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Abstract 
 

Taking its starting point in the often debated subject of Swedish compulsory school students’ 

performance scores in surveys such as PISA and a lack of motivation towards schoolwork that 

transfers to low performance and does not facilitate a good learning climate, this study aims to 

investigate how teaching practice can affect this. The study is partly connected to formative 

assessment in that it focuses on one of the key strategies of the process; making the objectives 

and goals of schoolwork transparent to students and sharing these with them. Grounded in 

research both on formative assessment but also on motivation in connection to foreign 

language learning, it is hypothesised that sharing the objectives of a task with students will 

improve not only their performance on it, but also their motivation level and their perceptions 

of the task being of value to them and of benefit for their learning. 

The study employed a quasi-experimental approach where a group of 50 students were 

given five pairs of tasks out of which five were given without any explanation of the 

objectives (the A version) and five were given with an explanation of the objectives (the B 

version). Accompanying each task was a questionnaire and the answers to the questionnaires 

together with performance scores on the tasks served as the raw data for analysis. The study 

can be said to have strong ecological validity since it investigates teaching practice that 

commonly occurs in classrooms as teachers on an everyday basis choose to either share the 

objectives of schoolwork with their students, or do not.  

The analysis of the data gathered showed that there was no general improvement in 

performance scores on the B-version tasks where students were given an explanation of the 

objectives beforehand. Neither were they more motivated, nor felt that the tasks were more 

valuable or perceived they had learnt more. The findings thus pointed to the opposite of the 

hypothesised outcome. However, there proved to be a correlation between performance scores 

and motivation which in turn could encourage further research on the motivation of students 

in foreign language learning. A discussion of the manner in which the objectives and goals of 

tasks are communicated to students further opened up for a possible research angle to pursue 

where the focus would be not only on sharing the objectives with students but on discussing 

these and making them meaningful to students on a personal level. 
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1. Introduction 

Students' learning is arguably an intricate and complex area and viewpoints on it can be as 

differing as night and day. Students, parents, teachers, the school system and politicians are, 

in turn, blamed for Swedish students producing low scores on tests such as PISA or leaving 

compulsory school without complete qualifications (Skolverket, n.d.)
1
. Numerous factors 

contribute to this; however, student motivation has proved to be a central aspect as many 

students are not motivated to learn. In many instances, schoolwork is simply something that is 

either done just to get it out of the way or something that is run away from in fear of failure. 

Neither of these scenarios creates a positive learning environment nor facilitates learning 

(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall & Wiliam, 2003, p. 14). 

Motivating students to want to learn can perhaps be said to be one of the greatest obstacles 

a teacher has to deal with and the underlying motivational drives that influence students are in 

many cases unknown to the teacher. Further, motivation may not always endure as when it 

comes to certain subjects where there is in fact a lack of interest or an insufficient level of 

understanding reflected in performance; motivation levels may go down. In addition, whereas 

there may be motivation at times, it is not for certain that there is a real and thorough 

understanding of the purpose of the work done at school. A shared view of schoolwork by 

teachers and students may be lacking. 

Nevertheless, there are naturally more answers to the question of how to motivate students 

than can be dealt with in this work and consequently, here the notion of teachers and students 

understanding and sharing the same purpose shall be dealt with. It is the assumption of this 

study is that a purpose and a meaning to schoolwork that is understood by students transfer to 

a degree of motivation to engage in learning and as a consequence, also improves 

performance (Giota, 2002, p. 297). This inner motivation for and meaningfulness of 

schoolwork is hence thought to be coupled with students' knowledge of the goals and criteria 

they are working with and towards. It has been shown by Rice and Schunk (1989) that 

students who are given specific goals not only achieve better results but also demonstrate 

greater self-efficacy (p. 289-290). This investigation is grounded in the notion that for 

motivating students to want to learn and to realise the meaningfulness of schoolwork on a 

personal level it is beneficial to share the purpose of the tasks with them, that is, the goals and 

                                                 
1
 PISA or the Programme for International Student Assessment is an assessment project initiated by the OECD 

that serves to assess the education systems of countries. The test which measures 15 year old students’ 

abilities in maths, science and reading takes place every three years (OECD, n.d.). 
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criteria that lay behind any work done in a classroom. This is in turn believed to facilitate 

learning and raise performance. 

The aim of this study is thus to investigate the relationship between presenting the 

objectives of a task to students and their overall perceptions of it as well as their performance 

on it. Central are questions concerning students' understanding of the purpose of a task, their 

perceived motivation and sense of value as well as their perception of learning. The results are 

intended to generate a deeper understanding of how objectives and goals can be used to 

improve teaching practice. Thus, one hypothesis of this study is that there is a positive 

correlation between knowing the objectives of a task and students' perceptions of it. It can 

further be hypothesised that knowledge of the goals or objectives, and so also the purpose of a 

task, will enhance students' understanding of the purpose, their motivation, a sense of value 

and also their performance on the task (Giota, 2002, p. 297; Rice & Schunk, 1989, p. 290). 

Accordingly, the questions which guided this research were as follows: Is there a 

relationship between explaining the objectives of a task and: 

a) students' demonstrated understanding of the objectives of a task?  

b) students' engagement in performing a task? 

c) students' perceptions of the value of the task? 

d) students' performance on the task? 

 

2. Background: the, albeit partial, link to formative assessment 

Sharing learning criteria with students is stated by the Assessment Reform Group as being 

one of the core elements in assessment for learning together with, for example, making the 

students aware of the standards of assessment and developing self-assessment
 
(Assessment 

Reform Group, 1999, p. 7). The Assessment Reform Group of the British Educational 

Research Association includes, amongst others, Dylan Wiliam and Paul Black and is 

responsible for publications such as Inside the Black Box: Raising standards through 

classroom assessment and Assessment for Learning - putting it into practice
 
(The Nuffield 

Foundation homepage, n.d.). Making goals and criteria transparent to learners is also referred 

to in a study by Black et al. as something that teachers, when introducing formative 

assessment into their classrooms, found operated on an underlying level and should perhaps 

be seen as a foundation for formative practices such as self- and peer-assessment
 
(2003, p. 

31). Similarly, Wiliam describes “clarifying, sharing, and understanding goals for learning 

and criteria for success with learners” as being the first key strategy in formative assessment
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(n.d.). In this study, this key strategy is set apart and examined in isolation in order to 

determine its effect on students’ performance, understanding, and perceptions of the tasks. 

 

2.1 Defining objectives and criteria: benefits and problems of explicit criteria 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines a criterion as “a test, principle, rule, canon, or 

standard, by which anything is judged or estimated” (Criterion. Oxford Dictionaries Online, 

n.d.). Seen in a pedagogical context the definition can be narrowed down to refer to the 

knowledge requirements in respective subject syllabi
 
(Wiliam, n.d.). Hence, when referred to 

in this work, criterion relates to the knowledge requirements in the syllabus for English in the 

compulsory school, years 7-9 (Skolverket, 2011). 

Further, an objective, which is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as “a thing aimed 

at or sought; a target, goal, or end”, refers in the context of this study to a more general notion 

of an expressed goal or aim of an task or activity that is not necessarily represented by a 

knowledge requirement in the syllabus (for example the objective to summarise a text in 

reading task 2)
 
(Objective. Oxford Dictionaries Online, n.d.). In other words, here objectives 

can be said to refer to the purposes and goals that inform every teacher’s work in a classroom 

and is the answer to the question, what is it that is being taught? (Lundgren, Säljö, & Liberg, 

2012, p. 204). As is noted by Jönsson, “goals” [translation mine] can be defined as something 

not explicitly expressed as this in the curriculum but rather as long-term goals that each 

subject strives to attain, which are also expressed in the overall aim of each subject
 
(Jönsson, 

2013, note 1, p. 15). In relation to Jönsson's classification of goals, the definition of objectives 

in this work is slightly narrower as they are to a greater extent specifically grounded in the 

knowledge requirements.  

The idea that overtly communicated goals and criteria are beneficial to students' learning 

has been discussed by several researchers
 
(Jönsson, 2013, p. 46 ff and Black et al., 2003, p. 

31). Jönsson argues for five main points when it comes to communicating what is expected of 

the students and where the first one concerns the teacher being explicit and open about what 

he or she expects from them. The second one deals with teachers being supportive of their 

students’ needs and the third with the way that goals are defined to the students where 

Jönsson suggests that the goals and aims of an task should be presented as action rather than 

what he calls “hidden theoretical constructs” [translation mine] (2013, p. 53-54). In point four 

and five he refers to the need for qualitative criteria and the need for these criteria to be put in 

concrete and authentic contexts by showing examples of work of different quality
 
(Jönsson, 

2013, p. 54).  
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In essence it is important to define what goals or objectives and criteria the students are 

supposed to work towards in advance and to communicate these to them in a way that is 

comprehensible to them. Jönsson also states that, although others may disagree, clearly 

expressed goals and criteria can work to give meaning to the activities in school. This is 

nevertheless stated with the reservation that the goals and criteria will not be helpful unless 

they are communicated in a way as to facilitate understanding (Jönsson, 2013, p. 53-54).  

Thus, it can be argued from the above stated that the notion of clearly expressed and 

communicated goals and criteria having an altogether positive effect on students learning and 

also their motivation for schoolwork, is a disputed one
 

(Jönsson, 2013, p. 53). The 

relationship between covert criteria and assessment practice is further discussed by Dysthe, 

Engelsen, Madsen and Wittek and where the authors argue that, although it is assumed that 

transparency in criteria is vital for a beneficial assessment, “it has also been frequently 

observed in practice that the mere publication of explicit criteria is not sufficient to promote 

effective student engagement in assessment” (2008, p. 121). The research, which was 

conducted with undergraduate and Master's students in Norway, showed that where the 

undergraduate students felt a need for explicit criteria, the Master's students were 

overwhelmingly negative to the idea. Instead, they felt that their creativity and the “dialogic 

learning culture” which they were working in would be damaged by the presence of criteria
 

(Dysthe et al., 2008, p. 122-123). By drawing on Bahktin's idea of dialogism and Wenger's 

theory of “communities of practice”, the authors seek to explain that whereas criteria, for the 

undergraduate students, served as tools for materialising the standards of their particular 

community of practice. For the Master's students who had already developed a mastery over 

their own learning, such explicit criteria would remove the control from their hands (Dysthe et 

al., 2008, p.123-125 and 127). Although the authors make a persuasive point it should be 

remembered that the research that is referred to was conducted with students in higher 

education and therefore perhaps only has partial relevance for my study.  

However, Dysthe et al. found in their work that the level of study of a student was a 

determining factor for the beneficial role explicit criteria could have. Hence, in the context of 

this work, which focuses on compulsory school students in the years of 7-9, it can be said that 

explicit criteria would provide a solid foundation from which they could master their own 

learning. As with the undergraduate students, who found a need for explicit criteria from 

which to form a concrete basis for their learning, secondary school children could be argued 

to have a similar if not greater need for a transparency in objectives (2008, pp. 124-125).  
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It has further been pointed out, although in the context of self-assessment in foreign 

language learning, that knowledge of criteria is a prerequisite for student self-assessment to 

take place (Dragemark Oscarsson, 2009, p. 66.). Although this work does not deal with self-

assessment per se, it can still be argued to be relevant in that knowledge of goals and criteria 

acts as a base from which self-assessment operates and self-assessment has shown both to 

focus and improve students’ foreign language learning (Dragemark Oscarsson, 2009, pp. 214, 

228). Although self-assessment in research is dealt with as a method it can be argued that it is 

not something that should be seen as an isolated process but rather is intricately bound up 

with students’ perceptions of their learning and self-efficacy (Dragemark Oscarsson, 2009, p. 

66; Giota, 2002, p. 286).  Further, the sharing and explaining of assessment criteria alone can 

facilitate a deeper understanding of what qualities a task aims at developing and would so 

enhance student understanding of and ability to perform that task (Andrade & Boulay, 2003, 

p. 28). Dragemark Oscarsson has pointed out that as a subject, foreign language learning often  

poses difficulties for students when it comes to assessing their abilities and it could therefore 

be argued that transparency and explicitness in task objectives would be of particular benefit 

in this context (2009, p. 67). 

 

2.2 Defining motivation 

Motivation can be defined as a “stimulus for action towards a desired goal”
 
(Motivation, 

Oxford Dictionaries Online, n.d.). There is, however, a great deal written on the subject and 

how to define and explain the concept.
 
Ranging from Adam Smith's theory of the rational man 

with his own self-interest as motivation in life, to theories of instincts or drives put forth by 

for example Sigmund Freud, to Ivan Pavlov and behaviourism, Jean Piaget's strive for balance 

or homeostas and Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of needs, the list of ways of defining 

motivation is a long one (Ahl, 2004, pp. 20, 28-30, 32, 35-36). It does not stop there and 

researchers are still working on defining the essence of motivation; although, if we are to heed 

Ahl's thoughts on the matter, there are both benefits and disadvantages to trying to pin it down 

too rigidly
 
(2004, pp.78-79, 97). Instead a perspective on motivation is offered that is 

influenced by a social-constructivist view and where language, identity and the individual are 

seen as constructed in a social context and thus are impossible to separate from this. 

Motivation, she argues, should be seen as a “relational concept” [translation mine] defined not 

so much as something inherently found in people and that researchers can probe at, measure 

and explain but instead something that is dependent very much on the researchers' view
 
(Ahl, 

2004, pp. 13, 83-85, 98, 100). 
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This then, leads to Giota, who in her article on how teachers and school affect students' 

motivation, looks at motivation from what she calls an interactionist perspective meaning that 

motivation should be seen as a multifaceted concept with more than one dimension. Solely 

looking at an individual's experiences and feelings is not enough, she states, but rather, in 

accordance with Urie Bronfenbrenner, the individual is seen as part of several environments 

on different levels which in turn correlate with each other in different ways
 
(Giota, 2002, p. 

281). She points to research that shows that students' motivation is dependent not only on 

what happens in school and how this is perceived but also their whole life situation. This can 

be said to be the essence of the interactionist approach; that the inner thoughts, emotions and 

attitudes of a person are related to the world outside on many different levels that correlate 

and coincide (Giota, 2002, pp. 285, 290). 

Further, this also means that the general distinction between what is known as mastery and 

performance goals gives a dualistic and to some extent superficial view of student motivation. 

According to Giota, to understand students' motivation we must dig deeper than this and 

acknowledge what she calls “multiple goals.” The multiple goals, she continues, are 

hierarchal and mean that students may have both learning goals and goals that are social and 

emotional operating at the same time. She points to research that shows a correlation between 

students’ performance and their social competence or social responsibility and states the 

importance of acknowledging the social side of learning (Giota, 2002, pp. 291, 293).  

 Thus, to continue Giota's reasoning, multiple goals do not only refer to different types of 

goals such as social or emotional or cognitive ones. She also makes a distinction, albeit with 

the reservation that the presence of one does not negate the other, between inner and outer 

goals. These are in turn, in a pedagogical context often defined as motivation towards either 

previously mentioned learning goals (inner) or performance goals (outer) (Giota, 2002, pp. 

281-282). The inner learning goals, although not singularly according to Giota, are thought to 

have a positive effect on students’ performance in school. In order to stimulate students to 

acquire what is called a mastery orientation, to promote the inner motivation of working 

towards learning goals rather than a performance goal of simply performing well on for 

example a test, it is crucial, in her view, that teachers “help the students realise that the tasks 

and activities that occur in school are relevant to them on a personal level and that the content 

in these are meaningful to their own learning and development [translation mine] (Giota, 

2002, pp. 291-297).  

 The benefits of mastery goal setting is also discussed by Oxford and Shearin in a second 

and foreign language learning context, where according to the authors, a “mastery approach 
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supports the importance of goal-setting as a motivational factor” (1994, p. 22).  In relation to 

inner and outer goals it has been shown in research that intrinsic motivation, determined by an 

inner satisfaction of performing a task, promotes performance in second language learning 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 55; Özgür & Griffiths, 2013, p. 1111). It was further shown by Özgür 

and Griffiths that extrinsic motivation, based on externally set goals, had a negative 

correlation with student achievement (2013, p. 1111). It is worth making a distinction 

between Giota's inner and outer motivation and the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation of Ryan 

and Deci. Although they are very similar, Giota's definition of inner motivation suggests that 

a student is motivated to learn by self-set goals whereas Ryan and Deci's definition of 

intrinsic motivation has more to do with the inherent enjoyment found in a task if there is 

intrinsic motivation to perform it (Giota, 2002, p. 291; Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 56). 

This produces a rather grim picture for second language learners as students cannot be 

supposed to always be intrinsically motivated to learn a foreign language. It is, according to 

Ryan and Deci, instead worth putting the concept of extrinsic motivation into perspective. 

Extrinsic motivation has to be seen from different angles. Whereas extrinsic motivation can 

mean that a student simply performs a task at hand for the sake of a “separable outcome”, its 

instrumental value, it can also indicate a student's acceptance of an extrinsic goal that leads to 

it being acknowledged by the student itself (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 55). Similarly it has been 

pointed out by Sadler that a goal can only be employed, volitionally, to improve performance 

when it is accepted by the learner as his or her own (1989, p. 129). In the context of this study, 

this would mean that an acceptance of and identification with the objectives or goals of the 

tasks given, could improve student motivation and eventually lead to students integrating 

these as their own (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 62).  

In the light of this discussion, a significant point to make is that motivation is a 

multifaceted and multilayered concept. Thus, when students are asked about their motivation 

for the tasks in this study, what is of interest is their perceived motivation and whether this is 

promoted by explicit task objectives. If this motivation is intrinsic or extrinsic is difficult to 

know but by sharing the objectives with them it is believed that meaningfulness of 

schoolwork can be created that fosters identification with these that promotes motivation 

(Giota, 2002, p. 297; Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 62).  

While striving towards intrinsic or extrinsic integrated motivation and a mastery goal 

setting which has proved to produce better results, motivation in a pedagogical context also 

includes students' perceptions of themselves. Giota points to a number of different concepts 

that refer to the notion of self-efficacy and deals with a student's opinion of competence and 
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ability, in relation to tasks and activities in school. This self-efficacy or sense of capacity, as 

she calls it, determines the goals that a student sets for him- or herself in the schoolwork and 

determines the level of motivation for that work (Giota, 2002, p. 286). Moreover, Jenner 

speaks along the same lines in his article where he outlines three central factors that influence 

a person's motivation for a task ahead. First of all, is the goal at all attainable, that is, can the 

goal that has been set in fact be reached? Further, what is the likelihood of failure in relation 

to the person's abilities, which can be related to Giota's discussion of self-efficacy, and is an 

attainment of the goal of actual benefit to the person?
 
(Jenner, 2004, pp. 43-44). The last 

mentioned aspect of benefit leads to the next definition of a central concept, that of value. 

 

2.3 Defining value 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines value as “worth based on esteem; quality viewed in 

terms of importance, usefulness, desirability, etc.”
 
(Value, Oxford Dictionaries Online, n. d.). 

It is clear from this that value is a relative concept and this is also touched upon by Jenner 

who points out the subjectivity of the notion. The value of a task is, in the context Jenner 

refers to, directly related to each individual's subjective opinion of it. This opinion is in turn 

grounded in the even more subjective notion of “why?” the task is worth performing
 
(Jenner, 

2004, p. 46). I will, in this work, employ Jenner's definition of value and will analyse the 

respondents' answers based on this. 

When examined in this study, students' perceived value of a task is to be seen in relation to 

their English language learning. Thus, it is not the value of English language learning in 

general that is in focus but rather a perception, within each student, of a certain task being of 

more or less value to them in their learning of the language. This further presumes that 

students inhibit a certain amount of self-awareness when it comes to their English language 

learning that enables them to judge whether or not a task is valuable. As was discussed briefly 

above, students who are informed of the criteria and goals a task addresses will have a greater 

understanding of these and the task itself (Andrade & Boulay, 2003, p. 28). This knowledge 

should, in turn, aid the students' ability to connect the task with their language learning on a 

personal level and, hypothetically, make it more valuable to them (Giota, 2002, p. 297).  

 

3. Project design and methods 

In essence this study is a quantitative research project with a quantitative method and with a 

hypothesis, formulated a priori, that will be tested. This project can also be said to have a dual 
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design as it partly employs a quasi-experimental approach and partly a survey design 

(Bryman, 2012). A quasi-experimental approach to a project gives the opportunity, by being 

more flexible than a classical experiment, to carry out an experimental manipulation of a 

situation in a natural setting such as a classroom. Yet, the flexibility comes with certain 

disadvantages and as Bryman notes, there are certain “threats” to the internal validity of this 

type of design that are especially important for this work and will be discussed in relation to 

the sections (3.1-3.2) on research design (2012, pp. 51-52).   

 

3.1 The target group 

The target group used consisted of 50 students at a small secondary school in a medium-size 

town in the southeast of Sweden. The school is state owned and includes students from a 

variety of socio-economic backgrounds with the majority of them having Swedish as their 

first language. The students in the target group are separated by age ranging from year seven 

students to year nine students and the research was carried out in each group separately. Of 

the 50 students who took part in the research project, which included students both 

performing tasks and answering a questionnaire in connection with each task, 27 were girls 

and 23 boys. Fourteen of the 64 students who were asked to take part in the research project 

either declined or did not return their consent form. The external non-response reduction is 

therefore in a group of this size quite substantial (28%). Another aspect of external non-

response reduction is that in some cases, because of students being away from school, as 

many as up to ten students did not partake in some tasks. In Table 1 below the external and 

internal non-response reduction for each task is given. 
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Table 1: External non-response reduction for each task. 

Task Percentage participating Percentage 

completing 

questionnaire 

Percentage 

completing task 

Reading 1 A  88 93 100 

Reading 1 B 96 94 100 

Listening A 90 93 100 

Listening B 94 94 98 

Vocabulary A 92 93 100 

Vocabulary B 94 96 98 

Passage 

correction A 

80 90 100 

Passage 

correction B 

98  98 100 

Reading 2 A 94 91 100 

Reading 2 B 98 92 100 

 

The total amount of participating students was 50. Concerning the incompletion of the questionnaire, on all tasks 

this was mainly showed by students not answering question 1. Only in the listening task A and passage 

correction B, the questionnaire was left completely unanswered by two students respectively. 

 

As this project aimed to investigate the hypothesised effect of explaining the objectives of a 

task to students, one would logically opt for a classical experimental design where the 

experimental group would be given an explanation of the objectives and a control group 

would not. However, the scale of the project made it difficult to set up a truly experimental 

study, and also, it can be argued that those students who would not be part of the experimental 

group would be denied what was thought to be potential benefits of the project. Due to the 

study being limited in time and it being difficult to divide students into two groups, where one 
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could be given an explanation and one not, instead there had to be an experimental task and a 

control task. This way it was still possible to keep with the internal validity of the experiment 

and to isolate the explaining of the objectives as the manipulating variable of the experiment 

(Bryman, 2012, p. 52).  

 

3.2 The experiment: tasks and objectives 

The foundation of the experiment in the study was five pairs of tasks where one task in each 

pair was presented to the students without an explanation of the objectives (the A version) and 

one was presented with a verbal explanation of these (the B version). The objectives that 

served as the basis for the purpose of each task were all taken from the syllabus for English in 

the national curriculum for the compulsory school, preschool class and recreation centre, 2011 

(the objectives and the purpose of each task can be found in Appendix C). The distribution 

time table, which spanned over five weeks in total, for the different tasks, was largely the 

same for the three groups. Although variations in when and sometimes in what order the tasks 

were given did occur due to practical considerations such as the older students leaving school 

for a two-week work experience period. Another source of variation was the pedagogical 

adjustments, such as accommodating for students with dyslexia or need for extra support, 

which have been consistently done throughout the project as would normally be done in class.  

As there were only five pairs of tasks this meant that three of these were given without an 

explanation the first time and two of them were given with an explanation the first time. The 

reversed order was employed to eliminate, as far as possible, the risk of students remembering 

the objectives the second time they were given the task. Originally, another pair of tasks was 

planned so as to ensure an equal number of tasks given with and without an explanation first. 

However, in the end, the time constraints of the project made this impossible. 

Considering that the external validity of this experiment may not be very strong, the 

findings can still have a quality of transferability in that the results could apply to other 

settings in a similar context. The criterion of transferability can here be related to a general 

idea of the trustworthiness of a study and has in fact been developed for qualitative research 

but because of the nature of the experiment it is applicable here too (Bryman, 2012, p. 49). 

Moreover, this is related to the notion of ecological validity, which refers to a study being 

more representative of normal situations in peoples' lives and where quasi-experiments are 

suitable. It could be argued that although the experiment was carried out in an everyday 

school environment and guided by a notion of it being as natural as possible for the students, 

a certain amount of unnaturalness can be found both in the actual experiment setup and in the 
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students answering questionnaires on a regular basis (Bryman, 2012, pp. 47-48, 341). 

Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that the tasks given to the students were appropriate for 

the target group and were indeed tasks that could also be employed in classroom work outside 

of a study. Concerning the two conditions of either being given an explanation of the 

objectives or not, both of these can be argued to be naturally occurring in teachers' everyday 

practices in schools. Some teachers do choose to explain the objectives of a task beforehand 

and some do not. Thus, the experiment itself can be said to have ecological validity in that it 

reflects this everyday teaching practice. 

The five pairs of tasks themselves consisted of two reading comprehension activities, one 

listening comprehension task, one vocabulary activity and one passage correction activity. 

Since the experiment worked on the basis of offering the same group of students both the A- 

and the B-version tasks and comparing the answers from the questionnaire as well as the 

performance results, great care had to be taken to ensure that the A and B versions of the 

activities were as parallel as possible without being completely identical in subject (the tasks 

can be found in Appendix A). The listening comprehension activity can serve as an 

explanatory example and here two separate, although identical in design, national listening 

comprehension tests from The Swedish National Agency for Education were used. Both tasks 

consisted of twelve recorded dialogues and the students were asked to identify the subject 

matter of the dialogues by marking the number corresponding to the right dialogue. The only 

thing that differentiated the tasks was the actual recordings. Such parallel correspondence in 

the activities was crucial to both the validity and the reliability of the experimental setup and 

as the two versions would otherwise be incomparable
 
(Bryman, 2012, pp. 46-47). Similarly, 

such arrangements were made to ensure that the two tasks in each pair were comparable. 

As was mentioned above, the students were given ten tasks as part of the experiment. The 

idea was to then compare the students’ performance results on the two versions of tasks as 

well as their answers to the questionnaires. In connection with this it is important to point out 

that the performance results are indicators rather than proof of learning. Because the students 

were allowed to work together and help each other out when partaking in the activities, 

comparison of their performance on the two versions is problematic. The external validity of 

the study is threatened by this, but as the intention of the project was to measure students' 

performance in relation to other variables such as motivation rather than to measure their 

learning over time this does not create a problem.  Further, as was noted above, the intention 

was to ground the study in as natural an everyday situation as possible and move away from a 

test-like environment which can also be said to be where the strength of the experiment lies. 
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Thus, the students were also told that it was their learning that was in focus rather than their 

performance. Furthermore, allowing the students to help each other with the tasks created a 

learning environment that was as similar to normal everyday classroom activities as possible, 

thus ensuring the ecological validity of the study.  

 

3.3 The questionnaires 

As the aim of this project was to measure not only students' performance on the tasks but also 

their understanding of and motivation in relation to these a questionnaire consisting of five 

questions was devised for this purpose. With a total of 50 respondents a questionnaire would 

ensure that a large amount of data could be collected in a short period of time and directly in 

connection with each task (Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 11). On using a questionnaire, aspects such as 

return rates, supplementary questions and superficial answers had to be considered 

(Ejlertsson, 2005, pp. 12-13). Return rates do not pose a great problem since the 

questionnaires were distributed to the whole group of students under supervision. Having said 

this, a certain non-response reduction is to be expected and should be taken into account when 

analysing the data (Ejlertsson, 2005, pp. 25-26; Olsson & Sörensen, 2011, pp. 153-154). 

Students also had the opportunity to ask questions about the questionnaire throughout. On the 

aspect of the questionnaire providing superficial answers, it can be argued that interviews 

would have produced more in depth information but due to time constraint, such an approach 

was unrealisable
 
(Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 13). 

As well as the procedure, there are a number of factors to consider when it comes to 

respondents' answering. Ejlertsson points to the “psychology of answering” [translation mine] 

referring, amongst other things, to the understanding of the questions, the interest taken in 

answering and the truthfulness of the answers (2005, pp. 48-51). Thus, in order to prevent 

these issues, and eliminating the risk of non-response reduction, the questionnaire was written 

in Swedish and in a language accessible to the target group and questions were formulated as 

straightforwardly as possible while still retaining their original meaning (Bryman, 2011, p. 

233; Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 50, 52). Lastly, there was the concern that since the respondents were 

asked to sign their names, coupled with a possible fear of stepping outside of the rules of 

social constructs when evaluating tasks they had previously been given, could mean that they 

would not want to give a negative answer
 
(Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 70). However, in order for me 

to eliminate students who would not be part of the subsequent study, this was necessary. 

Thus, when designing a questionnaire, as Ejlertsson points out, the starting point has to be 

the “problem areas” [translation mine] that one deals with and these hence have to guide the 
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construction of questions (Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 15). Five core areas corresponding to the core 

questions of the project questions have thus been devised:  

1) the students' understanding of the objectives of a task. 

2) the students' motivation to perform a task. 

3) the students' perceptions of the value of a task. 

4) the students' perception of what they had learnt from the task. 

5) the students' perception of enjoyment in doing the task.  

Accordingly, the questionnaire consisted of six questions of which all five except for one 

were closed questions and where the respondents we given either a number of alternatives to 

choose from or a Likert scale to mark their answers on
 
(Bryman, 2012, p. 233). The Likert 

scale was used since it, according to Ejlertsson, serves well for measuring respondents' 

attitudes (2005, pp. 91) (a sample questionnaire can be found in Appendix B).  

One question was designed as a multiple choice question regarding the students' 

demonstrated understanding of the objectives of a task and here the wording on the 

questionnaire paralleled the wording used when presenting the objectives. While the layout 

and the questions were the same for all the distributed questionnaires, the possible answers to 

question number one varied depending on which task pair that the students had been given. 

The number of 'right' answers also varied depending on the task. For all the tasks, apart from 

the passage correction activity, there were three correct answers and three incorrect ones. For 

the passage correction activity, instead there were two correct and four incorrect answers.  

The Likert scale questions related, respectively, to students' perceived motivation to 

perform a task; their perception of the value of it in relation to their English language 

learning; how much they felt that they had learnt from a task, and their perceived enjoyment 

in taking part in it. For example, student motivation was measured by them being asked how 

motivated they felt to do a task and where they were asked to mark this on a scale with 

options ranging from not at all to a great deal. 

 

3.4 The analysis of data 

The data gathered through the tasks and the questionnaires were coded with numbers in two 

different ways. Answers to the multiple choice question generated one point for each correct 

answer. Similarly, a one-point deduction was made for every incorrect answer since this 

offers a more differentiated view of the students' understanding. The Likert scale answers 

were put in as they were, ranging from a score of one to eight. Since the aim of this study was 

to examine a relationship between explaining the objectives of a task to students and their 
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performance on and perception of it, initially a comparison of A- and B-version results and 

answers was done.  

 As this study rested on the notion that an understanding of the purpose of a task would 

enhance student motivation and performance, to further the analysis of the findings, bivariate 

analyses of the variables understanding and motivation and motivation and performance were 

done (Olsson & Sörensen, 2011, p. 192). The bivariate analyses were done using a 

correlations test where the relationship between two variables was tested and the correlation 

coefficient, determined the strength of the relationship. 

When analysing data from a questionnaire it is important to take into account non-response 

reduction and here it can be noted that there is a considerable amount of missing data. There 

are both external and internal non-response reduction to consider since 14 students decided 

(of a total of 64) to not partake in the study. Where there is internal non-response reduction 

this is either because a respondent failed to answer a question or was absent at the time of the 

task and one has to allow for this having impact on the findings (Olsson & Sörensen, 2011, 

pp. 153-154).  

 

3.5 Ethical concerns 

There are, as always when performing research where people are involved, ethical concerns to 

take into consideration. Working along the ethical guidelines given by the Swedish Research 

Council particular care was taken of the requirements of information-, consent-, 

confidentiality-, and legitimate use. Since my research would be considered as “active” 

[translation mine] research that the participants were actively contributing to it and taking part  

in, the information requirement is particularly relevant (Vetenskapsrådet, n.d., p. 7). In order 

to give as much information as possible to the participants without revealing the hypothesis, 

which in turn could influence the results of the research, careful consideration went into being 

informative without giving the game away.  

A formal consent form to be taken home and signed by students and parents was drawn up 

since most of the participants were under the age of 15. The students were given the 

information that they could, at any time, choose to end their participation and that in case any 

of them should decide to withdraw from participation there would be no negative 

consequences (Vetenskapsrådet, n.d., pp. 9-11). Concerning the confidentiality requirement 

there is nothing in the collected data apart from the names of the participants that could 

identify them to a third party and so no other measures other than carefully anonymising the 

data have been taken (Vetenskapsrådet, n.d., pp. 12-13).  
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4. Findings 

The hypothesis of this study was, partly, that there is a correlation or relationship between 

knowing the objectives of a task beforehand, and students' understanding of the purpose of the 

task. Partly, it was also hypothesised that knowing the objectives would have an effect on 

students’ motivation, sense of value of a task and their performance on it. The relationship or 

correlation between these variables was thought to be of a positive kind, that is, knowledge of 

the objectives would enhance understanding of them and an understanding of the objectives 

would generate motivation. 

 

4.1 Students' performance 

One hypothesis guiding this study was that students' performance on a task would be 

positively affected if they were given an explanation of the objectives of the task beforehand. 

Were this to be true, the performance scores on the B versions would be higher than the A 

versions. However, upon examining the data from the tasks a slightly different picture 

emerged. Out of the five pairs of tasks, there were only two instances of a statistically 

significant difference between students' performance on the A and the B versions. Further, it 

was only in one of these instances that the scores were higher for the B version and the other 

one showed higher scores for the A version, quite the opposite of the hypothesised outcome. 

Table 2, below, shows the difference in points on average between the two versions on each 

of the task pairs. In the far right column the p-value for each is also given and an asterisk 

indicates statistically significant differences. 



 

17 
 

Table 2. Performance points on average. 

Task: Performance:   

 A version B version p 

Reading 1 (17) 13.5 11.4 0.04* 

Listening (12) 5.0 6.7 0.15 

Vocabulary (14) 7.9 6.6 0.11 

Passage correction 

(36) 

Reading 2 (1) 

12.0 

-0.4 

14.6 

0.3 

0.27 

0.00* 

Performance points on all tasks and the statistical significance of the difference between the A and B versions for 

each of the task pairs. The total number of points on each task is given in brackets next to the title of the task. A 

T-test was used to determine the p-value and results were considered statistically significant when p < 0.05. An 

asterisk indicates a statistically significant relationship. 

 

It becomes evident from Table 2 that students' performance did not, in general, differ between 

the two versions. Out of the two statistically significant relationships found, only one of these 

was in concurrence with the hypothesis and the other showed a relationship completely the 

opposite. 

 

4.2 Students' perceived learning 

While student performance was not being positively affected by them being told the 

objectives of the tasks, it is still of interest whether their perceptions echoed this outcome; that 

is, was there as relationship between student perceptions of having learnt from the task and 

the presence or absence of an explanation for it? Although performance scores on tasks are 

indicators of learning, it still interesting to see how students themselves perceived their 

learning. Knowing the task objectives was predicted to have a positive outcome on how much 

the students felt that they learnt from the task because they could identify these objectives in 

their own learning (Dragemark Oscarsson, 2009, p. 66.). A comparison of students' answers to 

question 4 ('Hur mycket känner du att du lärt dig av uppgiften?', 'How much do you feel that 

you have learnt from the task') will show if this was the case (see Appendix B for a sample 
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questionnaire). Table 3 below shows the average score for question 4 for the A and the B 

versions of the tasks. 

Table 3. Question 4 – How much do you feel that you have learnt from this task? 

Task: Performance:   

 A version B version p 

Reading 1  4.2 3.3 0.01* 

Listening  3.3 3.6 0.42 

Vocabulary  3.5 4.1 0.12 

Passage 

correction 

Reading 2 

3.5 

3.0 

2.9 

4.2 

0.14 

0.67 

The average score for question 4 for each of the two versions of the tasks. An asterisk indicates a statistically 

significant relationship. 

 

As can be seen above, there is only one occasion where there is a statistically significant 

difference in the A- and the B-version scores on question 4. Yet is highly interesting that 

students in this case scored less for the B version, 3.3, than for the A version, 4.2, indeed 

showing a relationship completely the opposite to what was hypothesised. From this can be 

seen that, not only does knowledge of the objectives not correlate with students' performance 

on a task, but it also does not correlate with students' perceptions of their learning outcomes. 

 

4.3 A demonstrated understanding 

It was further hypothesised that students' understanding of the objectives and the purpose of 

the tasks would be affected in a positive way by them being given an explanation of the 

objectives before the task. As mentioned in the questionnaire section (Section 2.4), in all tasks 

apart from one the students were presented with three objectives (the passage correction 

activity only had two) that the activity focused on, that is, the pedagogical purpose for doing 

the task. On the questionnaire they were then given a multiple choice question, 'Vad var syftet 

med den här uppgiften?' ('what was the purpose of this task?') with six alternatives where 

three were correct and three were incorrect (the passage correction activity had four incorrect 
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and two correct) (see Appendix B for a sample questionnaire). The predicted outcome was 

that students would be able to better account for the objectives of a task when having had 

those explained to them. 

The answers, expressed as an average score, on question 1 for the A and B versions of each 

of the tasks can be found in Table 3 below. In neither of the tasks is there proof of a 

statistically significant difference between the A and the B-version answers which then 

indicates that there is no evidence that giving the students and explanation of the objectives 

beforehand enhances understanding of the objectives of a task. Two of the relationships, on 

the first reading task and the passage correction activity, were nearly significant. Again, these 

findings are quite contrary to what the hypothesis of this work puts forth. The raw scores 

furthermore show that, in only three out of the ten tasks the average score for identifying the 

objectives was higher than 50%. It can thus be argued that giving students an explanation of 

the objectives does not produce an understanding of them. 

The average score on question 1 for each of the two versions of the tasks. An asterisk indicates a statistically 

significant relationship. 

 

4.4 Student engagement in a task 

Student engagement in and motivation to perform a task is one of the core concerns of this 

work and was one of the questions on the questionnaire, which asked: 'Hur motiverad kände 

du dig till att göra uppgiften?' or 'How motivated did you feel to do this task?’ (see Appendix 

Table 4. Question 1 answers – What was the purpose of this task? 

Task: Performance:     

 A version Per. A version B version Per. B version p 

Reading 1  1 33% 1.4 47% 0.06 

Listening  0.8 26% 1 33% 0.56 

Vocabulary  1.2 40% 1.2 40% 0.96 

Passage 

correction 

0.3 16% 0.7 23% 0.07 

Reading 2 2.0 66% 1.9 63% 0.76 
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B for a sample questionnaire). First, it is interesting to note that students were neither notably 

motivated nor unmotivated to partake in the tasks and the average score for motivation hovers 

around 3.6 (see Table 5 below). Secondly, the hypothesised outcome was that student 

motivation would increase when students were told the objectives. Hence, when looking at the 

answers on question 2 for the two versions of each of the task pairs, scores that show an 

increase in motivation for the B version would be consistent with the hypothesis. Yet the 

results show that only in the first reading task and the listening task is there a significant 

difference between the two versions. Interestingly enough, for the reading activity the average 

score for motivation is lower (3.6) for the B version than for the A version (4.4) showing that 

having been presented the objectives of the task did not make the students feel more 

motivated to perform it. On the listening activity the score for motivation was instead higher 

for the B version (4.5) than for the A version (3.6). For the other tasks the scores for the two 

versions were very similar as can be seen below. 

Table 5. Question 2 answers – How motivated did you feel to do this task? 

Task Performance   

 A version B version p 

Reading 1  4.4 3.6 0.05* 

Listening  3.6 4,5 0.01* 

Vocabulary  3.6 3.6 0.90 

Passage 

correction 

Reading 2 

3.4 

3.3 

3.4 

3.7 

0.85 

0.33 

The average score on question 2 for each task pair. An asterisk indicates a statistically significant relationship. 

 

From table 5 above it can then be understood that being told the objectives and knowing that 

there is a purpose to a task even if it is not understood does not in general produce a 

motivation to perform it. However, it was also hypothesised that an understanding of these 

objectives would have a positive impact on students' motivation to perform on a task (see 

Section 2.3). In other words, it is possible that where objectives were understood, students' 
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motivation was higher. In order to investigate whether this was indeed the case a correlations 

test between the variables of motivation and understanding was done (Table 6). 

Table 6. Correlation values for question 1 and question 2 for all tasks 

Task Correlation 

coefficient 

P 
 

Reading 1 A 0.22 0.14 
 

Reading 1 B 0.29 0.06 
 

Listening A 0.17 0.27 
 

Listening B -0.04 0.74 
 

Vocabulary A 0.33 0.02*  

Vocabulary B 0.12 0.40  

Passage correction A 0.09 0.58  

Passage correction B 0.09 0.53  

Reading 2 A 0.37* 0.01*  

Reading 2 B 0.14 0.35  

Correlation values for question 1 and question 2 for all tasks. An asterisk indicates a statistically significant 

relationship. 

 

As can be seen in Table 6 the correlation test between understanding and motivation showed 

only two statistically significant relationships between the two variables and those were for 

the vocabulary A and reading 2 A tasks. However, the strength of the correlation was in the 

case of the vocabulary A task quite weak as the closer the correlation coefficient is to 1, or -1, 

the stronger the relationship
 
(Bryman, 2013, pp. 341-342). Normally, a correlation coefficient 

below 0.35 is considered weak, 0.36 to 0.67 is considered medium strength and one above 

0.68  strong and one above 0.9 very strong (Taylor, 1990, p. 37). Thus, the other statistically 

significant correlation for the reading 2 A task was just strong enough to be considered 

medium strength. Hence it can be concluded that no relationship between an understanding of 

the objectives and motivation could be found.  
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It has been argued by Giota, that students' motivation for and engagement in tasks are 

connected not only to their actual ability but to their perceived ability to succeed on them
 

(2002, p. 281). Consequently, a correlations test between performance and motivation should 

reflect this, although it is important to point out that the correlation refers to the relationship 

between actual performance, rather than perceived ability, and motivation. As can be seen in 

Table 7 below there is proof of a relationship between performance and motivation in eight of 

the ten task cases. Though neither of the correlation coefficients can be considered to be 

strong ones, but rather are medium at best, they are all statistically significant meaning there 

is in fact a relationship between performance and motivation. In this context, however, it 

should be remembered that a correlation is not proof of causality but rather an indication that 

there is a relationship between two variables. In other words, it is not possible to infer that 

performance has a causal effect on motivation or vice versa merely by looking at these 

findings (Bryman, 2012, p. 341). 

The correlation values will be within the range 1 /-1 to 0/-0 where the closer to one the value is the stronger the 

relationship. An asterisk indicates a statistically significant relationship. 

 

Table 7. Correlation between motivation and performance on all tasks. 

Task Correlation coefficient p 
 

Reading 1 A 0.55* 0.00005* 
 

Reading 1 B 0.35 0.01* 
 

Listening A 0.42* 0.004* 
 

Listening B 0.61* 0.000005* 
 

Vocabulary A 0.29 0.04*  

Vocabulary B 0.56* 0.00003*  

Passage correction A 0.58* 0.00008*  

Passage correction B 0.45* 0.001*  

Reading 2 A -0.05 0.73  

Reading 2 B 0.21 0.13  
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From Table 7 above it can be seen that both the A and B versions of the tasks reading 1, 

listening, vocabulary and passage correction, all show statistically significant relationships 

between motivation and performance. Both versions of the reading 2 activity show weak 

correlations, one of which is negative, but neither of these is statistically significant and so no 

conclusion can be drawn from them. For the other tasks, there does not seem to be a pattern as 

to the version in which the relationship is the strongest. For example in reading 1, the A 

version shows a stronger correlation than the B version; but on the contrary, for the 

vocabulary activity the correlation in the B version is stronger. This, however, can be 

expected since knowledge of the objectives and motivation was not correlated.  

 

4.5 The perceived value of a task 

When examining the scores for question 3, 'Hur värdefull var uppgiften för din 

engelskainlärning?' or 'How valuable was this task for your English language learning?' (see 

Appendix B for a sample questionnaire) it can be seen that they were again average and 

ranging from between 3.5 to 4.8, the reference point being near the middle of the scale of 4.5. 

Table 8 below shows that it was only in the case of the vocabulary activity where a 

statistically significant difference in the scores on question 3 could be found. The B version 

here got the higher average score of 4.8 in comparison to 3.9 for the A version. Thus it can be 

inferred that an explanation of the objectives does not, in general, increase students' 

perception of the task being valuable for their English language learning. 

Table 8. Question 3 – How valuable was this task for your English language learning? 

The average score on question 3 for each of the two versions of the tasks. An asterisk indicates a statistically 

significant relationship. 

Task Performance   

 A version B version p 

Reading 1  4.4 3.9 0.13 

Listening  4.1 4.3 0.47 

Vocabulary  3.9 4.8 0.01* 

Passage correction 

Reading 2 

4.3 

3.6 

3.8 

3.5 

0.21 

0.68 
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 Discussion 

It was hypothesised that explicit task objectives would benefit students’ understanding of 

these. In turn this would promote, not only students’ abilities to perform on tasks, but it would 

also provide them with a solid foundation from which they could take charge of and master 

their learning which was thought to be of particular importance for secondary school children 

learning a foreign language (Andrade & Boulay, 2003, p. 28; Dragemark Oscarsson, 2009, p. 

67; Dysthe et al., 2008, p. 124-125). However, it can be argued that, based on the findings of 

this study, stating the objectives before giving the students a task, neither increased their 

understanding of the purpose of it, motivated them, enhanced the value of the task to them, 

nor caused them to feel that they have learned more. In fact student scores on the Likert scale 

answers were, in general, very middle of the road. This then seems to contradict the 

hypothesis of this study and hence will be discussed below. 

As well as examining if the understanding of the purpose and students' perceived views of 

the tasks varied between the two versions of each, one of the core themes of this work was a 

hypothesised link between understanding the objectives and an increase in students' perceived 

motivation. This notion was grounded in Giota's argument that an understanding of the 

purpose of a task gives it personal meaning, and would thus also help them develop the 

motivation to strive towards these objectives or goals
 
(2002, p. 297). In addition, Jönsson also 

put forth arguments along the same line; knowing the criteria beforehand can “create a 

meaningfulness to schoolwork” [translation mine] that enhances motivation and creativity
 

(2013, p. 53).  

Yet the findings in this project suggest quite the opposite of the hypothesis and show that 

student motivation, in most cases, did not differ between the two versions of the tasks. 

Furthermore, in the two cases where student motivation did diverge, one showed a positive 

relationship with knowing the objectives and one a negative and so the difference must be due 

to some other factor other than an explanation of the task objectives. It can be concluded then 

that simply stating the objectives before the task does not improve students' level of 

motivation. In this context it may be worth referring back to the discussion above on sharing 

criteria where it was pointed out that knowing the objectives and understanding them are in 

fact two different things. It could be argued that stating objectives that are incomprehensible 

to students either because they have not been explained in depth or because they are new to 

them will neither be beneficial for their understanding and consequently, nor for their 

motivation level
 
(Jönsson, 2013, p .47). One cannot be sure that, for example, the objective to 



 

25 
 

“work on and make … improvements of”, which was used as an objective in the passage 

correction task was understood by all students as it was meant to be or even at all (Skolverket, 

2011). This discussion will be returned to below. 

To continue, there was however one factor, as could be seen in Table 4, which was related 

to the level of motivation among the students and this was their performance level on the 

tasks. The correlation between performance on a task and students' perceived motivation to 

engage in the activity were in eight cases of the total ten tasks statistically significant. The 

correlation coefficients between performance and motivation showed that a positive 

relationship between the two did exist. Higher performance scores were echoed in a higher 

perceived motivation for the task and vice versa. However, the correlation coefficients were 

not strong but rather medium or weak pointing to other variables also affecting motivation 

and performance scores. 

In the light of this one does well to remember that there may be several explanations for 

the presence or absence of motivation, some of which may be dependent on the view held by 

the researcher (Ahl, 2004, p. 13). Still, in the context of this study, what is of interest is that 

student motivation is partly correlated with performance and partly with other variables. 

Having said this, it can perhaps be argued that students' self-efficacy or, as it is put by Giota, 

their “sense of capacity” [translation mine] in relation to the tasks may affect their perceived 

motivation to do them (2002, p. 286). Hence, students who felt they were well equipped to 

succeed on a given task may well have felt more motivated to perform. Likewise, if the 

“likelihood of failure” [translation mine] is deemed too large a person may decide that the 

probable outcome would be too painful and in order to protect him- or herself from it, would 

choose not to partake or would not commit completely to the task (Jenner, 2004, p. 49) This is 

further discussed, in a different context, by Giota when she refers to students' “coping” 

measures and whereby, “to protect their self-esteem, students with difficulties in school, 

abandon their motivation to learn” [translation mines]
 
(2002, p. 284). This may, at least in 

part, act as a probable reason to the correlation between motivation and performance seen in 

this work. 

Still, it was noted that the correlation coefficients pointed to a relationship that was weak, 

meaning that other variables may influence both performance and motivation. One such 

variable could reasonably be the students' understanding of the purpose of the task and where 

this was hypothesised to act as augmentation of motivation
 
(Giota, 2002, p. 297; Jönsson, 

2013, p. 53). A correlation test between the variables understanding (question 1) and 

motivation (question 2) did not, however, produce any indication that there was a statistically 
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significant relationship on more than two tasks (vocabulary A and reading 2 A). In addition, 

since the A versions of the tasks were the versions where students were not given an 

explanation of the objectives beforehand this, perhaps further, firmly establishes the above 

conclusion that being given an explanation of the purpose did not motivate students to engage 

in the activities more than they normally would. 

This leads to the connection this work has to formative assessment, namely that of sharing 

of objectives and criteria. The clarification and sharing of assessment goals and criteria with 

students is one of the key aspects of formative assessment (Black et al., 2003, p. 31; Wiliam, 

n.d.). One may question why there was no evident change in students' responses to and 

performance on the B-version tasks where they were given an explanation of the objectives, in 

relation to the A version where they were not. As was mentioned above, explaining the 

objectives of a task does not necessarily mean that the students comprehend the meaning of 

them and that they can connect these to their own learning. Drawing on Jönsson's discussion 

on communicating goals and criteria, it can then be argued that when sharing objectives or 

goals or any kind of criteria for an task with the students, simply stating the goals is not 

enough. In order for the students to be able to comprehend and assimilate these, the 

explanation has to be given in way that generates a real and full understanding of them
 

(Jönsson, 2013, pp. 46-47).  

According to Jönsson, this is partly due to that there is a deviation in the discourses used 

by teachers and students. An objective or criterion that is perfectly understandable to a teacher 

may be completely incomprehensible to a student simply because the student and the teacher 

are operating in different discourses
 
(Jönsson, 2013, pp. 46-47). In the context of this study, 

this would then mean that when explaining that the purpose of a task, for example, is to 

practice listening for general understanding; the understanding the teacher has of this 

objective is connected to a professional discourse. The students however, operating in another 

discourse, find this objective hard to relate to and understand. A student's description of an 

objective such as 'bearbeta och förbättra texter' (working with texts to make improvements to 

them) might sound completely different such as simply re-writing a text or finding the faults 

in a text. Neither of these are of course wrong but they miss the main point, that it is the 

process of working with texts, evaluating them continuously and making improvements to 

them, that is the core of the objective.  

In fact, if one goes back to Giota's discussion on making goals relevant to students on a 

personal level, and the objectives the teacher is sharing with the students are not understood it 

is unlikely that students make this connection and make the goals their own
 
(2002, p. 297). 
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Mastery goal-setting may promote motivation but if these goals are perceived by the students 

as being performance goals rather than learning goals this can in return have a negative effect 

on their inner motivation or mastery orientation
 
(Giota, 2002, p. 299; Oxford & Shearin, 1994, 

p 22). It has also been put forth by Özgür and Griffiths that external goals promoting extrinsic 

motivation can affect students’ performance negatively (2013, p. 1111). Although, it should 

be mentioned here that when presenting the tasks to the students in the study it was 

continuously stressed that the tasks were not tests of their performance, but should be seen as 

practice and that it was their learning that was in focus. Along the same lines, Sadler has 

pointed out that a goal cannot affect performance unless the student claims it as his or her 

own. He thus continues by stating that goals that are not made internal but simply remain as 

appointed by the teacher may cause a student to “ignore or reject an external goal, in which 

case it is likely to have little if any effect on achievement”
 
(Sadler, 1989, p. 129). Hence, it is 

not until extrinsically motivated goals are integrated and accepted by students on a personal 

level that they can be truly valuable for their learning and take on the beneficial qualities of 

intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p 62). 

Rather than, as this study has shown, sharing objectives with students by stating them at 

the beginning of a task and thus having little effect on motivation or performance, what is 

suggested by Jönsson is that objectives and criteria are communicated to the students in a way 

that facilitates their full comprehension. By also giving authentic and transparent examples of 

these they become concrete and can be referred to on a personal level. If not, the discourse of 

criteria will remain alien to the students. Further, by giving the students concrete examples, 

the teacher can also make lucid the different levels of quality that the criteria refer to 

(Jönsson, 2013, pp. 47-48).  

This view is echoed in Wiliam's argument that not only must students know about and 

understand the criteria but they also need the conditions for understanding what quality within 

a certain subject means. In short, they need concrete examples of how criteria is materialised 

in a subject
 
(Wiliam, n.d.). Such a concrete example could be for the teacher to, when 

working with writing argumentative texts, print out several sample texts of different quality 

and let the students study and evaluate them in groups and with the teacher. It has been put, 

rather eloquently by Sadler that, “knowledge of the criteria is 'caught' through experience, not 

defined” and one might, in the light of this discussion, question whether an approach where 

the students in this study had been given time to discuss the objectives of each task 

beforehand and been given concrete examples with which to conceptualise these, had 
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produced different findings (1989, p. 135). However, the scope of such a study lies well 

beyond this particular project. 

 

6. Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study has aimed, by way of a quasi experimental study and a questionnaire, 

to investigate the potential effect that sharing the objectives of a task can have on students' 

performance and perception of it. Central to the project were questions concerning student 

performance, their motivation to engage in a task, their perception of the value of a task and 

their sense of learning. The main hypothesis was that by sharing the objectives of a task with 

the students, not only would they perform better but their motivation to engage in the task 

would increase. It was also hypothesised that the perceived value of the tasks and students 

perceptions of having learnt something by doing them would increase when given the 

objectives of it beforehand.  

Thus, this project is based on a research design that coupled a quasi-experimental approach 

and a survey design. The experiment, involving 50 students at a small school in a medium 

sized town, consisted of five pairs of tasks that were split into two versions, one A and one B 

version. There were two reading tasks, one listening comprehension activity, one vocabulary 

activity and one reading task. The tasks in each pair were virtually identical in that their 

outline was the same and only the subject matter differed. When distributed to the students, all 

B versions were accompanied by an explanation of the objectives of the task, that is, the 

purpose of it in terms of their learning. Instead, in the A versions the students were only told 

what kind of task it was and what they were going to do without being told of the purpose. In 

addition to this, together with each task, students were given a questionnaire to fill out that 

concerned their views on the core questions of the study, their perceptions of motivation, 

value and learning. 

There were limitations to the project which are worth mentioning and were in particular the 

external validity of the study is weak, partly because of its quasi-experimental design that 

meant that there had to be a experimental task and a control task rather than an experimental 

group and control group, and partly because there were only five pairs of tasks which in turn 

meant that two of them were given with explanations first and three without. An equal 

number of tasks presented with the A and the B versions first would have been desirable but 

was, due to time constraints, not possible. However, there is a certain amount of 

transferability to the findings of the study which is grounded in its high ecological validity. 
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The experiment can be said to reflect everyday teaching practice and is thus highly relevant 

and valuable for further research. There were also limitations to the data gathered through the 

questionnaires as, although they provide a large quantity of data, they do not give an in depth 

understanding of students' views. To have done interviews parallel to the questionnaires 

would have been desirable, but the time provided made this impossible. Further, as the study 

showed that students' performance, understanding, motivation and sense of value and learning 

did not improve with having the objectives explained it is also worth, for future research, to 

investigate whether this is due to the way that the objectives were presented to the students. It 

is indeed a limitation of the project that students were told but not allowed to penetrate the 

substance of the objectives. A research project where students are allowed time to both 

discuss the objectives with the teacher and are given concrete examples of these and the levels 

of quality they incorporate might give different results. 

On the one hand, when examining and comparing the performance results and the answers 

to the questionnaires for all the tasks it became clear that having been told the objectives 

beforehand made little, if any, difference to these. In fact, where there was a positive 

difference, there was also very often a negative one to offset it. Hence, the performance 

results for the A and the B versions only differed on the two reading tasks where one positive 

change on a B version was outweighed by a negative one on the A version. However, the 

performance results were somewhat compromised by the students not being told the tasks 

were to be done individually. Quite on contrary to what was hypothesised, in neither case did 

being told of the objectives of the tasks generate a greater demonstrated understanding of 

these. Moreover, when it came to motivation, the results echoed those of the performance 

findings and only two statistically significant differences in answers were found, with the B 

version getting a higher score on one occasion and the A version getting a higher on the other. 

On the other hand, there proved to be a correlation between student’s performance on the 

tasks and their motivation level which was, in turn, delved into by referring to Giota's notion 

of self-efficacy and Jenner's discussion of goal attainment and failure prospects (2002, p. 286; 

Jenner, 2004, pp. 43-44).  

In the light of the hypothesis of this study not being confirmed, a discussion followed that 

focused on there being a potential issue of separate teacher and student discourses that could 

inhibit students' deeper understanding of the objectives (Jönsson, 2013, pp. 46-47). Further, 

this was tied in with how, as a strategy of formative assessment, the sharing of objectives and 

criteria also requires these to be matched with concrete examples to be truly beneficial 

(Jönsson, 2013, p. 48; Wiliam, n.d.). It was hence concluded that in order for students to enjoy 



 

30 
 

the potential benefits that the understanding of objectives and purposes of tasks could give, 

such as, an increased inner motivation for schoolwork and achievement growth, they had to 

claim the objectives as their own. This however, will not be done by the teacher simply 

sharing the objectives of a task before it takes place but requires an ongoing effort to try and 

build up students' knowledge of and ability to use the objectives in their own work (Sadler, 

1989, p. 129). 
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8. Tables 

 

Table 1: External non-response reduction for each task. 

Table 2. Performance points on average. 

Table 3. Question 4 – How much do you feel that you have learnt from this task? 

Table 4. Question 1 answers – What was the purpose of this task? 

Table 5. Question 2 answers – How motivated did you feel to do this task? 

Table 6. Correlation values for question 1 and question 2 for all tasks. 

Table 7. Correlation between motivation and performance on all tasks. 

Table 8. Question 3 – How valuable was this task for your English language learning? 
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Appendix A: The tasks 

 

Reading task 1 – version A: 

The first reading task A version consisted of a text about the British school system called 

'Going to school in Britain'. In the text the British education system is described and 

information such as how many percent of children in Britain goes to private and state schools. 

The different levels of school are also described such as Primary School, Infant School and 

Secondary school. The text also deals with how in Britain, children must wear school 

uniforms and how the relationship between teachers and children is quite formal. After having 

read the text the students answered 14 questions concerning what they had read. Seven of 

these were multiple choice questions and seven were questions that required them to write a 

sentence as an answer. 

 

Reading task 1 – version B: 

The B version of the reading task 1 was a text about the British actor Rowan Atkinson, 

known to many as Mr. Bean. In the text, Atkinson's career is described from starting with 

when he wrote sketches with Richard Curtis in the 1970s up to when he became world 

famous with the show Black Adder and his perhaps most famous trademark character Mr. 

Bean. Apart from a brief description of the character of Mr. Bean, some of Atkinson's other 

acting roles are mentioned together with his appearance in a Boyzone music video. Fifteen 

questions, seven multiple choice and eight full sentence questions followed the text. 

 

Listening task – version A: 

The listening task A version was called 'Something's going on!' and consisted of twelve 

recorded dialogues taken from the national tests provided by the Swedish National Agency for 

Education. The task was to listen to the dialogues in which people talked about something or 

were doing something. The dialogues were numbered from one to twelve and the students 

were asked to mark the right alternative, out of 20, with the number of each of the dialogues. 

Before listening to the recording students were asked to read through the different 

alternatives. 
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Listening task – version B: 

The listening task version B was identical to the A version in design and called 'What's 

going on?' Students were asked to identify and mark with the corresponding number, which 

of the alternatives on a sheet of paper were spoken of in the dialogues. In the dialogues 

people were, again, doing or talking about something but the dialogues were different from 

the A version. The listening task B version with both the sheet to fill in and the recorded 

dialogues can be found on the official homepage of the University of Gothenburg, under 

the topic of the National Assessment Project, What's going on? 

(http://nafs.gu.se/prov_engelska/exempel_provuppgifter/engelska_ak9_exempeluppg). 

 

Vocabulary task – version A:  

 

Word Circle Suffixes 
Try to combine as many 

of the words in the circle 

with the two suffixes 

in the middle, as 

you can. 

Write the suffix  

after the  

words. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

regard 

bore 

cold 

star 

free 

rest 

end 

regular 

think 
wise 

popular 

help 

 

worth 

king 

leader 

laugh 

use 

care 

 

-dom 

-less 

http://nafs.gu.se/prov_engelska/exempel_provuppgifter/engelska_ak9_exempeluppg
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Vocabulary task – version B:  

 

Word Circle Prefixes 
Try to combine as many 

of the words in the circle 

with the two prefixes 

in the middle, as 

you can. 

Write the prefix  

in front of  

the word. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

regard 

behave 

agree 

loving 

place 

courage 

care 

arm 
treat 

glad 

appear 

 

free 

 

ability 

biotic 

may 

take 

lead 
belief 

mis- 

dis- 
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Passage correction task – version A: 

The passage correction task A version consisted of a short text about the authoress J.K. 

Rowling and her career and in which there were 18 grammatical faults. The grammatical 

faults were preposition use, spelling and article form and students were given one point for 

each correctly identified fault and one point if they could write the correction of the fault in 

the 'correct answer' column on the right. The total number of points was thus 36. 

 

Läs texten och stryk under alla fel du kan hitta. I kolumnen till höger skriver du det rätta 

svaret.    

J.K. Rowling  Rätt svar: 

The author off Harry Potter is called J.K. Rowling. J.K. Rowling is 

the pen name she uses as an writer. The J is to Joanne, her real first 

name, but she prefers too be called Jo. Apparently, people only call 

her Joanne when they are angry in her. The K is made up. Her 

publisher asked her too write using an name by two initials, but she 

didn’t have an middle name. Jo did an few different things before 

she struck upon the idea off write children’s books. She worked as 

an researcher and bilingual secretary by Amnesty International and 

as a English teacher in Portugal. The idea too the Harry Potter 

novels came from nowhere while she was at an train too London. 

She said, “The characters and situations came flooding into my 

head”. 

 

The original text can be found on the Famous People Lessons homepage. 

(http://www.famouspeoplelessons.com/j/jk_rowling.html).  

 

http://www.famouspeoplelessons.com/j/jk_rowling.html
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Passage correction task – version B: 

The passage correction task B version again consisted of a short text which like the A version 

contained 18 grammatical faults of the same type, preposition use, spelling and article form. 

The text was about the actress Angelina Jolie and her career. As in the A version, students 

were given one point for each correctly identified fault in the text and one point if they could 

provide the right answer in the 'right answer' column on the right, thus 36 was the total 

number of points. 

 

Läs texten och stryk under alla fel du kan hitta. I kolumnen till höger skriver du det rätta 

svaret.  

Angelina Jolie  Rätt svar: 

Angelina Jolie is a American actress, born in LA in 1976. She 

loved movies and started acting classes too follow her dream 

off movie stardom. She was a unruly girl and became an punk 

by dyed purple hair and tattoos. Her movie career took of in 

1997 and within an few years she had won a Oscar. Her 2001 

role for Lara Croft in the blockbuster Tomb Raider shot her too 

international fame but Angelina hasn’t limited her career too 

acting. She became involved in humanitarian work while 

filming in Cambodia. She is now an UN Goodwill 

Ambassador, visiting refugee camps in poor countries and has 

several times donated an large sum off money too help the 

plight off underprivileged people. You could say that she has 

effectively used her stardom too highlight world problems. 

 

The source of the text was the Famous People Lessons homepage. 

(http://www.famouspeoplelessons.com/a/angelina_jolie.html). 

 

 

http://www.famouspeoplelessons.com/a/angelina_jolie.html
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Reading task 2 – version A: 

The reading 2 task was constructed to let the students practice summarising a text. The 

Aversion text was about a goldfish beauty contest in China and students were asked, after 

having read it, to choose the best summary of the text. The text, which was retrieved from the 

News in Levels homepage, was slightly modified to suit the target group. The original text 

can be found on the News in Levels homepage 

(http://www.newsinlevels.com/products/goldfish-beauty-contest-level-3/).   

 

Read the text and choose the summary that you think fits the best. 

A beauty contest of a slightly different kind took place on Thursday, as around 10,000 exotic 

goldfish competed for the title of Miss Goldfish. Yes, you heard right! In Fuzhou, China, 

Panda Butterfly Tails, Pearl Scales with Red Crowns, as well as 10,000 other goldfish 

competed in 16 different classes. 

Breeders battled for a range of different titles; with the World Goldfish Queen crown the most 

popular category. 

The competition for Miss Goldfish is divided into five categories - features, colour, figure, 

swimming appearance and general impression. 

A goldfish with a curled tail fin and bright colours stood out among the 30 in the "red and 

white ranchu" category. Besides its magnificent figure, it apparently also swam beautifully. 

Goldfish originating from Fuzhou are often exported to Japan, Singapore and other countries 

around the world. 

 

Choose the best summary of the text above by putting a tick in one of the boxes. 

 

 

In Fuzhou, China a Miss 

Goldfish competition 

took place recently. 

Goldfish of different 

kinds competed in a 

number of classes, the 

most popular being the 

Goldfish Queen crown. 

The fish were judged on 

for example, colour and 

figure. The Fuzhou area 

is well known for 

goldfish breeding. 

  

In a beauty contest for 

10,000 goldfish in Fuzhou, 

China, the fish are judged 

on: features, colour, figure, 

swimming appearance and 

general impression. In 

order to win the fish have 

to be both beautiful and 

good swimmers. The Miss 

Goldfish is the most 

popular category of them 

all. There are 16 categories 

in total. 

  

The Chinese are very 

fond of their goldfish. 

Every year they have 

a competition where 

10,000 goldfish 

compete to see which 

one can swim the 

fastest. The winner 

gets the title of World 

Goldfish Queen. This 

year it was a fish in 

the category “red and 

white ranchu” that 

won. 

 

Reading task 2 – version B: 

http://www.newsinlevels.com/products/goldfish-beauty-contest-level-3/
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As with the A version, the B version of the reading 2 task was a short text which the students 

were asked to summarise by choosing the best summary. The text was about how big 

companies such as Apple and Facebook provide their female workers with the option of 

freezing their eggs for future fertilisation. The original text, which has been modified slightly, 

can be found on the News in Levels homepage 

(http://www.newsinlevels.com/products/facebook-can-freeze-women-eggs-level-31/). 

 

Read the text and choose the summary that you think fits the best. 

Technology companies Apple and Facebook are offering to help women employees delay 

pregnancy by having their eggs frozen. Facebook has been offering the service for its workers 

in the US since the start of this year and Apple will do the same from January 2015. Apple 

will pay both full and part time workers up to $20,000 for the procedure, and storage costs for 

female eggs. 

The company said in a statement they want to help their female employees to work longer and 

fertility doctors agree this is the right thing to do. 

“So egg freezing offers the opportunity to delay fertility until later in life and benefit from a 

younger egg. It's not dangerous, it doesn't affect future fertility but the cost is high”. But 

others have suggested the companies should instead focus on offering more freedom and 

support for new parents. 

 

Choose the best summary of the text above by putting a tick in one of the boxes. 
 

 

In 2015 Apple and 

Facebook will start 

freezing their female 

workers’ eggs. One of 

the biggest concerns of 

the companies is the 

cost. It is not only the 

operation that is 

expensive but storage 

costs as well. Female 

workers will be paid 

$20,000 in 

compensation. 

  

Freezing the eggs of your 

employees is not the way 

forward, companies Apple 

and Facebook say. It is 

very expensive and can be 

dangerous for women’s 

fertility. Instead they want 

to help new parents by 

supporting them, so that 

they can work and have a 

family at the same time. 

  

To help their female 

employees work for 

longer, Facebook and 

soon Apple, offer to 

freeze their female 

workers’ eggs. The 

operation is not 

dangerous but costs a 

lot. Some people 

think that new 

parents should be 

offered more support 

and freedom instead. 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B:  Questionnaire for Reading Task 1 

http://www.newsinlevels.com/products/facebook-can-freeze-women-eggs-level-31/
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1. Vad var syftet med den här uppgiften? Kryssa för alla alternativ som är rätt. 
 

      
Förstå 

huvudsakligt 

innehåll i 

texten 

Ordkunskap Visa förståelse 

genom att 

använda 

informationen 

Uttal Uppfatta 

detaljer  
i texten 

Förstå 

sammanhang 

 

 

  2. Hur motiverad kände du dig till att göra uppgiften? Sätt ett kryss på skalan. 
 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8  

Inte        Mycket 

alls         

 

 

  3. Hur värdefull var uppgiften för din engelskainlärning? 
 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8  

Inte          Mycket 

särskilt 

 

 

 4. Hur mycket känner du att du lärt dig av uppgiften? 
 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 

Inte        Mycket 

särskilt  

mycket 

  

 Vad är det viktigaste du lärt dig? ____________________________________________. 

 

 

 5. Hur rolig var uppgiften? 
|--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8  

Inte        Mycket 

alls  

 

  

 

Appendix C: Explanation of the objectives 

 

1. Reading activity 1: 
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Så, detta är en läsförståelseövning som består i att ni läser texten och svarar på frågorna till. 

Det finns två typer av frågor, dels flervalsfrågor och dels frågor där ni ska svara med en 

mening. 

Så, varför gör vi då detta? Jo, med den här uppgiften tränar vi på att dels förstå det 

huvudsakliga innehållet i en text, alltså att man förstår vad den handlar om. Vi övar på att 

uppfatta detaljer i texten och på att använda och redogöra för informationen genom att 

svara på frågorna. Ni tränar alltså på sådana läsförmågor som man använder då man till 

exempel läser en bok eller en tidningsartikel. 

 

Today you're going to read a text and answer some questions about it. There are multiple 

choice questions and also some questions where you have to answer with a whole sentence. 

So why are we going to do this? This activity lets you practice both understanding the main 

content and finding the details in a text, and then show your understanding by applying the 

information you have found when you answer the questions. These are some of the reading 

skills people use when they read a textbook or an article in a newspaper. 

 

2. The listening exercise: 

Så, detta är en hörförståelseövning där ni först lyssnar och sedan svarar på frågorna. Läs 

igenom frågorna innan vi börjar lyssna.  

Så, varför gör vi då detta? Med den här uppgiften tränar vi på att dels förstå det 

huvudsakliga innehållet men också på att uppfatta detaljer i talad engelska. Ni visar att ni 

förstår och kan använda och redogöra för informationen genom att svara på frågorna. 

Dessa lyssnings- eller hörförmågor som ni får träna på är sådana som man använder sig av då 

man till exempel tittar på ett TV-program, en film eller lyssnar på radio. 

 

So this is a listening comprehension exercise where you will listen to a recording and answer 

the questions. Please read the questions through before we start. 

So why are we going to do this? This activity lets you practice understanding the main 

content and finding details of spoken English. By applying the information and answering the 

questions you show your understanding of what you have heard. These are the listening skills 

people use when they listen, for example watch a TV program, a film or listen to the radio. 

 

3. Vocabulary activity: 
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Nu ska ni få göra en liten ordkunskapsövning där jag vill att ni ska para ihop prefixen i mitten 

med så många av orden i cirkeln som möjligt. 

Så varför gör vi då den här övningen? Jo med den här övningen får ni träna på att utöka 

ert ordförråd vilket också gör att ni tränar på att variera ert språk och dessutom tränar ni på 

att hitta sätt att förstå nya ord (alltså en strategi). Dessa färdigheter är jätteviktiga både för 

när ni ska skriva eller tala på engelska, exempelvis om ni behöver beskriva någonting för 

någon, men också när ni ska läsa eller lyssna på engelska som när ni exempelvis läser en bok 

eller ser på en film eller samtalar på engelska. Explaining the objectives of the vocabulary 

activity: 

 

Now you are going to be doing a vocabulary activity where I want you to put together as 

many of the words as you can with the prefixes in the middle.  

So why are we doing this? This activity lets you practise your vocabulary knowledge as 

well as how you can vary your language by learning new words. It also lets you practise 

finding a way to understand new words (i.e. a strategy). These skills are what people use 

when they write or speak English, for example if you need to explain something to someone 

in English, but they are also important for your understanding of spoken and written English, 

as for example in films, books or conversations. 

 

4. Reading activity 2: 

Nu ska ni få göra en läsförståelse där jag vill att ni läser texten och sedan väljer den 

sammanfattning av den som ni tycker passar in bäst. 

Så varför gör vi den här övningen? Jo, med den här uppgiften tränar vi på att läsa en text 

och förstå det huvudsakliga innehållet och på att använda och redogöra för informationen 

i texten. Vi övar dessutom på att sammanfatta en text. Ni tränar alltså på sådana läsförmågor 

som man använder då man till exempel läser en bok eller en tidningsartikel. Att kunna 

sammanfatta texter är också bra när man till exempel ska återberätta en historia eller 

någonting man läst. 

 

Now you are going to do a reading comprehension activity where I want you to read the text 

and then choose the summary that you think fits the best. 

So, why are we doing this activity? This activity partly lets you practice reading a text and 

understanding the main content and to show your understanding by applying the information 

in the text. We also practice summarising a text. What you practice are reading skills which 
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are used when for example reading book or a newspaper article. To summarise texts is also 

good when you, for example, want to retell a story or something you have read. 

 

5. The passage correction activity: 

Så, detta är en övning där ni ska få läsa en text som har ett antal fel i sig och där jag vill att ni 

ska hitta och rätta så många av dessa fel som möjligt. Ni läser igenom texten och stryker 

under de ord som är fel och sedan skriver ni rätt ord till höger om meningen. 

Så, vad varför gör vi då detta? Jo, med den här uppgiften tränar vi dels på grammatik. Vi 

övar också på att bearbeta texter och göra förbättringar av dem. 

 

Today you're going to read a text that has a number of grammatical faults in it. I want you to 

correct as many of these faults as you can. 

So why are we going to do this? This activity lets you practice grammar, working with a 

text to make improvements to it and These are some of the reading skills people use when 

they read a textbook or an article in a newspaper. 

 

 

 


