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1. Introduction
1.1. Background

In Norway, writing development and expectations of writing proficiency for compulsory school
pupils are of current interest among policymakers, researchers and teachers. In 2006, Norway
introduced a national curriculum where different key competencies were integrated in and adapted
to each subject, and writing is one of these competencies (Knowledge promotion, 2007). Policymak-
ers also wanted information about the pupils’ writing performance, and in 2005 a first attempt to
test pupils’ proficiency in Norwegian (L1) writing as a key competency was made through a national
writing test (Thygesen, Berge, Evensen, & Fasting, 2007). However, due to low interrater reliabil-
ity the results were of such dubious value that they could hardly be reported back to the pupils or
teachers, and further tests were postponed. Several explanations for the low reliability have been
posited, such as the level of expertise among the raters and the lack of a shared assessment culture
(Fasting, Thygesen, Berge, Evensen, & Vagle, 2009). The raters, who were all experienced teachers,
had to deal with an unfamiliar theoretical construct for writing! when making their assessments, and
this made the task doubly difficult for them. Even the most experienced teachers were turned into
novice raters.> The lack of a common assessment culture might also be due to vague formulations
in the various subject curricula as to what to expect from pupils at different year levels. Further-
more, there has been little research on the assessment of writing in a Norwegian context (Evensen,
2009).

Therefore, when it was decided to reintroduce a writing test from 2014, a number of critical fac-
tors needed to be addressed. By designing the test as a sample-based national assessment it became
possible, both financially and practically, to establish a national assessment panel (The Norwegian
Assessment Panel, NAP) to carry out the assessment. During a two-year period before the re-launching
of the test approximately 90 teachers were recruited to the panel.> NAP is now a semi-permanent panel
that meets for three days on two occasions each year. The theoretical writing construct is presented to
the raters on the panel, they participate in plenary and group discussions both on criteria for assess-
ment and what to expect from pupils texts at different year levels, and they assess pupils’ writings
in pairs or groups according to a primary trait model. Using a five-level scale,* the following six text
domains are assessed: Communication, Content, Composition, Use of language, Spelling and Punctu-
ation. Bearing the lack of shared standards in mind, the goal is not only to encourage the raters to
use standards in common ways when assessing, but also to continue refining and developing these
standards. A panel model, as used in this context, is expected to improve the reliability of assess-
ments, that is, changes should take place (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999; Breland, Bridgeman, & Fowles,
1999).

The present study should be understood with this background in mind. The purpose is to conduct a
qualitative investigation into how the rating practice of novice raters within the panel develops over
time.

1 The Norwegian curriculum from 2006, where writing is introduced as a key competency, has encouraged Norwegian writing
researchers to develop a theoretical writing construct that forms the basis of how to understand writing. A model, called Wheel
of writing, displays the basic concepts in this construct, where acts and purposes of writing are central (Fasting et al., 2009;
Wheel of writing, 2012).

2 It has been important to move the conceptual understanding of writing from exclusively belonging to Norwegian language
instruction (L1) to an understanding of writing as a key competency that makes it relevant in every subject for a number of
purposes (DeSeCo., 2005). This turn has been difficult for teachers and raters to adapt to. What is meant by proficient writing
in science has for instance not been a frequent topic of discussion among assessors of writing.

3 Since the NAP was in an early stage when the data material was compiled, the total number of raters increased from one
session to the next as more raters were recruited. In June 2012, when the last tape recordings were made, the panel consisted
of 90 raters.

4 The scale ranges from M1 (much lower than expected from most students at the actual level), through M3 (as expected),
up to M5 (much better than expected from most students at the actual level).
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