed are mainly related to a skills
and a genre discourse. The latter is prevalent in blogs where writing education in
Swedish as 1.2 is foregrounded. However, blogs informed by a creativity or a social
practices discourse are also relatively common. In particular one can pay attention
to the instances where a social practices discourse is visible. Teachers interacting via
social media seem to transfer this practice into the writing education, for example by
supporting pupils to write blogs.

Also school books recommended are important to understand what discourses
dominate teachers’ beliefs about writing education (Magnusson, 2019; Selander,
2004; Smidt, 2010). Besides a dominating skills discourse it is also possible to trace
a struggle between two different methodologies informed by a process discourse and
a genre discourse. In this struggle, the process discourse seems to decline in favour
of a genre approach (c.f. Veum, 2015). This can also be related to the policy level in
Sweden (Liberg et al., 2012).

In the social media setting there is a movement towards a social practices discourse,
but, in accordance with previous studies, instances concerning a socio-political
discourse of writing are rare (Lambirth, 2016; McCarthey et al., 2014; Peterson et
al., 2018). That might reveal a teaching practice where the communicative context
and writing related to power and identity are downplayed. Still, this is needed in a
democratic society to foster participating members (Brandt, 2019) so they can make
their voices heard.

In writing research, writing proficiency is regarded as a multifaceted competence
(c.f. Evensen, 2007). A strong dominance of a skills discourse in writing education,
runs the risk to neglect this complexity and context dependency of writing and writ-
ing development, since it rests on a view of writing as a single, general competence.
Therefore, to create a comprehensive writing education, Ivani¢ (2004) suggests that
teachers benefit from knowing about different discourses of writing and the pedagogic
practices connected to them, and compensate for curricula, where single discourses
dominate. In the Swedish context, narrative writing is declining at the expense of
discursive writing (Magnusson, 2019). Though it is the third most visible discourse,
it mostly appears as extra exercises in the school books, implicating creative writing
is something for the more fluent writers. Moreover, expanding the framework Ivani¢
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(2017) opened up for the possibility for additional discourses, which need to be fur-
ther investigated in relation to a comprehensive writing education.

A last issue concerns how to identify and interpret Ivani¢’s discourse for thinking
and learning. First, the discourse seems to be two-fold. Thinking is connected to the
cognitive layer in Ivani¢’s model. This part of the discourse is visible in writing assign-
ments for reflection and self-assessment. Learning is related to disciplinary literacy,
and focuses on the content of the current school subject. In line with Sturk and Lind-
gren (2019), this discourse appears above all in interactions concerning grades 7-9.
This might be explained by a stronger focus on the content as such. Writing to learn
the discipline, we suggest, is visible in a common writing assignment where pupils
are supposed to interpret different kinds of literature. In our understanding, writing
these assignments is a way to foster a specific art of reading, which is valued within
the discipline. In assignments where ethical questions are raised, or where pupils are
supposed to take a stand in relation to the text read, a discourse for thinking and
learning seems to inhabit features close to a socio-political discourse.

Teachers’ interactions about writing education can reflect their practice (Randahl,
2012), and our results show that, among members in Facebook groups for teachers,
enhancing literacy can be a movement both forward, to a social practices writing dis-
course, and back to basics, adhering a skills discourse. We suggest that these move-
ments should be seen in the wider context of society, where teaching practices are
closely linked to aspects of policies such as national policy documents, but also local
school culture, colleagues and pupils. Changes in society at large affect policy and prac-
tice. However, writing education is part of forming citizens. Therefore, to give pupils
tools, self-confidence, motivation and identity of writers, encouraging them to make
their voices heard, a multifaceted and comprehensive writing education is crucial.
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Appendix 2

Back to basics?

Title

Publishers

Author/s

ABC-klubben*

At ldra sig stava rdtt —

pa ett enkelt och roligt sditt

Briljant svenska*
Bron
Den magiska dorren

Ett halvt ark papper

Ett skepp kommer lastar*

Forma spraket*

Fordel SVA for

nyanldnda*

Forstagluttarna®

Kilara, fardiga, ga*
Kom 1 gang!*

Lds med oss*

Pennvdssaren

Portal svenska*
Prima svenska*
Lisdax! Skrivdax!*
Sprakis*

Sprakkul*

Sprakskriner*

Svenskbiten*
Tala med texten™

Upprick orden

Natur och kultur

Studentlitteratur

Gleerups

Sanoma

(digital)
Mediateket (digital)
Liber

Gleerups

Natur och kultur

Natur och kultur

Natur och kultur
Natur och kultur

Natur och kultur

Studentlitteratur
Gleerups

Gleerups

Sanoma utbildning
Liber
Studentlitteratur

Majema

Gleerups
Gleerups

Sanoma

Felth Sj6lund, I., Hed Andersson, P., Persson, S.,
Wénblad, M.

Jahnke Johnsson, P

Emanuelsson, B., Gardell, L., Wikstrom, B.

Guvai, L., Pena, C.

Sahlin, J.

Soder, E.

Mattson, K., Widmark, M.

Hultén, R.

Sahlin, P., Stensson, H., Svensson, J. Ill: Reuterskiold, S.

Annell, B., Hakansson, G., Lundberg, I., Nilsson, M.,
Nilsson, S.

Anderson, L., Bengtén, B., Nordling, E.

Lyberg Mogensen, A., Wewel, A.

Annell, B., Benoit, M., Berling, B., Korsell, I., Lundberg,
1., Malmborg, E., Westman, L.

Gronte, V.

Bohlin, S., Brunosson, C., Greczanik, L., Johansson, M.
Eskilsson, U., Hultén, R., Johannesson, M.

Bross, H., Hansen, A., Rosvall, C.

Eriksson, H., Géthner, E., Olwegird, A.

Johansson, A., Jonsson, A.-S., Ring, C.

Anckarman, L., Billstrom, M., Bjornekull, C., Hirdin, S.,
Lindén, J., Mértensson, A., Neiman Hedensjo, K.

Aspelin, M., Carlsson, E.
Roos, J.
Klintenberg, B.

*= a series of school books have been analysed.
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Appendix 3

Scale for discourse analysis of school books.

4

Dominating discourse: Congruency between explicit expressed discourse and implicit expressed

discourse, found in exercises. Congruency between dimensions (columns) of the current discourse.

Supportive discourse: Congruency between explicit expressed discourse and implicit expressed
discourse, found in exercises, though not dominant ... Does not meet all dimensions of the current

discourse.
Implicit discourse: Frequently present in single exercises.
Single discourse: Found in single exercises.

Lack.
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