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Sammendrag 

Bakgrunn: I dagens informasjonssamfunn er det viktig for pedagoger og forskere å forstå 

hvordan elever lærer fra flere tekster hvis vi vil at de skal bli kritisk tenkende individer i et 

demokratisk samfunn. Mange studier har undersøkt den støttende effekten ulike 

oppgavetyper har for studenters leseforståelse av flere tekster (eks. Bråten & Strømsø 2009; 

Gil, Bråten, Vidal-Abarca, & Strømsø, 2010a, 2010b), men ingen studier i dag har undersøkt 

dette på lavere alderstrinn. Denne oppgaven sikter mot å bidra til det voksende 

forskningsfeltet om ulike oppgavetypers rolle i leseforståelse av flere tekster.  

Metode: Gjennom en kvantitativ studie, undersøkte jeg hvilken rolle ulike oppgavetyper 

hadde for 104 norske 7. klassingers leseforståelse av flere tekster samt deres forståelse av 

argumentasjon. Elevene i denne studien (1) leste tre tekster om bruk av hjemmelekser, (2) 

lagde enten en oppsummering av tekstene eller en argumenterende tekst, og (3) gjennomførte 

en leseforståelsestest basert på de tre tekstene de leste. To forskningsspørsmål ble formulert i 

forkant: 

Forskningsspørsmål 1: Kontrollert for leseferdigheter, er det en forskjell i leseforståelse av 

flere tekster for henholdsvis elever som lager et oppsummerende tankekart og skriver en 

oppsummering, og for elever som setter argumenter opp mot hverandre og skriver en 

argumenterende tekst?  

Forskningsspørsmål 2: Kontrollert for leseferdigheter, er det en forskjell i elevers forståelse 

av argumentasjon i flere tekster for henholdsvis elever som lager et oppsummerende 

tankekart og skriver en oppsummering, og for elever som setter argumenter opp mot 

hverandre og skriver en argumenterende tekst? 

For å svare på disse forskningsspørsmålene, ble signifikanstesting og regresjonsanalyse brukt. 

Resultater: Resultatene indikerte ingen statistisk signifikant forskjell mellom elevgruppene 

med de to oppgavetypene ved mål på leseforståelse av flere tekster mens leseferdigheter ble 

kontrollert for. Likevel var det slik at elever som arbeidet med argumenter og skrev en 

argumenterende tekst utviklet en mer sofistikert forståelse av argumentasjon enn det elevene 

som arbeidet med å oppsummere tekstene gjorde. Det var en statistisk signifikant støttende 

effekt av å arbeide med den argumenterende oppgaven ved forståelse av argumentasjon, selv 

når leseferdigheter ble kontrollert.  
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Abstract 

Background: In today’s information society, it is important for educators and researchers to 

understand how students learn from multiple texts if we wish that they shall become critically 

thinking individuals in a democratic society. Many studies have investigated the facilitative 

role task assignment or task instruction has in students’ reading comprehension of multiple 

texts (eg. Bråten & Strømsø 2009; Gil, Bråten, Vidal-Abarca, & Strømsø, 2010a, 2010b), yet 

no studies to date have done this at younger ages. This thesis aims to contribute to the 

growing body of research on the role of task assignment in multiple text comprehension. 

Method: Through a quantitative study, I investigated what role task assignment had in a 

sample of 104 Norwegian 7th graders’ multiple text comprehension and understanding of 

argumentation. In the present study, the students (1) read three texts on the use of homework, 

(2) created either a summative text or an argumentative essay, and (3) completed a measure 

of reading comprehension based on the texts. Two research questions were formulated: 

Research question 1: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in multiple text 

comprehension outcomes for students tasked to a fill a summative mind map and write a 

summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each other and write an 

argumentative essay? 

Research question 2: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in students’ 

understanding of argumentation in multiple texts for students tasked to fill a summative mind 

map and write a summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each other 

and write an argumentative essay? 

To answer these research questions, significance testing and regression analysis was used. 

Results: The results indicated that there was no statistically significant difference between 

the task assignment groups in multiple text comprehension outcomes when controlling for 

baseline reading abilities. However, students assigned to analyze argumentation and create 

argumentative essays developed a more sophisticated understanding of argumentation than 

students assigned to summarize the texts. There was a significant facilitative effect of being 

assigned to the argumentative task, even when controlling for reading abilities.  
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1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I first introduce multiple text comprehension and actualize its importance. 

Second, I introduce the background for the current thesis. Third, the scope and objectives of 

the current thesis are discussed. Fourth, this thesis’ research questions are formulated. Lastly, 

a theoretical model is presented as a framework for understanding of the present thesis and its 

study.  

1.1 Multiple Text Comprehension in The Information 

Society 

Because of the great abundance of information available in today’s society, it’s an imperative 

for educators to understand how students learn from multiple sources and multiple texts. 

Indeed, it is important that students at different levels of education learn literacy skills related 

to multiple source use (Rouet, 2006), as multiple sources open the window for integration of 

information, and can enrichen a reading experience. Even outside educational environments, 

students are met with multiple sources on an array of topics through newspapers, magazines 

or websites. Readers, particularly in digital environments, continually need to assess 

relevance of information, handle conflicting views and establish coherence when reading in 

both formal and informal learning situations (Cho & Afflerbach, 2017; Maier & Richter, 

2016). The emergence of the internet and its sometimes conflicting or even uncertain 

information from unreliable sources makes this issue even more apparent. If we wish that 

today’s students shall become critically thinking members of an information society, then 21st 

century literacy skills such as source evaluation, information integration, developing 

sophisticated epistemological beliefs and forming personal opinions on controversial topics 

are important for educators and researchers alike (Barzilai, Zohar, & Mor-Hagani, 2018; 

Ferguson & Bråten, 2013; Gil, Bråten, Vidal-Abarca, & Strømsø, 2010a).  
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1.2 Background – Multiple Text Comprehension and 

Task Assignment 

In order to support student’s development of 21st century literacy skills (Fry & Seely, 2011), 

we need extensive and critically evaluated knowledge concerning multiple text 

comprehension. Not only is this important for the development of literacy skills in students, 

but also for democratic participation through discussion and sophisticated argumentative 

skills. The ability to learn from and evaluate multiple sources on different topics, be it global 

warming or politics, should be a vital one if we wish for the future generations to solve 

problems and issues soon-to-be-faced.  

Within the educational context, research indicates that learning from multiple texts can 

promote construction of deeper and more sophisticated understanding of topics than single 

text-reading can offer (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Gil, Bråten, Vidal-Abarca, & Strømsø, 

2010b; Wiley & Voss, 1999). This is especially true for topics of relative controversy, such as 

the impact of global warming or the potential hazards of cell phone radiation. This may seem 

intuitive: the more information readily available for the reader, the greater the potential for 

learning. However, integrating information from multiple texts into a coherent understanding 

and conceptualization of a topic is not an easy task. Indeed, research indicates that students 

who are asked to read multiple texts to “get an overview” learn less than students whom are 

assigned a specific task instruction (Bråten & Strømsø, 2009). McNamara, Kintsch, Songer, 

and Kintsch (1996) demonstrated in their study of the interaction between text cohesiveness 

and students’ prior knowledge that a reading condition which made the process more effortful 

and demanding facilitated their reading comprehension. Accordingly, increasing the 

cognitive effort expended in text reading likely facilitates reading comprehension and open 

doors for rich learning experiences. 

The relationship between multiple text comprehension and task assignment is thus an 

important one, as specific tasks may facilitate deeper comprehension as suggested by a 

growing body of research (Bigot & Rouet, 2007; Maier & Richter, 2016; Stadtler, Scharrer, 

Skodzik, & Bromme, 2014; Wiley & Voss, 1999). It remains to be clarified what task 

assignment(s) best facilitates reading comprehension and understanding of argumentation in 

multiple texts, and this is the main background for the present thesis.  
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1.3 Scope and Objective of the Current Thesis 

The scope of the current thesis is largely driven by the existing literature on task assignment 

in multiple text comprehension and its somewhat inconsistent findings. It is first and foremost 

intended to supplement the existing research in this field. One of the strengths of this thesis is 

its quantitative study with great emphasize on investigating the difference of task assignment 

with high ecological validity (Cicourel, 1982). Indeed, the learning environment is an 

important factor to consider when designing research and evaluating a study’s external 

validity as there are good reasons to believe that simply altering students’ physical learning 

environment can affect their learning (Lippman, 2010). Thus, as one of the main objectives, 

this thesis is intended to extend our knowledge about the role of task assignment in multiple 

text reading through a quantitative study with solid ecological validity.  

There is a trend in research in psychology that the participants are undergraduate students at 

universities. This is a slightly concerning trend, because the external validity, as a result, will 

be somewhat limited, as is expressed by multiple researchers (eg. Bigot & Rouet, 2007, p. 

466; Gil et al., 2010a, p. 172). The study in the present thesis aims to extend our knowledge 

of task assignment in multiple text comprehension by studying its effect at younger ages. The 

participants in the present study were attending 7th grade, and were 11 or 12 years old. The 

reasoning behind this specific age group was twofold: theoretically and pedagogically 

funded. The theoretical reason is the apparent lack of research in the field of task assignment 

in multiple text comprehension at this age (Barzilai et al., 2018, p. 990). In order to fully 

understand multiple text comprehension and create theoretical models of it, it is important to 

fund our theories on a full range of students’ reading comprehension of multiple texts. The 

second, pedagogically oriented reason is that this is an important group to study, as students 

at this age are in an important developmental age where they are expected be more 

independent and mature. In Norway, 7th grade is the last year of elementary school (in 

Norwegian: barnetrinnet). After this, they are seen adolescents of which society is likely to 

expect more of, especially in terms of maturity and democratic participation, as expressed by 

the national curriculum (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training [UDIR], 

2013). Indeed, it is during adolescent years that membership of political parties for youths 

becomes an important topic for Norwegian adolescents (The Norwegian Directorate for 

Children, Youth and Family Affairs [BUFDIR], 2015). Thus, how students in this age group 

interact with and learn from multiple and conflicting texts, and in extension, develop 
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sophisticated argumentative skills is an important topic to gain extensive research-based 

knowledge about. 

1.4  Research Questions 

To create a focal point for the present thesis and its research, two research questions are 

asked: 

Research question 1: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in multiple text 

comprehension outcomes for students tasked to a fill a summative mind map and write a 

summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each other and write an 

argumentative essay?  

Research question 2: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in students’ 

understanding of argumentation in multiple texts for students either tasked to fill a summative 

mind map and write a summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each 

other and write an argumentative essay? 

To answer these research questions, I provide a theoretical framework which is relevant to 

understand multiple text comprehension as a phenomenon.  

1.5 Theoretical Framework - RESOLV 

The theoretical framework of this thesis is the RESOLV model as presented by Rouet, Britt, 

and Durik (2017). This is a theoretical model of multiple text comprehension which places 

emphasize on the reader’s contextual demands and resources as well as the reader’s 

understanding of task and reading goals (Strømsø, 2017). These are expressed as context 

model and task model.  

The point of departure for RESOLV (REading as problem SOLVing) is that readers always 

read in a specific context, and that they evaluate the social and physical context of the reading 

task prior to reading. In short, they evaluate the request or the need to read. This evaluation 

leads to the development of a mental model called context model. The context model includes 

any aspect found in the social and physical environment which the reader can access and 
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deems relevant for reading task, such as time for the task, different physical tools, books, 

teachers, peers, parents, etc. It should be noted that the RESOLV model assumes that this 

mental model is not constructed actively through systematic analysis. Instead, RESOLV 

assumes that the context model is relatively stable in most situations, and is more or less 

grounded in a quick, subjective representation of the immediate context. After the creation of 

a context model, RESOLV assumes that readers will create a task model based on the context 

model. While the task model is also a subjective, mental representation, the task model is 

highly dynamic and is regularly updated based on cues from the context model, interpretation 

of the request, task instruction, reading goals and detection and handling of obstacles. This 

task model creates and continually updates the reading goals and reading behaviors which 

will guide the reading process (Rouet et al., 2017). 

In short, RESOLV assumes that every reading situation is located in a context which affects 

how any given reader approaches the reading process. For the present thesis’ study, this is an 

important theoretical model. The introduction of a task assignment in a situation of multiple 

text reading in where a classroom study takes place will likely create new task models and 

possibly slightly revised context models. This is turn is likely to affect the reading 

comprehension of students. RESOLV thus provides a theoretical explanation for the situation 

and findings from this thesis’ research questions.  
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2 Reading Comprehension, Multiple 

Text Reading and Task Assignment 

In this chapter, I first introduce reading comprehension conceptually and theoretically. 

Second, I discuss the assessment of reading comprehension. Third, I discuss multiple text 

comprehension and how it extends reading comprehension of single texts. Fourth, I discuss 

the use of summarizing and argumentation as facilitative learning strategies. Fifth, I review 

the literature on summative- and argumentative task assignments in multiple text 

comprehension. Lastly, I present the current thesis’ research hypotheses grounded in the 

present literature review.  

2.1 Reading Comprehension and the Simple View of 

Reading 

Reading comprehension is fundamentally the outcome of a linguistic and constructive 

process in which the reader deciphers what some strings of graphemes should be interpreted 

as, and attribute or give this some meaning based on his/her word knowledge and prior 

knowledge (Bråten, 2007a, 2007b; Kintsch, 1998; Snow & RAND, 2002). It is a two-way 

interaction between a reader and a written segment where the reader both extracts and applies 

meaning to the text (Bråten, 2007a; Lyster, 2002, p. 38; Snow & RAND, 2002). One of the 

most widely used and accepted illustrative models of the reading process is the “Simple View 

of Reading” by Gough and Tunmer (1986); (Hoffman, 2017). In this model, reading 

comprehension is seen as a mathematical product of the two factors decoding and linguistic 

comprehension, as shown in the equation below. 

Reading Comprehension = Decoding × Linguistic Comprehension 

This view implies that successful reading comprehension cannot occur if either one of the 

two processes are equal to zero. Successful reading comprehension is thus an interaction 

between both decoding and linguistic comprehension. Decoding is based on the reader’s 

ability to connect graphemes (letters) to the correct phoneme (sound) so that each letter, and 

eventually multiple letters are correctly linked to their corresponding sound. As a process 

during reading, decoding is understood and defined as the process in which a reader 
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transforms an orthographic representation into its correct phonological representation (Landi, 

2013, p. 20).  

Whereas decoding is a process where the reader extracts and takes content from text, 

linguistic comprehension [LC] is the process in which the reader interprets and gives the 

extracted content meaning (Bråten, 2007a). As Gough and Tunmer (1986, p. 9) expresses on 

the nature of LC: “[…] the reader applies to the text exactly the same mechanisms which he 

or she would bring to bear on its spoken equivalent.” This implies that the process of LC is 

the same as listening comprehension in oral language, only that it is applied in written text 

after decoding. As such, successful LC is highly dependent on a wide array of components 

such as vocabulary, prior topic knowledge, grammatical skills and several cognitive- and 

metacognitive skills such as short- and long-term memory, monitoring and use of different 

reading strategies (Bråten, 2007a, 2007b; Landi, 2013; Lyster, 2002; Oakhill, Cain, 

McCarthy, & Nightingale, 2013). While there is an extensive body of literature in this field, 

for the purposes of this thesis, linguistic comprehension is here defined as a constructive 

process where the reader gives lexical information meaning funded on his/her knowledge 

(Snow & RAND, 2002).  

2.2 Assessing Reading Comprehension – 

Challenges and Measures 

Assessing reading comprehension is fundamentally based on the question “did you 

understand what you just read?” (Hoffman, 2017, p. 57). In the extension of this question, 

researchers and educators frequently ask questions and “quiz” students about the text in some 

way, asking them to “recall its gist or its major details, asking specific questions about its 

content and purpose, or insisting on an interpretation and critique of its message.” (Pearson & 

Cervetti, 2017, p. 13).  

While there are several challenges in assessing reading comprehension, there are two 

indicators of the construct we as researchers and educators, at the minimum, should assess. 

Leslie and Caldwell (2017, p. 221) advocates that assessment of reading comprehension 

“should include measures of understanding of the text” as well as measures of inferencing. In 

this view, there is an implicit argument that reading comprehension measures should tap into 

the reader’s local understanding of the text and the reader’s ability to make inferences both 



8 

 

within the text base and extended inferences to make use of the knowledge gained from 

reading in an extended context. 

Leslie and Caldwell (2017, p. 221) makes a distinction between two types of reading 

comprehension measures: selected response and constructed response. A selected response 

[SR], such as multiple-choice, is a measure where the reader chooses one (or more) answer(s) 

from a list of choices, while a constructed response [CR] is a measure where the reader freely 

constructs their answer based on some question or task. There are challenges with both these 

measures.  

A SR measure may be easy to administer and score for larger groups, but are subject of being 

a simple falsifying task where the reader disregard incorrect answers and narrow down their 

choices (Leslie & Caldwell, 2017, p. 221). As such, this could potentially only be tapping 

into another construct, such as falsifying ability or problem-solving skills, and not overall 

reading comprehension. Thus, one could reasonably argue that CR measures, such as open-

ended questions may be better fit to tap into reading comprehension, as students are prompted 

to construct answers based on their interpretation of the textual information (Leslie & 

Caldwell, 2017, p. 222). However, CR measures are more challenging to score reliably, and 

are also time consuming for both the reader and the researcher. In addition, this may only be 

a measure of the reader’s writing proficiency or expressive abilities, and not successful 

reading comprehension.  

2.2.1 Cloze-Test as a Measure of Reading Comprehension 

A cloze-test is a test designed to measure reading comprehension ability. In a cloze-test, the 

reader is met with a text passage with one or more sentences where one word is missing from 

the passage. The missing word is replaced by a blank field, rendering the sentence an 

incomplete and partially meaningless one. The reader’s job is to fill this blank field with a 

word, giving the sentence some meaning, which creates within-text cohesion. It should be 

noted that this process reflects the general theoretical definition of reading comprehension 

(Bråten, 2007a; Hoffman, 2017, p. 66; Kintsch, 1998; Snow & RAND, 2002).  

The use of cloze-tests as a measure of reading comprehension is somewhat controversial. As 

students read short passages and are prompted to “fill the gap”, an important criticism of the 

cloze tests is that it only taps into local comprehension (Carlisle & Rice, 2004, p. 535). That 
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is, students are only required to make sense of the current or local sentence, and are thus not 

required to make inferences between sentences. While cloze-tests may work as an assessment 

if one wishes to assess sensitivity to grammatical and semantic contexts, it may fail in tapping 

into the concept of deeper comprehension (Carlisle & Rice, 2004, p. 535). In addition, cloze-

test seem to be more reliant on the reader’s decoding skills than other question-based 

comprehension measures (Gellert & Elbro, 2013) or may even mainly tap into decoding skills 

(Nation & Snowling, 1997). At best, it seems to be measuring something related to reading 

ability, yet not comprehension.  

In contrast, Williams, Ari, and Santamaria (2011) found that cloze-tests correlate highly with 

a standardized reading comprehension subtest. In their study, they investigated two different 

variants of the cloze-test – open-ended and maze – as a valid measure of reading 

comprehension. The difference between the two variants is that an open-ended cloze-test 

gives the reader a blank to fill without providing options, while the maze cloze-test provides 

the reader with options to choose from to fill the blank. After controlling for verbal ability, 

Williams et al. (2011) found that college students’ score on the maze variant of the cloze-test 

was a better predictor for scores on the standardized reading comprehension measure than the 

open-ended cloze-test were for both struggling and non-struggling readers. While the 

correlation between the students’ scores on the open-ended cloze and the reading 

comprehension measure was moderately high (r = 0.52, p<0.01), the correlation between the 

maze cloze-test and reading comprehension measure was even higher (r = 0.68, p<0.01). 

They suggest that the maze variant of the cloze-test is better fit to measure reading 

comprehension because it taps into both decoding and fluency skills. In addition, the reader 

must access the meaning of several word choices and decide which one will create cohesion. 

The open-ended cloze-test, however, seems to create a greater strain on the reader’s lexical 

retrieval and long-term memory (especially for struggling readers), and may not be a global 

measure of comprehension, Williams et al. (2011) argue.  

In an extension of this, Gellert and Elbro (2013) convincingly argue that cloze tests may still 

be used as a valid and quick measure of comprehension. While some cloze tests have fixed-

ratio gaps, e.g. a gap every ninth word or even variably-spaced gaps, and may only tap into 

grammatical and semantic sensitivity, comprehension-demanding gaps with cohesive ties 

requires the reader to make inferences in the passages (Gellert & Elbro, 2013). Cohesive ties 

are defined as “a text device that makes texts cohere across sentences”, or in other words: A 
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word that will create coherence (Gellert & Elbro, 2013, p. 19). In their study, they found a 

high significant correlation (r = 0.84, p<0.001) between Danish adult reader’s score on a 

cloze comprehension test and scores on a “traditional” question-answering reading 

comprehension test. In sum, cloze-tests is a form of assessing reading abilities and are related 

to other more sophisticated reading comprehension measures.  

2.2.2 Multiple-Choice as a Measure of Reading Comprehension 

In multiple-choice tasks, the reader is asked questions about the text and is provided multiple 

answers to choose from. Thus, if the questions are made from a specific text, then correctly 

answering the multiple-choice question surely means that the reader has successfully 

comprehended the text. Leslie and Caldwell (2017, p. 221), as previously mentioned, argue 

that this inference about multiple-choice and reading comprehension is somewhat naïve.  

Multiple-choice items are a SR measure of reading comprehension, and is prone to the same 

negatives and positives it provides as a measure of reading comprehension. There are good 

reasons to question the ability of multiple-choice questions to measure deeper comprehension 

(Katz & Lautenschlager, 2001; Ozuru, Briner, Kurby, McNamara, & Mewhort, 2013), as 

previously discussed. However, there is a growing body of evidence that multiple-choice tests 

may nonetheless be used as a measure of both conceptual and inferential understanding of 

texts if the items are created properly (Haladyna, 2012). In a study of deep reading 

comprehension, Larusso et al. (2015) found that more sophisticated skills – namely academic 

language, perspective taking and complex reasoning – contributed to small, but significant 

variance of a multiple-choice reading comprehension measure. This supports the idea that, 

when appropriately designed, multiple-choice measures of reading comprehension are not a 

simple problem-solving task such as a falsifying task, but taps into more sophisticated skills.  

2.2.3 Options on Multiple-Choice 

When designing multiple-choice items in assessment, one of the several options on any given 

item will be the correct answer. The other options function as distractors; providing the 

reader with alternate answers which, ideally, may seem like correct answers. An important 

question to address in this regard is how many options a multiple-choice item should have. It 

may seem intuitive that the more options, and thus distractors a given item has, the more 
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difficult it will become, as any participant in probabilistic terms will on average attain a lower 

score. However, this simple inference does not seem to be true. Rodriguez (2005) conducted 

a meta-analysis of 56 independent trials with multiple-choice items, analyzing changes in 

difficulty and reliability for items ranging from two to five options. Change in reliability and 

item difficulty was also analyzed when the number of options were reduced. The main 

finding from the meta-analysis was that the optimal number of options a multiple-choice 

should have is three (one correct answer and two distractors). As Rodriguez (2005, p. 11) 

puts it, “Using more options does little to improve item and test score statistics and typically 

results in implausible distractors”. Another important argument he presents is that more 

content can be covered with 3-option items, as well as avoiding exposure of additional 

aspects of the content with the distractors.  

2.3 Multiple Text Comprehension and Assessment 

In multiple text reading, readers need to pay attention to several aspects of the reading 

process, more so than when reading a single text (Bråten & Strømsø, 2007). One of these, 

which has received much attention in research, is when multiple texts contain conflicting or 

contradictory information (eg. Gil et al., 2010a, 2010b; Maier & Richter, 2016). When met 

with this conflict, readers need to resolve this in order to uphold and maintain 

comprehension. This is usually done through sourcing (Braasch & Bråten, 2017), which is a 

process where the reader investigates the authors of the texts (or lack thereof) to evaluate the 

trustworthiness of the claims in the texts. In an extension to this, much research has 

investigated the effect of readers’ beliefs about knowledge and knowing, that is, the role of 

epistemic knowledge in multiple text comprehension (Bråten & Strømsø, 2009; Ferguson & 

Bråten, 2013). In short, studies of this kind find that readers with sophisticated epistemology, 

meaning a view that knowledge is tentative and prone to change (Ferguson & Bråten, 2013; 

Gil et al., 2010b) have greater benefit from multiple text reading. While there are challenges 

related to handling conflicting information, another important aspect in multiple text reading 

is the reader’s ability to integrate and synthesize information from different texts (Bråten & 

Strømsø, 2007). The process of integrating information from multiple sources can lead to a 

better and more sophisticated understanding of the topic at hand as opposed to when reading 

the same contents in a single text (Rouet, 2006).  
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Measurements of multiple text comprehension should therefore be attentive to and assess 

these aspects. Wiley, Jaeger, and Griffin (2018, p. 344) present in their review of research on 

instructional conditions in multiple text comprehension that the primary dependent variables 

in research on multiple text comprehension usually are the quality of participants’ written 

responses and performance on tests of comprehension. In addition, variables such as use of 

sourcing, source evaluation, and content integration/synthesis are also important in assessing 

multiple text comprehension, as these processes, while somewhat existent in single text 

comprehension, are especially evident in successful comprehension of multiple texts 

(Braasch & Bråten, 2017; Wiley et al., 2009; Wiley et al., 2018). 

2.4 Summarizing and Argumentation 

There are good reasons to assume that conditions which make reading more effortful and 

demanding promotes understanding of text content (Bråten & Strømsø, 2009; McDaniel, 

Donnelly, & Levin, 1996; McNamara et al., 1996). Thus, assigning students to different task 

instructions is a widely used facilitator for learning from texts. Among the most common task 

assignments in research on multiple text comprehension are the tasks of writing an 

argumentative essay justifying one’s view on the topic and writing a summary of the texts 

(Barzilai et al., 2018, p. 985). In the following sections, I review why and how both of these 

tasks can facilitate reading comprehension of multiple texts.  

2.4.1 Summarizing Text 

When summarizing text, the reader attempts to extract the contents of the text which he/she 

perceives as the most important, and succinctly write out a summary as a short text with the 

main contents of the text. It should be noted that this reflects the definition of reading 

comprehension (Snow & RAND, 2002), already making a strong argument for its potential 

facilitative effect. Creating a summary of multiple texts challenges the reader to construct a 

conceptual representation of the contents of the texts. Britt and Sommer (2004) found through 

two experiments with 26 undergraduate students that tasking students to summarize in-

between the reading of multiple texts facilitated their general understanding of the texts as 

opposed when students were not tasked to take a “summative break” between the reading of 

two texts. From these results, Britt and Sommer (2004, pp. 332-333) suggest that when 
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readers create a coherent, well-structured model of texts through summation, they will 

improve on recall of the contents and can search their representations of the texts later when 

constructing a general understanding of them. According to Wade-Stein and Kintsch (2004, 

p. 335), there is a great payoff in summarizing text because it constructs a well-connected 

memory representation which the reader can later access. However, the process of 

summarizing text is prone to students borrowing and paraphrasing sentences directly from 

text, without integrating it with their prior knowledge (Kintsch, 1998; Wiley & Voss, 1999). 

An effective skim-and-search strategy may be sufficient to create a summary (Diakidoy, 

Ioannou, & Christodoulou, 2017, p. 1874). The transformation of knowledge may be 

somewhat superficial, and writing a summary may not be as effortful and comprehension-

supporting if students paraphrase sentences and reproduce isolated pieces of information.  

2.4.2 Argumentation and Creating Argumentative Text 

While argumentation may be associated with politician-like rebuttals and heated discussions, 

it is in this field understood as an academic skill which can facilitate learning (Andriessen & 

Baker, 2014; Taylor, Lawrence, Connor, & Snow, 2019). It is a dynamic process in which 

arguments are presented, supported and exchanged to create a coherent and more 

sophisticated understanding of others’ viewpoints of topics. Argumentative reasoning is 

therefore a vital academic skill, as it is closely related to critical thinking and thus 

participation in a democratic society (Iordanou, Kendeou, & Beker, 2016; Kuhn, 2005). As 

such, there is no surprise that creating an argumentative essay as a task instruction in schools 

and research is something which would positively affect reading comprehension.  

The argument schema theory may provide important explanations as to why this is. 

Reznitskaya et al. (2001, p. 158) define an argument schema as “an abstract knowledge 

structure that represents extended stretches of argumentative discourse”. An argument 

schema thus facilitates retrieval of argument-related information, construction of arguments, 

provides a basis for anticipating objections and rebuttals, and allows one to discover flaws in 

own and others’ argumentation. Reznitskaya et al. (2001, p. 158) argue that an indication of 

students’ argument schema would be their ability to “use argument skills in varied contexts 

and communicative modes”. The construction of an argument schema likely facilitates 

students’ reading comprehension of texts because the schema allows a complex interaction 
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between a constructed mental model of the text and their understanding of arguments to 

scaffold reading comprehension.  

When writing an argumentative text, the student attempts to express and justify his/her view 

on some topic. However, students writing arguments are prone to a myside bias (Wolfe & 

Britt, 2008), which is a tendency to exclude argumentation from the opposing view. This 

limits the students’ ability to acknowledge and understand the opposing view, and in turn 

limits their potential learning outcome from argumentation. Nonetheless, argumentative texts 

can promote a fuller, coherent understanding of some topic. This presupposes that the student 

is able to acknowledge and appreciate different perspectives. As such, there is a need to 

understand what qualitative types of arguments that can promote multiple text 

comprehension. 

In Kuhn and Crowell (2011), a coding scheme was used to evaluate the quality of sixth 

graders’ arguments in a longitudinal intervention study. In this coding scheme, arguments are 

classified in four different categories: non-argument (irrelevant or repetitive information), 

own-side only (includes only positive about favored position), dual-perspective (includes 

negative about the opposing position), and integrative perspective (includes negative about 

favored position or positive about opposing position). In terms of argumentative reasoning, 

the dual-perspective and integrative perspective are the arguments which likely facilitates 

understanding of topics, as they contribute to a more complete understanding with different 

views (Taylor et al., 2019).  

In support of this claim, Rydland and Grøver (2018) investigated the role of argumentative 

peer discussions on reading comprehension in an observational study of 102 Norwegian 5th 

graders. In their study, the students read three texts on the topic of global warming and then 

completed a measure of reading comprehension. After this, the students were engaged in peer 

discussions about global warming and the contents of the texts in small groups. Followed by 

these discussions, the students completed another comprehension measure. The findings, 

contrary to the authors’ hypothesis, displayed that the students did not improve on 

comprehension measures after the discussions. However, in a mixed-effect analysis, there 

were two types of talk moves which predicted significant variance on their comprehension 

outcomes: relevant arguments and counterarguments. As such, Rydland and Grøver (2018, p. 

13) conclude that peer discussions “characterized by a high degree of relevant arguments and 
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counterarguments (that opposed a peer’s position) appeared to support the development of 

participants’ comprehension of the text topic”.  

2.5 A Review of Task Assignment in Multiple Text 

Comprehension 

To facilitate reading comprehension of multiple texts, different task assignments are regularly 

used in education and research. In one of the earliest studies on task assignment in multiple 

text comprehension, Wiley and Voss (1999) investigated what role different task assignments 

had in 64 American undergraduate students’ understanding of multiple history texts. In their 

study, they examined the tasks of creating a narrative, a summary, an explanation or an 

argumentative text, and the impact these task assignments had on the students’ written texts 

and on three “learning measures”, which were a sentence verification task, an inference 

verification task and a principle identification task. They found that the students whom were 

assigned to the argumentative task produced essays with more causal inferences, greater 

integration and transformation in their texts than the students in the other task assignments. In 

addition, the students in the argumentative task assignment generally scored higher on the 

three “learning measures” than the other task assignment groups, although this difference was 

not always significant. A main finding from Wiley and Voss (1999) can be summarized in 

their own words: “[…] there is something special about the instruction to write an argument 

when reading multiple sources, which prompts readers to construct their own representation 

or situation model of the text contents.” (p. 306).  

Other studies also find a facilitative effect in using tasks in multiple text reading, yet not with 

the same results as the seminal work of Wiley and Voss (1999). In a study of three different 

task instructions in multiple text comprehension, Bråten and Strømsø (2009) found that 

education- and special education university students instructed to construct arguments or 

instructed to summarize the texts gained a better understanding of the topic (which was 

different aspects of climate change) than the students whom were asked to read to gain a 

general overview. However, there were no differences between the argumentative and 

summative task assignments in the students’ understanding of the texts. Interestingly, they 

found that the effect of task instruction was moderated by the reader’s epistemic beliefs, 

indicating that students with sophisticated epistemic beliefs had greater benefit from the 



16 

 

argumentative task assignment (Bråten & Strømsø, 2009). In the following, I discuss some of 

the inconsistent findings on the use of summation and argumentation as task assignments in 

multiple text reading.  

2.5.1 Summarizing as Task Assignment  

Creating a summary of multiple texts may facilitate students’ comprehension as it engages 

the student in a process of constructing a mental representational model of the texts (Wade-

Stein & Kintsch, 2004). As such, one might expect students to gain a better understanding of 

texts when tasked to summarize, especially for lower achieving students (Gil et al., 2010b, p. 

32). In their study of 53 Spanish undergraduate students, Gil et al. (2010b) compared the 

effects of a summative and argumentative task assignment when reading seven texts on 

global warming. Contradictory to their hypotheses, this study showed that the students in the 

summative condition outperformed the students in the argumentative condition on all three 

measures of reading comprehension. All differences between the conditions on these 

measures were statistically significant. More specifically, the students in the summative 

condition did better on measures of text recall, “deeper understanding of each single text, and 

the ability to draw inferences across texts” (Gil et al., 2010b, p. 60). In addition, in the text 

compositions, the students in the summative condition displayed more transformations of the 

texts’ ideas as well as more integration of information across the texts than the students in the 

argumentative condition.  

As these findings were in conflict with their hypotheses (Gil et al., 2010b, p. 37), they 

conducted a follow-up study with two experiments with 87 and 47 undergraduate students, 

respectively (Gil et al., 2010a). In the first experiment, they investigated the role task 

assignment had in comprehension of multiple texts, but with reduced workload (a reduction 

of seven to five texts) and, in turn, increased time to work more deeply with the texts. The 

task assignments were the same as their previous study, and again they hypothesized that 

students in the argument condition would outperform the students in the summative 

conditions on measures of text comprehension and in their written texts. This hypothesis, 

however, was refuted. Consistent with their previous study (Gil et al., 2010b), the students in 

the summative condition outperformed the students in the argumentative condition on both 

text comprehension measures and writing task measures. This finding from the first 

experiment, Gil et al. (2010a, p. 167) says, bolsters the assumption that the argumentative 
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task assignment is not optimal for everyone. It remained to examine what reader 

characteristics could moderate the effect of task assignment in multiple text comprehension.  

In the second experiment, Gil et al. (2010a) investigated whether the effect of task 

assignment on text comprehension could be moderated by the students’ prior knowledge on 

the topic. As such, they lectured the 47 participating students on the topic prior to the rest of 

the experiment. Half of the students were lectured with relevant information on the topic 

(which was climate change). The other half was also lectured on the same topic, but were 

provided with irrelevant information. The two student groups were then considered as 

students with high prior knowledge and low prior knowledge based on the lecture they were 

given. The results showed that there was a statistically significant interaction between prior 

knowledge and task assignment on the measures of text comprehension. High prior 

knowledge students whom were assigned to the argumentative condition had greater benefit 

from this task assignment than the high-knowledge students whom were assigned to the 

summative condition. Interestingly, this experiment indicated that while high-knowledge 

students benefited more from the argumentative condition, low-knowledge students may even 

be hindered or cognitively overwhelmed by the more complex argumentative task (Gil et al., 

2010a). This study sheds some light on what individual reader characteristics seem to affect 

the role of task assignment. As such, this research implies that if participants have low prior 

topic knowledge, then the summative task assignment may be best suited for students to 

acquire information about the contents of the text before concentrating on creating a personal 

opinion (Gil et al., 2010a, p. 171).  

2.5.2 Argumentation as Task Assignment 

While some studies have found that a summative task may be a better facilitator for reading 

comprehension of multiple texts (Gil et al., 2010a, 2010b), the majority of research in this 

field has found that an argumentative task promotes deeper comprehension and integration of 

multiple texts. The study from Wiley and Voss (1999) is likely the first to demonstrate that an 

argumentative task may promote deeper comprehension and more transformed knowledge 

than what a summative task can.  

Stadtler et al. (2014) investigated the role of task assignment (named reading goals in their 

study) in 198 German undergraduate students’ understanding of nine websites on a medical 
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controversy. The websites expressed different views on cholesterol. The three reading goals 

were presented prior to reading and were either to create (1) an argumentative text, (2) a 

summary or (3) a comprehensive list of keywords from the texts. On a measure of memory 

for conflicting information, the argumentative and summative condition scored significantly 

higher than the keyword condition. There was no significant difference between the 

argumentative and summative conditions on their recall of conflicts. However, in the student-

written essays, the argumentative condition group expressed higher degrees of understanding 

of the topic than the summative and keyword condition groups. The argumentative group 

reported conflicts in a more balanced, two-sided way, and also referenced more sources than 

the keyword group and the summative group. Interestingly, the summative group reported 

conflicts as more one-sided than their argumentative counterpart. As such, this study found 

that the students in the argumentative condition had a more sophisticated, two-sided 

understanding of the controversial topic, whereas the students in the summative condition 

(while able to recall conflicts equally well as the argumentative group), expressed the topic as 

more one-sided in their essays.  

In a similar vein, Maier and Richter (2016) examined the effect of task assignment (named 

reading tasks in their study) in 39 German undergraduate students’ allocation of reading 

resources when reading two texts on the potential radiation hazards of cell phones. In 

particular, they investigated how task assignment affected (1) the students’ time spent reading 

belief-consistent and belief-inconsistent texts, (2) their use of memorization strategies and (3) 

their active use of prior knowledge and epistemic evaluation of information in the texts 

(named strategic validation) through a think-aloud protocol. The results showed that the 

students in the summative task condition spent more time reading belief-consistent text and 

used more memorization strategies for the belief-consistent text. In contrast, the students in 

the argumentative condition allocated their resources in a more balanced way, as they spent 

about equal time reading belief-consistent and belief-inconsistent texts, and expressed more 

strategic evaluation than the summative group during the think-aloud protocol.  

Bigot and Rouet (2007) also found a facilitative effect of an argumentative task assignment 

(named writing task in their study). In their study, 65 French university students were given 

either a summative task or an argumentative task as they read seven hypertexts on multiple 

aspects of social influence. There were no statistically significant differences between the two 

task assignments on a comprehension questionnaire, but the groups differed in their written 
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texts. While the students in the summative task produced texts with more paraphrases 

(borrowed ideas) and included more temporal connectives, the students in the argumentative 

task produced texts with more transformed ideas and causal connectives. This finding 

supports the assumption that an argumentative task assignment may foster deeper 

comprehension as measured by the student-produced texts.  

2.6 Research Hypotheses 

While the two studies from Gil et al. (2010a, 2010b) questions the facilitative effect an 

argumentative task may have on multiple text comprehension, there is still a considerable 

bulk of research which supports the use of an argumentative task assignment in favor of a 

summative task assignment (Bigot & Rouet, 2007; Maier & Richter, 2016; Stadtler et al., 

2014). From a theoretical and cognitive view (Reznitskaya et al., 2001), an argumentative 

task arguably demands a greater amount of cognitive effort from students than what a 

summative task does. Research has consistently demonstrated that conditions which make 

reading more effortful and demanding facilitates students’ reading comprehension (McDaniel 

et al., 1996; McNamara et al., 1996). Thus, the two research hypotheses formulated here are 

grounded in present literature review, and are as follows:  

Hypothesis 1: Students whom are assigned to analyze arguments and creating argumentative 

essays will attain higher scores on measure of multiple text comprehension than students 

whom are assigned to summarize and create summaries. 

Hypothesis 2: Students whom are assigned to analyze arguments and creating argumentative 

essays will gain a more sophisticated understanding of argumentation than students whom are 

assigned to summarize and create summaries.  

To test these hypotheses, I introduce the present thesis’ study: a quantitative study of the 

facilitative effect of task assignment in students’ understanding of argumentation in multiple 

texts.  



20 

 

3 Present Study – LUFT [Norwegian: 

LæringsUtbytte av Flere Tekster] 

In this chapter, I first provide a general overview of the study “LUFT” and my interactions 

with the participating schools. Second, I present and discuss the material used in the study 

including the design and development of it. Third, I discuss the implementation of the study. 

Lastly, I present a short analysis of reliability before explaining the methodological approach 

used to answer this thesis’ research questions. 

3.1 Methodology and Design – An Overview 

“LUFT” is an acronym to the Norwegian line “LæringsUtbytte av Flere Tekster”, and can be 

translated as “Learning Outcome of Multiple Texts” in English. The study LUFT was a 

quantitative, semi-randomized and quasi-experimental study with a design-based research 

model (Bell, 2004; Bryman, 2016, pp. 50, 149; Lund, 2012). Two different schools 

participated in the study, and will be referred to as “West school” and “East school” simply 

named after their geographical location in relation to each other. A total of 104 students 

participated in the study. Figure 1 provides an illustration of the study. Figure 2 provides an 

illustration of the timeframe of the study. The project was approved to be in concordance 

with privacy policies by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data [NSD] (see Appendix A).  

Figure 1. An overview of the present study LUFT, divided in three phases.  
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Figure 2. The timeframe of the present study LUFT, from November 2018 through April 2019. 

 

To answer the research questions in this thesis, a quantitative research approach was adopted. 

In order to investigate the effect of some intervention or experiment, a control group is often 

used in research. Whilst one could make the argument that summarizing texts is a common 

learning strategy in schools, and that it could be seen as a “pseudo control group”, the amount 

of cognitive resources invested in summarizing and integrating information from multiple 

texts (Braasch, McCabe, & Daniel, 2016; Wade-Stein & Kintsch, 2004) implies that this is 

not a working control group. A proper control group within this design would be a group of 

students receiving few or even somewhat vague instructions when reading multiple texts, 

such as to “read to get an overview” (Bråten & Strømsø, 2009). While a control group like 

this would give insights on the differences between vague task assignments and facilitative, 

specific task assignments, this was not the aim of the present study.  

3.1.1 Interactions with Participating Schools  

Before the implementation of the study, I had regular contact with the two schools to ensure 

their interest and participation, as well as to discuss other issues. Meetings were scheduled to 

discuss several practical and methodological issues concerning special education, topic of the 

texts, time use, and length of the material to name a few. During these discussions, a great 

amount of constructive feedback resulted in revision of several components of the study. The 

reasoning for this was twofold. The first being to involve the teachers further in the project; 

ensuring their influence and a sense of “ownership”. The second reason was to address 

different practical and pedagogical concerns, strengthening the ecological validity of the 

study.  
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One of the important outcomes from these discussions was that the pre-test of this study was 

administered a few days prior to the rest of the study as suggested by one of the teachers, as 

the entirety of the study was too lengthy to fit into one class. Both schools were familiar with 

the format of the pre-test in this study, and expressed that implementing the first phase of this 

study without me would be little trouble. Another outcome from a discussion with the West 

school was that the three texts used in the study were made available digitally so that the 

students could read them on their iPads, which was a daily practice at this school.  

3.1.2 Controlling for Baseline Differences – Pre-test and 

Randomization 

To control for baseline differences in reading abilities, two measures were taken. The first 

was the implementation of a pre-test, which was a cloze-test. This was used as a test of 

reading abilities (see section 3.3). The other measure was a randomization of task assignment. 

This was done in two different ways. At the East school, the teachers split the class in half 

based on the students’ last names, and assigned each half with either the summative task or 

the argumentative task. At the West school, the task assignments were physically handed out 

alternately during data collection, so that every other student would receive the summative 

task (and vice versa). While neither of these processes are true randomization processes 

(Bryman, 2016, pp. 45-46), they are nonetheless forms of randomization that control for 

unobserved baseline differences, and serves the purpose of establishing a basis for making 

causal inferences based on treatment condition’s/task assignment’s effect on reading 

comprehension measures.  

3.2 Recruitment 

In this section, I elaborate on how participating schools, parents/guardians and students were 

recruited to the study.  

3.2.1 Recruiting and Informing Schools 

To recruit schools for the current study, an email was sent to a few selected schools in the 

Oslo area (see Appendix B for email template). The contents of the email were ensured to 
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contain sufficient, yet not extensive information about myself as well as the background and 

scope of the study. After creating a first draft, a family member whom works as a teacher 

read through the email draft and provided with constructive feedback on the contents of the 

mail. The template was revised to be better fit towards a teacher’s perspective. The emails 

were sent out in December 2018.  

While there are many factors to consider when assessing reading comprehension (van den 

Broek & Espin, 2012), I opted for schools which would potentially have students with 

varying levels of socioeconomic status when selecting potential participating schools in an 

attempt to strengthen the external validity of the study. I also previously had personal contact 

with one of the schools which received the mail. The mail was sent to the main teachers of 

the 7th grade at the given school, as well as the principal and lecture inspector to assure the 

school management’s awareness of the ongoing study. A total of two schools replied to the 

email and responded with interest to participate in the study. A month after the two schools’ 

replies, an information flyer containing more in-depth information about the study was sent 

(see Appendix C) to give participating schools an overview of it.  

3.2.2 Recruiting and Informing Students and Parents/Guardians 

Because the participating students were under the age of 16, they could not legally give 

consent to participate in the study themselves. A parental/guardian consent was thus needed 

to use the different components from the study as data. A parental/guardian consent form 

containing information about the study was made based on the guidelines from NSD (2019). 

The informational consent form was mailed to the participating schools along with the 

information flyer mentioned above. The schools were asked to either send the consent form 

digitally or in a physical format to the parents/guardians of the students in the participating 7th 

grade classes. In total, 104 informed consents were given. See Appendix D for the 

informational consent form.  

3.3 Phase 1: Pre-test  

The cloze-test used in this study was a translated Norwegian version of the Passage 

Comprehension test within the Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement (Woodcock, 

McGrew & Mather, 2001) and can be found in Appendix E. The finalized version contained 
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24 items (passages), and each item had three options: One correct answer and two distractors. 

The pre-test was administered a few days before phase 2 & 3.  

Because the Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement is standardized, this implied that the 

reading passages would start at a very basic level of reading ability, as well as later passages 

would likely be too difficult for this study’s age group. Many of the early and later passages 

were thus removed for this reason. The pre-test was then piloted with a student whose age 

matched the age of the intended sample of this study. Based on the feedback from this 

student, the order of the passages was scrambled to avoid a point in which the upcoming 

passages would be too difficult. In addition, the pre-test at this point was far too long, and so 

many of the passages were removed. It was also revised to provide different answers from 

which the students could choose from, adapting the maze-format of cloze-tests (Williams et 

al., 2011). The distractors were made based on three different options. Some were made 

based on incorrect answers which students may give as expected from the manual of the 

Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement. Other distractors were made so that inserting them 

in the empty blank would complete the sentence grammatically, yet not create cohesion. The 

last type of distractor was simply being a distractor within the semantic field of the passage. 

After this revision, the pre-test was again piloted with two different students. Both of these 

piloting results indicated that the pre-test was difficult enough so that a ceiling-effect would 

be unlikely, as they attained scores of 20 and 22 out of a total of 24 points.  

 

3.4 Phase 2: Multiple Texts and Task Assignment 

In this section, I discuss the design, creation and revision of the texts the students would read 

as well as the task assignments which were used in phase 2 of this study.  

3.4.1 Multiple texts – Topic and Development 

Three texts were used in this study, and the final versions of them can be found in Appendix 

F. The topic of the texts used in this study was on the use of homework, which is a regularly 

debated topic in Norway. The three texts’ design were based on three newspaper articles, 

which all expressed different point of views on the topic. Author information was somewhat 
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altered so it would be comprehensible to the study’s sample. As they would be too lengthy to 

use in this study, about a third of each article was removed as it did not provide relevant 

information and arguments, or was likely too complex for this study’s sample. The shortened 

texts were then checked on readability through a Flesch-Kincaid readability test, which 

indicated a readability level suited for college level readers. After this, the texts were again 

significantly shortened and simplified: passive sentences were changed to actives, sentences 

were shortened and difficult terms were either explained or changed to an easier, yet similar 

term. After this revision, another readability test, “Lesbarhetsindeks” (Skriftlig, n. d.) was 

used. This readability test indicated that the texts were relatively easy to read. Information 

about the texts can be found in Figure 3 below.  

 

Figure 3. An overview of the text material.  

3.4.2 Task Assignments – Summarizing and Argumentation 

The argumentative task assignment was largely based on material used in a study by Taylor 

et al. (2019), and the summative task assignment was largely based on material used in 

Bernadowski, Greco, and Kolencik (2013). The design and layout of the task assignments 

was continually updated and revised based on feedback and discussions in a research team. 

The final versions of the task assignments can be found in Appendix G and H.   

The task assignments in this study were named “Writing Mission” or “Writing Task” (in 

Norwegian: “Skriveoppdrag”), and were presented as an authentic task where the students 

were asked to write either a summative text (a summary of the three texts) or an 

argumentative essay (a reader’s letter) to the editor of a Norwegian newspaper designed for 

children called “Aftenposten Junior”. In addition to the writing task based on their task 



26 

 

assignment, they were also given graphical organizers based on their task assignment. The 

summative group received a mind map where they were asked to summarize the three texts 

with own sentences or extracts from the texts so that the final mind map could be used as a 

scaffolding organizer for the summary they were asked to write. The argumentative group 

received an organizer in which they were asked to check a box for whether they wanted to 

argue for or against the use of homework, and boxes to fill with arguments supporting their 

view as well as counterarguments to their own arguments. As such, this organizer would 

prompt the students in this task assignment to be able to acknowledge and understand the 

opposing side of the debate (Taylor et al., 2019). In addition to the graphical organizer, this 

group was asked to write the argumentative essay in which they were to argue for their view 

using the organizer as a scaffolding aid. In both writing tasks, words with “summary” and 

“argument” as morphological root were often bolded so that the task assigned would be clear 

for the students.  

Minor changes regarding clearer wording and providing a text genre for the students were 

made to the task assignments between the data collection visits to the two schools. As one of 

the teachers at the East school expressed, it would be a clearer task for the students if they 

were given a specific genre (summary and reader’s letter to the editor) rather than “a 

summative text” or “an argumentative essay”. However, because the teachers of this school 

provided the students with a clear task information during phase 2 of the study, the changes 

made to the task assignments after data collection at the East School was unlikely to affect 

the outcome of the study.  

3.5 Phase 3: Post-test  

The post-test used in the present study was created based on the contents of the three texts, 

and included questions and different tasks regarding information and arguments from the 

three texts. The items were revised several times in tandem with the changes made to the 

three texts and feedback from piloting. All the items were created with the intention that no 

item could be correctly answered based on prior topic knowledge. The items required the 

students to be able to recall information about one or several of the texts, and to infer 

information and ideas from the texts to an extended context. The final version of the post-test 

used in this study can be found in Appendix I.  
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3.5.1 An Overview of the Items Used 

The finalized version of the post-test included (1) multiple-choice items, (2) a checklist-item 

where the students were asked to check boxes for arguments or ideas used in two or three of 

the texts, (3) cloze-like items where the students were asked to fill the blank with a missing 

word, and (4) an item where they were asked to draw lines between arguments used in the 

debate and the text where it either was or could have been used. As with the pre-test, some of 

the items in the post-test with multiple-choice had three options (two distractors and one 

correct answer) (Rodriguez, 2005), while other items had four options (three distractors and 

one correct answer). The multiple-choice items asked about general ideas and arguments 

from the texts as well as specific text-related ideas and arguments. All of the cloze-items 

were presented as arguments that were used in the texts, but with a missing word. There were 

four words to choose from for each cloze-item, and the distractors were made the same way 

as the cloze-items from the pre-test: either creating sentence coherence, yet not passage 

coherence, being within the same semantic range as the target word, or simply being 

grammatically, but not semantically correct.  

In total, six items could be linked to the first text, six items could be linked to the second text, 

four items could be linked to the third text, and five of the items required between-text 

integration of ideas and information.  

3.5.2 Integration Items 

Items requiring students to integrate information from multiple texts are important in 

assessing multiple text comprehension. As such, findings from items requiring integration of 

information from the texts used in this study are important to examine. One of these was a 

checklist-item which asked the students to check three boxes for arguments or ideas that were 

used in two or three of the texts they read. There were in total eleven boxes the students could 

check on this item. Three boxes were correct answers, while the remaining eight were 

distractors. The distractors contained either arguments or ideas that was used in only one of 

the texts, or other vaguely related educational ideas which none of the texts mentioned (eg. 

that homework should be done digitally).  
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Other items requiring integration asked for general ideas or synthesized views on the use of 

homework, such as what ideas the three texts all agree on to some degree. However, because 

the texts were somewhat short, there was a clear limitation to how many items that could be 

created which requiring integration. In total, five items from the post-test required an in-

between text integration of ideas and arguments.  

3.5.3 Item Requiring Understanding of Argumentation 

 An item which was particularly important in this study was the last item of the post-test. This 

item asked the students to draw lines between some arguments used in the texts to the text in 

which it was used. In addition, some of the arguments on this item was not explicitly used in 

the texts, but could reasonably be linked to one of the texts in the study if the students 

understood the texts’ view. Half of the arguments on this item was explicitly used in the texts, 

and the other half were arguments which were not explicitly used in the texts. Figure 4 

illustrates this item.  

 

 

 Figure 4. The item requiring students to link arguments to the correct text. 
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Not only would this item check the student’s understanding of the arguments from the texts, 

but it would also check for their ability to connect arguments to the viewpoints expressed in 

the texts which were not explicitly used. Thus, this item would also check the students’ 

ability to understand the different viewpoints expressed in the texts and what arguments 

could be used in these texts. Because some of the arguments they were asked to link were not 

explicitly used in the three texts, it is a fair assumption that this item in particular would tap 

into deeper comprehension than the other items, as it required the ability to understand 

nuances of viewpoints and the understanding of the texts as separate documents.  

3.5.4 Scoring of Items 

Each multiple-choice item as well as each cloze-item answered correctly were awarded with 

one point. At the checklist-item, one point was awarded for each correctly checked argument 

or idea, where the students could score up to three points. At the arguments-related item, half 

a point was awarded for each correct argument-to-text link, where they could score up to four 

points. The maximum amount of points a student could accumulate at the post-test was 27.  

3.6 Implementation  

To ensure that implementation went as intended, I attended in the lectures where the study 

took place. As expected, there were many questions and issues both teachers and students 

needed answered and addressed. During data collection, I had different roles at the schools. 

At the East School, the teachers and I agreed that they would still have the main teacher role 

while I was an assisting teacher. At the West School, the teachers thought it would be better 

for the implementation that I would be the main teacher while they would have the assisting 

role. 

Overall, the implementation went very well and as intended with little to no distractions that 

the nature of everyday classroom could provide. The students were instructed properly as to 

what the intention and course of the study was, as well as the contents of the task 

assignments. They were specifically instructed to get an overview of the writing task and 

what task they were assigned to before reading the three texts. In general, the students 

worked hard and were engaged in the task. As the students were reading and writing, I made 
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sure that all the students understood their task by regularly checking their progress and asking 

if they understood what they were asked to do. Before the post-test was administered, I made 

sure that the vast majority of the students were done with their writing tasks or at a minimum 

that every student had written some sentences for the summary/reader’s letter and filled most 

of their graphical organizer. 

3.7 Ethical Issues 

There are some ethical issues that needed to be addressed in the present study. First of all, 

students’ participation in this study was not to negatively affect their learning progression. As 

such, the topic of the texts used in this study were chosen so that they could cover the 

national curriculum’s goals of competency within two main school subjects: social sciences 

and Norwegian (see the Information flyer in Appendix C for a presentation and 

“justification” of this). Students’ special education was also an important topic, as intervening 

with or preventing students’ special education needs would be highly unethical. While there 

were few cases of students with special education needs, these students nonetheless received 

the assistance they would usually experience in a “normal” classroom lecture. For instance, 

one dyslexic student read the texts aloud with their teacher in another room, as this was the 

usual practice for text reading in that particular class. This was agreed upon prior to 

implementation. The last ethical issue was concerned with the anonymization of students’ 

names. Because the students were aware of the anonymization process of the study, a 

question that arose during data collection was why they had to write their names if they were 

anonymized. Before phase 2 of the study, I explicitly explained why so that there would be 

no misunderstanding of this.  

The study in its entirety was reported to NSD and was considered to be in concordance with 

privacy policies by NSD in February 2019 (see Appendix A).  
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3.8  Reliability Analysis of LUFT  

Reliability is a methodological concept “concerned with the question of whether the results of 

a study are repeatable” (Bryman, 2016, p. 41). A study with measures that are consistent over 

time and measures with indicators and items that converge and synthesize to grasp a construct 

should thus be seen as a study with high reliability. Conversely, a study with fluctuating and 

inconsistent measures which don’t converge on a construct can be seen as a study with low 

reliability. If a study can be replicated based on its “methodological recipe”, then it should be 

seen as a study with high reliability; it’s reliable over time (Bryman, 2016, pp. 156-157). A 

commonly used test for internal reliability in quantitative research is Cronbach’s Alpha. This 

test will compute a coefficient which describes the correlations between the indicators which 

are thought to be measuring a theoretical construct (Bryman, 2016, p. 158).  

An internal reliability test was done in the analysis software in IBM SPSS for the data in the 

present study for (1) the pre-test, (2) the post-test and also (3) the reliability of both 

combined. Cronbach’s Alpha for these can be found in Table 1.  

 

Table 1. Alpha coefficients of the different material used in LUFT. 

 

These coefficients are not high, with the reliability of the pre-test being the lowest of the 

three (α = 0.33). The reliability coefficient for the post-test was higher (α = 0.61). The 

reliability coefficient for both tests had a higher reliability (α = 0.67). I discuss these 

reliability coefficients later in section 5.4.  
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3.9 Methodological Approach and Analysis 

The methodological approach for this thesis is mainly centered around the quantitative data 

from its study LUFT. Here, I describe the analyses which is used to answer this thesis’ 

research question. The descriptive statistics, figures, distributions and statistical analyses 

were done in IBM SPSS, which is a statistical analysis software. The significance level used 

in these analyses is at p = 0.05.  

 

3.9.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics, as its name implies, is statistical information which are descriptive for 

the accumulated data. Depending on the different types of data one has, different descriptive 

statistics may be reported. However, it is normal to report measures such as means, median, 

standard deviations, frequencies and distribution of scores. These will be presented from the 

available data from the current study to illustrate simple findings.  

3.9.2 Answering Research Question 1 

To answer research question 1, “Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in 

multiple text comprehension outcomes for students tasked to a fill a summative mind map and 

write a summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each other and write an 

argumentative essay?”, independent samples (unrelated) t-test will be used. In short, an 

independent t-test is used to investigate whether differences on scores for two different 

groups on a variable might have occurred by chance. To control for reading abilities, an 

independent samples t-test is used on score on cloze-test (pre-test) for students with the 

summative and argumentative task assignment, regarding them as two independent groups. 

To examine whether there is a significant difference between the students with summative 

and argumentative task assignment on reading comprehension, an independent samples t-test 

will be used on their scores on the reading comprehension measure (post-test). In addition, an 

independent samples t-test will be conducted on the two task assignment groups’ mean scores 

for items which required integration.  
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3.9.3 Answering Research Question 2 

To answer research question 2, “Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in 

students’ understanding of argumentation in multiple texts for students either tasked to fill a 

summative mind map and write a summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up 

against each other and write an argumentative essay?”, three analyses will be used. The first 

analysis is an independent samples t-test which is used to examine whether there are 

differences between students assigned to the summative task and the argumentative task on 

the arguments-item as described above. The second analysis used is a regression analysis. 

Through the regression analysis, I examine whether or not task assignment is a significant 

predictor of score on the arguments-item controlling for reading abilities. While these 

analyses are sufficient to answer the second research question, I also conduct some 

supplementary analysis of a few student-produced texts from phase 2 of the study. In this 

analysis, a coding scheme used in Wiley and Voss (1996) and Bigot and Rouet (2007) will be 

used to examine the students’ ability to integrate and transform information as opposed to 

borrowing or paraphrasing information from the texts. In addition, to examine the 

sophistication of argumentation used in the argumentative essays, a coding scheme used by 

Taylor et al. (2019) and Kuhn and Crowell (2011) will be used. To present the analyzed 

student-produced texts, I translated them to English. I asked a fellow master’s student to 

examine my translation, checking if the original contents of the texts were preserved in the 

translation.  

3.9.4 Distribution of Samples 

Before any analyses, a comment on the sample sizes on the pre-test and post-test is in its 

place. There is an uneven distribution of the samples between pre-test and post-test. As 

previously mentioned, the pre-test was administered a few days before the implementation of 

phase 2 and 3 of this study. Some students who were not present during phase 1 may have 

been present during phase 2 and 3 (and vice versa), as is the nature of absence in schools. 

This meant that the study would be missing data on some students’ scores on either pre-test 

or post-test. While information about reading ability as measures by the pre-test is interesting 

data, reading comprehension measures from the post-test is in this study more important to 

answer the research questions. Students who had completed the pre-test but not the post-test 



34 

 

will thus be excluded from the data. In turn, this means that if a student was absent at the time 

the pre-test (phase 1) was administered, but present during data collection (phase 2 and 3), 

they will be included in the data. Hence, there is an uneven distribution of students at pre-test 

and post-test.  
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4 Results and Findings  

First, I present descriptive statistics. Second, I present two student-written texts. Third, I 

answer the first research question by controlling for baseline differences, and by investigating 

differences between the two task assignments on post-test score and on items requiring 

integration. Lastly, I answer the second research question by examining the role of task 

assignment in students’ scores on the arguments-item controlling for reading abilities.  

4.1 Descriptive Results 

Before answering the research questions using the analyses and data described above, I 

provide a descriptive overview of the collected data. 

4.1.1 Descriptive Results from the Pre-test 

The scores on the pre-test are illustrated as a histogram in Figure 5.  

Figure 5. Distribution of scores on the pre-test shown as a histogram.  
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The x-axis represents a total score of the pre-test while the y-axis represents the number of 

students whom attained said score. 99 students completed the pre-test. The scores ranged 

from 14 to 24 (M = 19.6, SD = 2.02). The skew of the distribution was -0.37 (SE = 0.24) and 

the kurtosis was 0.15 (SE = 0.48).  

4.1.2 Descriptive Results from the Post-test 

The scores on the post-test are illustrated as a histogram in Figure 6.  

Figure 6. Distribution of scores on post-test shown in a histogram, with bins of 1 point.  

 

The x-axis represents a total score on the post-test while the y-axis represents the number of 

students whom attained said score. The scores on the x-axis are binned, with each bin 

containing one whole point. While students could attain half points on the post-test, these are 

binned in Figure 3 for the sake of presentation. 104 students completed the post-test.  

The scores on the post-test range from 8.0 to 25.5 (M = 18.8, SD = 3.44). The skew of the 

distribution was -0.35 (SE = 0.24), and the kurtosis was 0.28 (SE = 0.47).  
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The correlation between students’ scores on pre-test and post-test was moderate (r = 0.414, 

p<0.000).  

4.2 Examples of Student-Written Texts 

To present the student-written texts in this thesis, I translated two original texts to English 

and asked a fellow master’s student to read the original and translated version to check if the 

ideas in the original texts were preserved in the translations. One specific word was changed 

in the translated texts after discussion. The texts illustrated here written by two students 

whom attained a score of 23 or higher on the post-test. The two texts illustrated here are not 

meant to be representative, but illustrative of the two task assignments’ written texts.  

Figure 8 illustrates an example of a student-written summary translated to English.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. A translated student-written summary.  

 

Figure 9 illustrates an example of a student-written argumentative essay translated to English.  

 

Figure 9. A translated student-written argumentative essay.  

Homework is a tool that makes you learn more. When you get homework, 

you need to solve it yourself in order to get a sense of mastery. Each student 

must therefore get homework at their level to get a good feeling. Homework 

is common for us today because it’s been a tradition. Homework is good. It’s 

important to develop good working habits early.  

Homework is a very helping part of school and can make children more independent. It helps 

children learn how to solve tasks alone which is important to know later in life. The homework 

debate is about being for or against homework, but I think that as long as one gets tasks that 

are tailored it’s important with homework. I think this because if you have homework that you 

master, then you get a sense of mastery and get accustomed to working independently. To me, 

it’s understandable that some are against homework because it takes up children’s spare time. 

Then I think one should receive a little less homework. Those who spend much time on 

homework every day don’t have homework that is tailored to them. What I have come up with 

and more is that we need homework, but homework that is tailored to the individual person.  
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4.3 Research Question 1: Controlling for reading 

abilities, is there a difference in multiple text 

comprehension outcomes for students tasked to a 

fill a summative mind map and write a summary, and 

for students tasked to set arguments up against 

each other and write an argumentative essay? 

To answer research question 1, I first conducted an independent samples t-test on the two task 

groups’ mean scores on the pre-test to control for reading abilities. After this, I conducted an 

independent samples t-test on the two task groups’ mean scores on the post-test and the 

scores on items requiring integration for the two groups.  

4.3.1 Testing for Baseline Differences – Controlling for Reading 

Abilities  

To test for baseline differences between the groups, I conducted an independent samples t-

test on the scores on pre-test for the two groups. Table 2 illustrates the group statistics on the 

pre-test.  

Table 2. Group statistics on score on pre-test. 

 

49 students whom were assigned the summative task and 50 students whom were assigned 

the argumentative task completed the pre-test. The mean of the summary group was 19.7 (SD 

= 1.91, SE = 0.27) and the mean of the argumentative group was 19.5 (SD = 2.13, SE = 

0.30). The independent samples t-test indicated no significant differences between the groups, 

t(97) = 0.43, p = 0.67. 
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4.3.2 Differences Between the Groups on Post-test Score 

Table 3 illustrates the group statistics for the two groups on post-test.  

Table 3. Group statistics on score on post-test. 

 

50 students whom were assigned the summative task and 54 students whom were assigned 

the argumentative task completed the post-test. The mean of the summary group was 18.7 

(SD = 3.03, SE = 0.43) and the mean of the argumentative group was 18.9 (SD = 3.81, SE = 

0.52). The independent samples t-test indicated no significant differences between the groups, 

t(102) = 0.41, p = 0.69, d = 0.08. 

Conducting a regression analysis with score on post-test as dependent variable did not change 

these results: task assignment was not a significant predictor when controlling for pre-test 

scores.  

4.3.3 – Differences Between the Groups on Items Requiring 

Integration 

To investigate whether there were differences between the groups on the ability to integrate 

information from the texts, I created a variable consisting of added scores on items from the 

post-test which required integration, and conducted an independent samples t-test on scores 

on this variable for the two groups. Table 4 illustrates the group statistics for the two groups 

on cumulative scores on items which required integration.  
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Table 4. Group statistics on score on items requiring integration.  

The scores on this variable ranged from 0 to 7, which were the lowest and highest attainable 

scores respectively. The mean for the summary group on this variable was 4.28 (SD = 1.34, 

SE = 0.19). The mean for the argumentative group on this variable was 4.59 (SD = 1.37, SE 

= 0.19). The independent samples t-test indicated no significant differences between the 

groups, t(102) = 1.18, p = 0.24.  

Conducting a regression analysis with score on items requiring integration as dependent 

variable did not change these results: task assignment was not a significant predictor when 

controlling for pre-test scores.  

4.4 Research Question 2: Controlling for reading 

abilities, is there a difference in students’ 

understanding of argumentation in multiple texts for 

students either tasked to fill a summative mind map 

and write a summary, and for students tasked to set 

arguments up against each other and write an 

argumentative essay? 

To answer research question 2, I conducted an independent samples t-test on the mean scores 

on the arguments-item for the two groups. In addition, I conducted a regression analysis to 

investigate the role of task assignment in understanding arguments controlling for reading 

abilities as measured by pre-test.  
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4.4.1 Differences Between the Groups on Arguments-item 

Table 5 illustrates the group statistics for the two groups for scores on the arguments-item. 

Table 5. Group statistics on scores on arguments-item.  

 

 

The scores on this item ranged from 0 to 4, which were the lowest and highest attainable 

scores respectively. The mean score for the summary group was 2.2 (SD = 0.99, SE = 0.14) 

and the mean score for the argumentative group was 2.62 (SD = 0.97, SE = 0.13). The 

independent samples t-test indicated significant difference between the groups, t(102) = 2.18, 

p = 0.031, d = 0.42.  

To illustrate this difference between the groups on this item, Figure 7 illustrates the scores on 

this item clustered on the two groups in a bar chart.  

Figure 7. A clustered bar chart illustrating scores on arguments-item based on task assignment. 
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In Figure 7, the x-axis represents the given score of a student on the arguments-item. The y-

axis represents the number of students whom attained said score. The red bars illustrate 

students in the argumentative task assignment. The blue bars illustrate students in the 

summative task assignment. From Figure 7, you can see a clear tendency where students in 

the argumentative task assignment had a higher score on this item than students in the 

summative task assignment.  

4.4.2 Investigating the Effect of Task Assignment on Understanding 

of Argumentation Controlling for Reading Abilities 

To explore the role task assignment had in understanding argumentation, controlling for 

reading abilities, I conducted a linear regression analysis. The regression analysis used score 

on the arguments-item as a dependent variable with task assignment and score on pre-test as 

independent variables. In the variable “Task assignment”, the students assigned the 

summative task were coded 0, while the students assigned the argumentative task were coded 

1. Table 6 illustrates the coefficients and their level of significance in this regression model.  

Table 6. Regression model with score on arguments-item as dependent variable. Coefficients for task 

assignment and score on pre-test. 

 

Explained variance (R squared) in the linear regression model in Table 6 was 0.13. The 

unstandardized coefficient for the constant was -0.59 (p = 0.54). Being assigned to the 

argumentative task assignment significantly predicted score on the arguments-item (β = 0.23, 

p = 0.018) even when controlling for score on pre-test. Not surprisingly, the score on pre-test 

also significantly predicted score on the arguments-item (β = 0.28, p = 0.004).  

 



43 

 

5 Discussion 

In this chapter, I discuss the central findings of the present study in relation to the available 

literature on the field. First, I discuss the findings from the quantitative data and suggest 

explanations for the findings. Second, I analyze two student-written texts from the summative 

and argumentative task to illustrate some differences and similarities of the groups. Third, I 

discuss the present study’s strengths. Lastly, I discuss some limitations of the study both 

methodologically and theoretically.  

5.1 Quantitative Results and Discussion 

In this section, I discuss the main findings from the quantitative data, which is the central data 

in this study.  

5.1.1 Examination of Descriptive Results 

The scores on pre-test are somewhat normally distributed, avoiding both a ceiling effect and a 

floor effect. Because the scores ranged from 14 to 24, and skew and kurtosis of the 

distribution was rather low ( -0.37 and 0.15, respectively), this indicates that the pre-test was 

sensitive enough to capture differences in the students’ reading abilities. Nonetheless, it 

should be noted that in probabilistic terms, any item on the pre-test awards 0.3 points. Thus, 

the normal-like distribution should be taken with a grain salt. The scores on the post-test are 

also somewhat normally distributed, ranging from 8.0 to 25.5. Particularly noteworthy is that 

no students achieved the highest score on this, which was 27 points.  

5.1.2 Research Question 1 

To answer research question 1, an independent samples t-test was conducted for differences 

between the two groups at scores on both pre-test and post-test. There were no significant 

differences between the two groups on the pre-test, indicating that the groups did not differ in 

baseline reading abilities. This suggests that the randomization of task assignment worked as 

intended. In extension, this means that any effect of the study had on post-test score can 

likely be attributed to the task assignments.  
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While there was a slight difference in mean scores on the post-test (favoring the 

argumentative group), this difference was not statistically significant. For summed scores on 

items which required integration, the argumentative group’s mean score (M = 4.59) was 

slightly higher than the summative group’s mean score (M = 4.28), but this difference was 

not significant (p = 0.24). The first research hypothesis, which predicted that students in the 

argumentative group would outperform the summative group on measures of reading 

comprehension, is thus refuted. There are a few possible explanations for this null finding 

which I discuss here. 

A likely explanation for the lack of differences lies in the task assignments. While they were 

designed to be clearly distinguishable, the nature of the topic used in this study may not favor 

either argumentation or summation as tasks to facilitate comprehension. Previous studies that 

investigate the role of task assignment in multiple text comprehension have more 

sophisticated and scientific topics, such as the effects of global warming (Bråten & Strømsø, 

2009; Gil et al., 2010a, 2010b) or understanding of a historical topic (Wiley & Voss, 1999). 

As the topic of the current study was on an educationally relevant topic which is often 

debated in Norway, the difference between the task assignments would be minimal: 

summarizing content (which were mainly arguments), and comparing and analyzing 

arguments are likely not distinguishable enough to contribute to a significant difference in 

reading comprehension outcomes.  

An extension of this can illustrate the explanation. Because this study weighted the use of 

“writing tasks” to facilitate reading comprehension, this may not have prompted a reading 

disposition with a task context, as one may predict using the RESOLV framework (Rouet et 

al., 2017). Instead, it may only have created a task prompting a specific skim-and-search 

strategy searching for arguments and rebuttals without evaluation of argumentation and 

comprehension of the texts (Diakidoy et al., 2017, p. 1874; Leslie & Caldwell, 2017, p. 221). 

Thus, the task assignments may not have differed in how students approached the texts, but 

only the way they solved a written task. Methodologically, this might have been solved by 

removing the writing tasks and graphical organizers. However, this would lower the 

ecological validity of the study as this would be further away from the students’ normal 

school day (Cicourel, 1982).  
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Another reasonable explanation is engraved in the post-test used in this study. While the 

distribution of scores might imply that it is sensitive enough to capture reading 

comprehension differences, it may not tap into deeper comprehension. In fact, one could 

make a fair argument in that it only measures text recall and not comprehension. One solution 

to this would be to score the student-written texts from the task assignments with scoring 

schemes, adopting the Constructed Response variant of reading comprehension assessment 

(Leslie & Caldwell, 2017, p. 221). A sensible objection to scoring the student texts is that this 

would favor students with higher writing abilities, and thus only measure how well a given 

student is at expressing themselves. While some qualitative analysis of the texts is done in 

section 5.2, this was not the main focus of this study.  

5.1.3 Research Question 2 

To answer research question 2, I conducted an independent samples t-test for differences 

between the groups on scores on an argument-specific item. The t-test indicated that there 

was a statistically significant difference (p = 0.031, d = 0.42), where the argumentative 

group’s mean score (M = 2.62) was higher than the summative group’s mean score (M = 

2.20).  

This finding can be explained by the previously discussed argument schema theory. The 

argument schema theory proposes that when students participate in collaborative reasoning, 

they gain a more sophisticated understanding of argumentation and are able to use arguments 

in other contexts (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). The argumentative task organizer used in this 

study tasked the students to take an integrated perspective of argumentation (Kuhn & 

Crowell, 2011; Taylor et al., 2019) and to justify their view on the topic, constructing a 

scenario very similar to that of collaborative reasoning (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). This, in 

turn scaffolded the construction of a more sophisticated argument schema for the students 

assigned the argumentative task than the students assigned the summative task.  

A more general, yet likely explanation of this finding is that the argumentative task created a 

task model (Rouet et al., 2017) which made the reading process more demanding and 

effortful. Research have previously demonstrated that creating reading tasks or situations 

which require greater cognitive effort from the reader facilitates their reading comprehension 

(eg. McNamara et al., 1996). The argumentative task assignment used in the present study 
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arguably demands more effort from the reader than the summative task, which in turn 

facilitated their understanding of argumentation. 

5.2 Supplementary Analyses of Student-Written 

Texts 

To elaborate on the findings used to answer research question 2, I conducted an analysis of 

six student-produced texts from students whom attained scores of 23 or more on the measure 

of reading comprehension. Three of the students were assigned the summative task and three 

were assigned the argumentative task. Other than these criteria, the texts were chosen 

randomly: I did not know what the students had written in their texts prior to choosing them. 

To analyze the texts, I used a coding scheme used in Wiley and Voss (1996) and Bigot and 

Rouet (2007). To analyze the sophistication of argumentation in the argumentative essays, I 

used a coding scheme used in Taylor et al. (2019) and Kuhn and Crowell (2011).  

5.2.1 Analysis of Summaries 

Figure 8 illustrates an example of a student-written summary translated to English.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. A translated student-written summary.  

As with other studies on task assignment in multiple text comprehension (Bigot & Rouet, 

2007; Wiley & Voss, 1999), the students writing a summary tended to paraphrase or copy 

sentences from the texts. As can be seen from Figure 8, one of the students wrote 

“Homework is common for us today because it’s been a tradition”, which is very much alike 

a sentence from one of the three texts in this study: “Today, we still have homework because 

it’s been a tradition”. In sum, the three student-written summaries contained eleven sentences 

which were borrowed or paraphrased from the texts. In addition, the cohesion of the 

summaries was quite weak, and sentences were fragmented and very little related to each 

Homework is a tool that makes you learn more. When you get homework, 

you need to solve it yourself in order to get a sense of mastery. Each 

student must therefore get homework at their level to get a good feeling. 

Homework is common for us today because it’s been a tradition. 

Homework is good. It’s important to develop good working habits early.  
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other, which the summary in Figure 8 illustrates. One of the summaries consisted of small 

summative paragraphs for each of the texts, without integrating information between the 

texts. This finding is consistent with the findings from the study of Bigot & Rouet (2007).  

5.2.2 Analysis of Argumentative Essays 

Figure 9 illustrates an example of a student-written argumentative essay translated to English.  

Figure 9. A translated student-written argumentative essay.  

 

In general, the students in the argumentative task tended to write more cohesive texts with 

more transformed and integrated ideas. They often justified their views and were able to 

express integrative perspective when arguing (Kuhn & Crowell, 2011; Taylor et al., 2019). 

As can be seen in Figure 9, one student wrote “To me, it’s understandable that some are 

against homework because it takes up the free time for kids.” while arguing that schools 

should use homework. This writing reflects the integrative perspective in argumentation, and 

this student was able to express some of the nuances in the debate which could be found in 

the more neutral third text used in this study.  

While the three argumentative essays included in total five sentences which were clear 

paraphrases, the essays often included added relevant information which was not presented in 

the texts. Two of the argumentative essays included relevant arguments in an extended 

context (receiving help at home when doing homework) which were not used in the texts. 

This indicates that these students were able to use their prior knowledge in their reading, 

suggesting a deeper comprehension of the texts (Kintsch, 1998). In addition, this bolsters the 

Homework is a very helping part of school and can make children more independent. It helps 

children learn how to solve tasks alone which is important to know later in life. The 

homework debate is about being for or against homework, but I think that as long as one gets 

tasks that are tailored it’s important with homework. I think this because if you have 

homework that you master, then you get a sense of mastery and get accustomed to working 

independently. To me, it’s understandable that some are against homework because it takes 

up children’s spare time. Then I think one should receive a little less homework. Those who 

spend much time on homework every day don’t have homework that is tailored to them. 

What I have come up with and more is that we need homework, but homework that is 

tailored to the individual person.  
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assumption that the students in the argumentative task condition developed a sophisticated 

argument schema. As they were able to use argumentation skills in an extended context, this 

finding makes a strong link between the students’ argument schema and comprehension 

outcomes (Reznitskaya et al., 2001).  

5.3 – The Present Study’s Strengths  

One of the most prominent strengths is that this study is more ecologically valid than most of 

the studies conducted in this field of research (Bigot & Rouet, 2007; Gil et al., 2010a, 2010b; 

Maier & Richter, 2016; Stadtler et al., 2014). While these studies conduct their experiments 

in a researcher-controlled environment allowing for higher internal validity, the external and 

ecological validity of these studies are somewhat limited. In contrast, the present study was 

implemented so that it was integrated into a classroom lecture. This strengthens the 

ecological validity of the study (Cicourel, 1982). Because the present study attained high 

ecological validity, one might expect that the findings from it could be replicated at other 

schools in the Oslo area. The external validity of this study should thus be seen as moderately 

high. In addition, the contents of the study were designed to be highly educational. More 

specifically, the three texts were made from three authentic texts, the graphical organizers are 

a useful learning tool which can be used as templates for other learning scenarios, and the 

reading comprehension measure is not unlike the multiple-choice tests used in schools to 

assess students’ understanding of topics.  

While the existing literature often uses university students in research of multiple text 

comprehension, the present study is unique in that the participants were 7th graders. To my 

knowledge, it is the only study to date to examine the role of task assignment in 7th grader’s 

multiple text comprehension. It is also one of the only studies in this field to include texts on 

a societal topic, along with Bigot and Rouet (2007). In sum, the present study makes an 

important theoretical contribution to this research field because of its unique sample and high 

ecological validity.  
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5.4 – The Present Study’s Limitations  

Unsurprisingly, the findings from the present study come with clear limitations. First, it is 

obvious that caution should be taken when generalizing these results to other populations. 

The sample of the present study were only 7th grade students in the Oslo area. In addition, the 

students came from only two schools, which are both located in areas typically associated 

with high socioeconomic status. According to UDIR (n. d.), the two schools consistently 

perform above the average for Norwegian Schools on national assessment of reading, English 

language and Mathematics (UDIR: https://www.udir.no/tall-og-forskning/statistikk/statistikk-

grunnskole/nasjonale-prover-5.-trinn/).  

Ironically, one of the unique traits of this study is also its limitation. Because there have been 

no similar studies of task assignment in multiple text comprehension at the 7th grade level on 

a societal topic, the materials and prior findings in this specific field are nonexistent. 

Therefore, the material used in the present study were made “from scratch”. As such, the 

quality of it should be questioned, which the reliability measures in section 3.7 implies.  

An important limitation of this study is that the reading comprehension measure did not 

include items specifically assessing students’ understanding of conflicts and disagreements 

between the texts. While the reading comprehension measure asked multiple questions 

regarding text contents and integrated understandings, none of the items explicitly asked 

about conflicting information or disagreements. This may be a reason as to why there were no 

differences at reading comprehension measure between the groups, as argumentative tasks 

have been shown to trigger reader’s attention and understanding of conflicts and belief-

inconsistent information (Maier & Richter, 2016; Stadtler et al., 2014). If this study was to be 

conducted again, many of the items of the reading comprehension measure would be revised 

or removed, as well as including items directly assessing students’ understanding of the 

conflicts in the texts.  

Another limitation from this study is that the correlation between the students’ score on pre- 

and post-test, while significant, was only moderate (r = 0,414, p < 0,000). This implies that 

these measures may not assess the same theoretical construct. This weakens the assumption 

that controlling for differences between the two task assignment groups actually controls for 

reading abilities.  

https://www.udir.no/tall-og-forskning/statistikk/statistikk-grunnskole/nasjonale-prover-5.-trinn/
https://www.udir.no/tall-og-forskning/statistikk/statistikk-grunnskole/nasjonale-prover-5.-trinn/
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Future research should address some of the limitations in the present study. For instance, 

while this study had a moderate sample of 104 students, all were from areas associated with 

high socioeconomic status. It would be interesting to investigate what the role of task 

assignment is for students classified as struggling readers and for students with Norwegian as 

a second language. In addition, a greater emphasize should be placed in the analysis of the 

student-written texts, as these indicate the students’ integration of information from multiple 

texts (Bigot & Rouet, 2007; Kintsch, 1998). An aspect which would be fascinating to explore 

is the long-term effect of the task assignments, as long-term learning is highly desirable in 

education. Furthermore, the present study was limited to individual cognitive skills. Because 

understanding of argumentation is at base a social process, it would be interesting to explore 

the role of task assignment in students’ collaborative reasoning (Taylor et al., 2019). 
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6 Conclusions 

This thesis has investigated the role task assignment has in multiple text comprehension. 

Specifically, it examined whether a summative task or an argumentative task was best suited 

to facilitate the students’ understanding of multiple texts. In addition, it examined what the 

role of task assignment was in students’ understanding of argumentation in multiple texts. A 

quantitative study was created to examine the role of task assignment in multiple text 

comprehension. A main finding from the present study in this thesis, “LUFT”, is that there 

seems to be no difference in comprehension outcomes for students assigned to either a 

summative task or an argumentative task. However, students assigned to the argumentative 

task exhibited a more sophisticated understanding of argumentation used in the texts than the 

students assigned to the summative task. This was especially noticeable in the texts they 

produced. As such, these results are very similar to the results from the previously discussed 

study by Bigot and Rouet (2007). 

Through the results and discussion of the study in this thesis, the research questions can be 

answered as follows:  

Research question 1: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in multiple text 

comprehension outcomes for students tasked to a fill a summative mind map and write a 

summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each other and write an 

argumentative essay?  

There was no difference between the two task assignment groups on multiple text 

comprehension when controlling for the students’ reading abilities. While the argumentative 

group had a slightly higher mean score on measures of multiple text comprehension than 

what the summative group had, this was not a clear enough tendency to be statistically 

significant. It is likely that this is because the task assignments were not clearly 

distinguishable, or because the reading comprehension measure used was not sensitive 

enough to assess deeper comprehension.  

Research question 2: Controlling for reading abilities, is there a difference in students’ 

understanding of argumentation in multiple texts for students either tasked to fill a summative 
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mind map and write a summary, and for students tasked to set arguments up against each 

other and write an argumentative essay? 

The role of task assignment was clear in the students’ understanding of argumentation. 

Students assigned to the argumentative task performed significantly better than their peers 

assigned to the summative task on an item specifically assessing understanding of 

argumentation. There was a significant facilitative effect of being assigned to the 

argumentative task on the students’ understanding of argumentation, even when controlling 

for reading abilities. This was especially apparent in their written texts. The students writing 

an argumentative essay displayed a greater degree of nuance of the topic and more indicators 

of integration of information, whereas the students writing a summary displayed more 

paraphrasing and less cohesiveness in their summaries.  

 

The findings from this thesis can be summarized as follows: while there seems to be little that 

clearly distinguishes a summative or an argumentative task in terms of students’ reading 

comprehension of multiple texts, it seems that students develop a more sophisticated 

understanding of argumentation on a rather complex societal topic when assigned an 

argumentative task prompting students to set arguments up against each other and to justify 

their point of view on the topic. While acknowledging the limitations of the present study, the 

findings from this study should provide educators with ideas of how we can promote and 

facilitate students’ understanding and use of complex argumentation.  
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Appendix C 

Velkommen til prosjektet «LUFT»! Dette er en beskrivelse av prosjektet 

hvor du kan finne alt som skal være relevant for deg som er lærer og er med 

på prosjektet. Tusen takk for at du bidrar til prosjektet; utdanningen min 

kunne bokstavelig talt ikke vært mulig uten din interesse! God lesing! ☺ 

Hilsen Peer Marcus Borlaug 

 

Om prosjektet “LUFT” og prosjektansvarlig 

LUFT står for “LæringsUtbytte av Flere Tekster”, og er navnet jeg har gitt masterprosjektet 

mitt. Her undersøker jeg læringsutbytte hos sjuendeklassinger når de leser tre forskjellige 

tekster om et tema. Forskningspørsmålet som jeg undersøker er om elevene har et bedre 

læringsutbytte når de får enten (1) en skriveoppgave der de skal oppsummere tekstene eller 

(2) når de skal jobbe med å se på argumenter og argumentere selv. Forskningen som finnes 

er litt tvetydig på dette, og de fleste er gjort på studenter. Derfor tenker jeg at det er 

interessant å utforske dette på et tidligere alderstrinn! Min egen hypotese er at elevene som 

jobber med argumenter lærer mer av tekstene, fordi de må sette seg litt mer aktivt inn i 

tekstene og må gjøre opp egne meninger om temaet, som ofte viser seg å være gode 

strategier for å lære mer av det man leser. 

 

For å utforske dette har jeg, sammen med min veileder, lagd et slags design som skal passe 

ganske bra i en klassetime. Først og fremst skal alle elevene gjennomføre en enkel og kort 

leseforståelsestest. Grunnen til dette blir klart straks. Etter den testen, får elevene utdelt tre 
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tekster om et tema som de skal lese. Halvparten av elevene får et arbeidsark de skal fylle ut 

som handler om å oppsummere hovedinnholdet i tekstene, og den andre halvparten av 

elevene får et arbeidsark som handler om å trekke fram tekstens og egne argumenter. Det 

betyr at vi får to «elevgrupper» med to forskjellige oppgavetyper. Og her kommer grunnen 

til at vi tester leseforståelsen til alle elevene først: for å sjekke at det ikke er kjempestore 

forskjeller mellom de to elevgruppene før de er inndelt. Litt teknisk sagt så kontrollerer vi 

for eventuelle forskjeller mellom gruppene. Helt til slutt så skal elevene ta en flervalgs-quiz 

om innholdet i de tre tekstene, og det er her vi måler læringsutbyttet deres gjennom å se hva 

de har forstått av det som de har lest. 

 

LUFT er en viktig del av min masteroppgave i Pedagogikk som leveres i juni 2019. Offisielt 

pågår prosjektet ut hele 2019 i tilfelle det skulle bli utsatt av en eller annen grunn, men er 

planlagt ferdigstilt sommeren 2019. Masteroppgaven er en stor del av den to år lange 

mastergraden jeg nå tar som en etterfølger av en bachelorgrad i pedagogikk. 

  

Det er jeg, Peer Marcus Borlaug som er helhetlig ansvarlig for prosjektet og dens 

undersøkelse. Jeg har en bachelorgrad i pedagogikk i bunn, og startet på en mastergrad i 

Pedagogikk (retning Pedagogisk-Psykologisk Rådgivning) rett etter jeg ble ferdig med 

bachelorgraden. I bacheloroppgaven min skrev jeg om utvikling av barns leseforståelse, og 

jeg ser på masterprosjektet «LUFT» som en slags utvidelse av den oppgaven. På 

bachelornivå så jeg på faktorer og påvirkninger til generell leseforståelse, mens jeg nå på 

masternivå undersøker med egen forskning hva slags type oppgaver som fremmer best 

leseforståelse/læringsutbytte ved flere tekster.  

 

Etter planen vil undersøkelsene i LUFT foregå i januar, februar, mars og delvis april. Etter 

dette vil mye av tiden gå til analyse av undersøkelsen og å ferdigstille masteroppgaven. Jeg 

deler gjerne «kortversjonen» av masteroppgavens funn og konklusjoner i ettertid hvis det er 

interesse for det! 
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Fag og tidsbruk 

I utgangspunktet forestiller jeg meg at undersøkelsen passer best inn i samfunnsfag eller 

norsk. I og med at undersøkelsen ser på om elever lærer mest av enten oppgaver som har 

med argumentasjon å gjøre eller oppgaver som handler om oppsummering så er det nok 

mest naturlig å tenke at norsk eller samfunnsfag er de mest passende fagene. Det er nok de 

fagene som har mest temaer som kan 

være litt «kontroversielle» og oftest har 

meninger innblandet i seg på sjuende 

trinn, tenker jeg.  

Når det er sagt så er jeg egentlig åpen 

for andre fag og temaer enn det jeg 

foreslår her! Noe av det viktigste for 

meg er at undersøkelsen skal være så lik 

en vanlig undervisningstime som mulig 

for å få så «naturlige» resultater som 

mulig. 

 

Undersøkelsen er lagt opp som et undervisningsopplegg, og skal derfor ikke ta mye mer tid 

enn tre kvarter opptil en times tid. Etter det er undersøkelsen gjennomført; det er ikke 

nødvendig med enda et besøk eller enda en time! Detaljene rundt tidsbruk og det praktiske 

rundt det kan vi snakkes nærmere om. 

 

Tekster og tema  

Når det kommer til valg av tekster så er det viktig at det kommer ganske klart fram at de er 

uenige med hverandre eller i hvert fall litt motstridende. Det er rett og slett fordi det skal 

kunne gå an å dele klassen i to: den ene halvparten skal jobbe med å oppsummere, og den 

andre halvparten skal jobbe med argumentasjon.  

 

Jeg har allerede et forslag til tema med tre forskjellige tekster. I og med at det er ganske 

viktig for undersøkelsens integritet at elevene synes det kan være litt spennende å lese 

tekstene (altså at de er motiverte nok), har jeg valgt ut et tema som jeg tenker meg kan være 



65 

 

engasjerende for de: bruk av hjemmelekser i skolen. De tre tekstene jeg har valgt ut er 

tenkt å være tekster som er for, i mot, og om lekser.  

Dette temaet vil i så fall passe best for kompetansemål innen samfunnsfag eller i norsk. Her 

er en kort liste med aktuelle kompetansemål fra Kunnskapsløftet: 

Norsk – skriftlig kommunikasjon 

• referere, oppsummere og reflektere over hovedmomenter i en tekst 

• skrive fortellende, beskrivende, reflekterende og argumenterende tekster etter 
mønster av eksempeltekster og andre kilder, og tilpasse egne tekster til formål og 
mottaker 

• skrive tekster med klart uttrykt tema og skape sammenheng mellom setninger og 
avsnitt 

 

Samfunnsfag – utforskaren 

• diskutere samfunnsfaglege tema med respekt for andre sitt syn, bruke relevante 
fagomgrep og skilje mellom meiningar og fakta 

 

 

Jeg er som sagt veldig åpen for andre temaer og tekster (for eksempel skoleuniform, gratis 

varm skolemat osv.) hvis det er ønskelig så lenge de er nogenlunde motstridende, og så lenge 

jeg får beskjed i god tid i forkant. Grunnen til det er at jeg i så fall må lage nye «quiz-

spørsmål» som er tilpasset de tekstene elevene leser som et mål på leseforståelsen deres. Jeg 

trenger nok i det minste én uke på å lage gode quiz-spørsmål.  

 

Annet praktisk 

Jeg har ingen spesifikke krav om at vi må ha flere timer møtetid i forkant. Men jeg tenker at 

om vi kan møtes hvert fall en gang i en times tid for å snakke litt om hvordan vi 

gjennomfører undervisningstimen og slikt så hadde det vært bra. I selve timen så deltar jeg 
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gjerne som ekstralærer og er med på undervisningen. Jeg har som sagt vært i praksis før på 

skoler i forbindelse med studiene, så jeg trives kjempegodt med å jobbe med elever!  

En annen viktig praktisk ting handler om samtykke. I og med at elevene ikke er særlig 

nærme myndig alder, så kan ikke de samtykke alene om deltakelse i prosjektet. Derfor trengs 

det informert samtykke fra foresatte/verger. Jeg har lagd et informasjons- og 

samtykkeskjema for foresatte/verger som skal inneholde alt de skal trenge å vite for å gjøre 

et informert samtykke. Uten deres formelle samtykke, kan jeg ikke bruke noe av materiale i 

undersøkelsen til masteroppgaven min, så det er ganske viktig for meg at dette blir sendt ut 

enten i fysisk papirform eller elektronisk.  

 

 

 

 

Om det skulle være noe annet, så kan jeg 

kontaktes på både email og telefon! ☺ 

Email: pmborlau@student.uv.uio.no 

Telefon: 47 30 92 58 

Mvh Peer Marcus Borlaug 
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Appendix D 

 

Forespørsel om deltakelse i masterprosjektet «LUFT» 

 

Hei! Mitt navn er Peer Marcus Borlaug, og jeg er femte-års masterstudent i pedagogikk på 

Universitetet i Oslo (UiO)! Grunnen til at du har fått dette informasjonsarket er fordi 

kontaktlæreren på syvende trinn til barnet ditt har sagt «ja» til å hjelpe til med 

masteroppgaven min, og jeg håper at du også vil gi samtykke til å hjelpe meg med den!  

 

Hva innebærer prosjektet og deltakelse? 

I masteroppgaven min så undersøker jeg elevers læringsutbytte på 

syvende trinn når de leser flere og delvis motstridende tekster om et 

tema. Litt mer spesifikt så prøver jeg å finne ut av om de lærer mer av 

tekstene når de skriver en tekst hvor de argumenterer for sitt syn eller 

når de skriver en oppsummerende tekst. Jeg har kalt prosjektet mitt 

«LUFT», som står for «LæringsUtbytte av Flere Tekster»!  

Personlig er jeg veldig opptatt av at undersøkelsen min ikke skal 

komme i veien for vanlig undervisning. Undersøkelsen er derfor 

integrert inn i en vanlig undervisningstime der læreren i timen fortsatt 

får lov til å være lærer og klasseleder, samtidig som innholdet i 

undersøkelsen er i tråd med den nasjonale læreplanen som alle norske 

grunnskoler følger.  

Først og fremst: deltakelse i undersøkelsen er helt frivillig, og kan når som helst trekkes 

tilbake om det er ønskelig uten at man må oppgi noen grunn. Send meg i så fall en mail eller 

ta kontakt på telefon (kontaktinformasjon er på siste side) innen juni 2019. Prosjektet mitt er 

planlagt ferdig juni 2019 og rent formelt avsluttes helt i desember 2019.  

Deltakelse i undersøkelsen vil rent praktisk innebære tre deler: 

1. en kort undersøkelse der elevene i klassen leser korte tekster der de svarer på noen få 

spørsmål 

2. en lese- og skriveoppgave der elevene leser tre tekster om et tema, der halvparten av 

elevene skal jobbe med å argumentere og andre halvparten skal jobbe med å 

oppsummere 

3. en undersøkelse om hvor mye av innholdet i tekstene elevene har lært. 

Disse tre delene utgjør «data», eller informasjon som jeg bruker til å skrive masteroppgaven 

min i Pedagogikk. 

 

Hvem er ansvarlig og hva brukes dette til? 

Det er jeg, Peer Marcus Borlaug som er ansvarlig for prosjektet. Prosjektet inngår i 

masteroppgaven min jeg skriver vårsemesteret 2019. Jeg får også veiledning av en professor 

fra UiO innenfor pedagogikk, men det er jeg alene som har ansvar for prosjektet.  
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All dataen som jeg samler inn gjennom undersøkelsen skal kun brukes til masteroppgaven 

min. Alt som samles inn vil bli anonymisert, som vil si at det ikke skal kunne gå an å 

identifisere hverken skoler eller elever som har vært med på undersøkelsen. Det gis 

selvfølgelig ingen karakter eller rangering på noe av dette; jeg er mer interessert i å se om det 

er en tendens til at alle elevene som er med på undersøkelsen lærer mer av enten å 

oppsummere eller argumentere.  

Personvern og lagring av data 

Gjennom studiene mine har jeg vært på ulike steder i praksisperioder og har mange ganger 

vært underlagt taushetsplikt. Jeg tar personvern og taushetsplikt svært alvorlig, og er godt 

vant med å si «Beklager, det har jeg ikke lov til å si noe om» når noen spør om noe jeg har 

taushetsplikt om. I prosjektet mitt har jeg taushetsplikt, og det er kun jeg som behandler 

dataen. Det vil i praksis si at jeg aldri kommer til å utgi navn på elever eller andre skoler som 

er med på undersøkelsen. I tillegg har jeg gjennomgått kurs om forskningsetikk arrangert av 

forskere på UiO.  

Når jeg samler inn dataen så erstatter jeg det 

navnet elevene skriver med et tilfeldig 

nummer som en slags «kode». Alt av 

elektronisk data, inkludert disse «kodene» 

lagres på en kryptert minnepinne som bare jeg 

har passordet til. Alt på denne minnepinnen 

lagres også som backup  i en «sky» som blir 

låst bak mitt eget brukernavn og passord 

knyttet til UiO som de selv vurderer som 

trygt. Skytjenesten heter Gsuite, og er et 

samarbeid mellom UiO og Google. Det skal 

sies at passordkravene til UiO er beryktet 

blant oss studenter for å være umulig å innfri; det er vanskelig å lage et passord som UiO 

syns er trygt nok. Så det vil si at dokumentet med «kodenavnene» skal være lagret trygt.  

Når dataen er samlet inn og har blitt «skrevet om» til tall og koder, bruker jeg et 

makuleringssystem på UiO hos Institutt for Pedagogikk for å makulere alt av data som jeg 

ikke trenger. Dette skjer umiddelbart etter at dataen er blitt skrevet om. I desember 2019 vil 

alt av dokumenter som har tilkobling til undersøkelsens deltakere slettes. Grunnen til at det 

beholdes ut året er i tilfellet noe skulle skje og at innleveringen av masteroppgaven blir utsatt, 

men jeg krysser fingrer og tær for at det ikke skjer!  

 

Rettigheter som deltaker i undersøkelsen 

Det er som sagt helt frivillig å delta i undersøkelsen. Så lenge man er deltaker i undersøkelsen 

kan man be om innsyn i opplysningene om seg selv, og be om at de slettes. Jeg kan ikke 

bruke noen som helst data uten samtykke fra deltakere fra hverken foresatte/verger eller 

elever som er med. Innholdet i undersøkelsen avtales på forhånd med læreren i timen, men 

som foresatt eller verge har man også rett til å se på innholdet i undersøkelsen hvis man  
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ønsker det. I tillegg kan man som deltaker sende klage til Datatilsynet om behandlingen av 

persondata.  

 

 

 

Kontaktinformasjon 

Jeg kan nås på både telefon og på email. Om det er noe ved undersøkelsen du lurer på, trekke 

tilbake samtykket eller noe lignende så er det bare å kontakte meg innenfor rimelig 

arbeidstid!  

 

Under her så finner du et samtykkeskjema. Rent formelt må jeg ha ditt samtykke som 
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Samtykkeerklæring 

Fyll inn og kryss av i den boksen/de boksene du ønsker om du ønsker å gi 

samtykke. Samtykke kan også gis på email eller til nød over telefon til 

prosjektansvarlig Peer Marcus Borlaug.  

 

Jeg, ____________________________________________, samtykker til at  

 

barnet mitt ___________________________________________ 

 

sine  

 utfylte spørreskjemaer (del 1 og 3 av undersøkelsen) 

 

 

 egenprodusert tekst (del 2 av undersøkelsen) 

 

kan brukes anonymisert til Peer Marcus Borlaug sin masteroppgave i 

Pedagogikk i 2019, og er innforstått med den helhetlige informasjonen som står 

på dette informasjonsskrivet. 

 

Signatur: _____________________________________________________ 

 

 

Dato: ______/______-________ 
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NAVN:   

   

  

Hvilket ord passer? 

 Her finner du noen tekster med uferdige setninger som mangler et ord. Noen av tekstene er 

kanskje enkle å forstå og noen må man kanskje tenke litt på. Oppgaven din er å velge ett av de 

tre ordene under setningen som du syns passer best, og sette en ring rundt det.  

Eksempel: Når jeg leser en tekst, så skal jeg ______ ett ord under teksten som passer best. Etter 

at jeg har valgt ordet så gir denne teksten mening! 

ignorere   velge   tegne 

Hvis du er usikker på hva som er riktig, kan du hoppe videre til neste oppgave og komme tilbake 

til den senere. Lykke til! ☺  

 

1. Et kart viser deg hvor alle stedene er. Det hjelper deg å finne ______ 

 

ting   tegn   steder 

 

2. I mange tradisjonelle husholdninger slutter klokken å slå når mannen i huset 

har trukket sitt siste sukk. Det skjedde ikke i vår familie da far______, for 

Big Ben bare fortsatte å slå høyt og tydelig.  

 

sovnet   døde   sukket 

 

3. Telefonsalg blir sett på som lovstridig hvis ikke den som ringer identifiserer 

seg i løpet av 30 sekunder etter at samtalen har begynt. Han eller hun skal 

også oppgi navn på den han/hun representerer og hensikten med_______.  

 

samtalen   salget   loven 

 

 

4. Når delfinen svømmer raskt, bøyer den ryggen i en bue idet den forlater 

vannflaten. Den kan snu i en høyde av to ganger sin egen lengde før den 

treffer _______ igjen.  
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lengden   sjøen   seg 

 

5. Man spiser som oftest frokost på ________.  

 

senga   natten   kjøkkenet 

 

6. Jeg har lært på skolen at når snøen smelter, renner vannet fra den smeltede 

snøen ut i elvene. Elvene _______ videre ut i sjøene. 

 

oversvømmer   smelter   renner 

 

7. I 1890-årene likte damene å gå med dunete hårreisende fjær på hattene sine. 

Derfor ble tusenvis av fugler drept. Fugleungene ble _______ enten utsultet 

eller så lå de uklekket i eggene sine.  

 

funnet    drept   forlatt 

 

8. Etter at larven har mistet det trange skinnet sitt tre ganger, er det klart for 

den magiske forvandlingen til en sommerfugl. Den skal forvandles fra et 

insekt som kryper til et insekt som _______.  

 

flyr   forandrer   kravler  

 

9. «Støvlene mine er ikke noe særlig gode», sa Anne. «______ er ødelagt».  

 

noen   det   de 

 

10.  Dyra blir så godt kamuflert av naturen selv at det er nesten umulig å få øye 

på dem. Man trenger sjåførguidens erfarne _______ for å se hvor de holder 

til.  

 

person   blikk   folk 

 

 

11.  «Dobbel bokføring» er antakelig ett av de mest misforståtte begrepene i 

bokføring og regnskap. Hele skoleklasser med studenter har vært ute av 

stand til å _______ dette begrepet.  
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takle   identifisere   forstå 

 

12.  En dag, kanskje i året 240 f. Kr. – gikk Sesius ned til havna for å overvære 

lastinga av det vakre skipet hans. Det var kjempestort, mer enn hundre fot 

langt og i stand til å frakte ________ bestående av ti tusen keramikkvaser.  

 

last   vekt   kapasitet 

 

13.  En gradert tekst er en lesetekst som har et graderingssystem som viser 

hvilket ______ denne teksten passer for.  

 

menneske   nivå   bruk 

 

14.  Jeg vil at du skal vinne. Vær så snill ______ tap!  

 

bare   prøv   ikke 

 

15.  Hawaii er en fjellkjede som står plassert midt ute i sjøen. Disse ______ blir 

kalt for øyer, fordi det er vann rundt dem på alle kanter.  

 

vulkanene   sjøene   fjellene 

 

16.  Vær villig til å betale en ærlig pris. Selvfølgelig kan du gjøre skikkelige 

røverkjøp på visse tider av året, når butikkene tømmer sine lagre for å ta i 

mot nye varer. Men du bør være mistenksom overfor de ______ som til 

enhver tid annonserer med uvanlig lave priser. 

 

butikkene   salgene   prisene 

 

17.  Mange dyr lever i vannet hele tiden. Noen ______ lever i vannet bare deler 

av tiden.  

 

 

fisker   egg   dyr 

 

18.  En vanlig type resonnement som man finner i dagliglivet er fornuft ved 

hjelp av analogi. Det betyr at man sammenligner to situasjoner som er 

______ i mange, men ikke i alle henseender.  
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like   farlige   fornuftige 

 

19.  Ikke all kunst har et høyverdig formål. Det finnes en stor mengde kunst, 

spesielt innenfor musikk og malerkunst, som kun har til formål å more og 

________ en hyggelig avveksling i hverdagen.  

 

underholde   skape   finne 

 

20.  Hver dag telte Midas gullet sitt. Hver dag etter at han hadde ______ det, 

ønsket han seg mer.  

 

funnet   solgt   gjort 

 

21.  Det fantes ingen rett til fri eiendom for hjemvendte soldater, slik det hadde 

vært i 1865. Militærloven ga likevel unge veteraner en mulighet til å 

avslutte utdannelsen som hadde blitt _______ på grunn av krigen.  

 

drept   avbrutt   fullført 

 

22.  Akkurat nå frakter blodet ditt mineraler fra melken du drakk i dag tidlig 

rundt omkring i kroppen din. Det er ________ som frakter dem til beina.  

 

blodet   mineraler   kalsium 

 

23.  Elever med regnskapsutdannelse sier ofte at regnskapet i forretningslivet 

ikke føres slik som på skolen. Detter er selvfølgelig sant. Regnskapene i 

forretningslivet er skreddersydd i forhold til _________ til den enkelte 

bedrift.  

 

eieren   behovene   regnskapet 

 

24.  Designeren er tilsynelatende ubegrenset når det gjelder inspirasjonskilder. 

For eksempel vil aktuelle begivenheter inspirere til nye moter. Da man fant 

graven til Tutankhamen i 1922, ble det __________ med egyptiske trykk og 

smykker.  

 

uvanlig   klær   populært 



76 

 

Appendix F 

Tekst 1 

Spørsmålet bør ikke være lekser eller ikke lekser  

Forfatter: Marianne Synnes, politiker på Stortinget 

 

Spørsmålet bør være om leksene er lagd sånn at de bidrar til læring. 

Vi må ha tillitt til at skoler og lærere klarer å lage gode nok lekser!  

 

Jeg mener det er viktig at man lærer seg gode arbeidsvaner tidlig. I 

tillegg er det viktig å få øvelse i å arbeide på egen hånd med å løse 

problemstillinger og utfordringer. Det kan lekser gi. Forskning viser at 

lekser kan bidra positivt til læring. Elever som gjør lekser, gjør det 

bedre på prøver. Når lærere gir tilbakemelding på leksearbeid, oppnår 

elevene også et bedre læringsresultat. Hvis leksene blir for enkle kan 

elevene fort miste motivasjonen. Hvem vil vel gjennom hundrevis av 

oppgaver før man kan få prøve seg på mer utfordrende oppgaver?  

 

Hva elever skal lære på skolen er felles for hele Norge. Men den 

enkelte skolen organiserer hvordan det skjer selv. I dag kan skoler 

velge om de vil gi lekser eller ikke. Likevel velger de fleste skolene å 

gjøre det. La oss vise tillitt til at skoler og lærere klarer å gi elever den 

kunnskapen de trenger gjennom gode lekser!  
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Tekst 2 

På tide med leksefri skole  

Forfattere: 53 personer som jobber med pedagogikk 

 

La oss invitere deg til et tankeeksperiment: tenk deg at leksefrie skoler 

var normen, altså det som var det vanlige. Hva hadde skjedd hvis 

myndighetene ville innføre lekser i skolen?  

 

Vi tror at det hadde blitt møtt med kjempestor motstand. Lærere hadde 

ristet på hodet over den manglende forståelsen myndighetene hadde 

hatt for jobben deres. «Hvorfor skal foreldre ta over rollen som lærer 

på kveldstid,» hadde de kanskje tenkt. Foreldre hadde syntes det 

hadde vært frustrerende at myndighetene skulle bestemme enda mer 

over barna deres. Barna selv hadde heller ikke skjønt poenget med å 

utvide skolen til hjem og fritid. Skal ikke de også ha fritid med 

aktiviteter og hvile? 

 

I dag har vi fortsatt lekser fordi det henger igjen som en tradisjon. En 

tradisjon fra en skole og et samfunn som ikke lenger eksisterer. I dag 
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vet vi at vi lærer best når vi opplever gode følelser. Dette kan lekser 

være en trussel mot. Forskning viser null til minimalt læringsutbytte av 

lekser. Noen mener at lekser forbereder til gode arbeidsvaner. Nei. Vi 

synes det er viktigere at barn lærer å skille mellom arbeid og fritid. Det 

vil danne grunnlaget for deres selvfølelse, selvtillit og selvstendighet.  

 

 

 

 

Tekst 3 

Skal vi ha ingen lekser eller bedre lekser? 

Forfatter: Hans Lieng, lærer 

 

Det kan virke som om debatten om leksefri skole handler om å enten 

være for eller mot lekser. Men la oss slå det fast med en gang: elever 

skal kunne klare og mestre sine egne lekser. Derfor må de tilpasses 

den enkelte elev. Følelsen av å mestre leksene er svært viktig!  

 

Lekser er et pedagogisk virkemiddel. Altså noe lærere kan bruke som 

et slags «verktøy» for læring. Men det må skje i nært samarbeid med 

elever og foresatte. Hvis leksene ikke er lagd slik at elevene kan klare 

de, skapes det nederlag. Vi må heller ikke glemme at lekser også 

handler om kultur og tradisjon. 
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En egen del av debatten handler om å arbeide selvstendig. Vi er nok 

enige om at dette er viktig for å forsterke læringseffekten. Det gir i 

tillegg nyttige forberedelser til videre skolegang. For meg er det ikke 

avgjørende at dette må foregå hjemme. Det kan gjerne skje på skolen, 

men da må tilbudet også legges til rette for det.  

 

Det viktigste er ikke om lærere gir lekser eller ikke. Det er om vi som 

lærere er bevisste på hva som kan bidra mest til å fremme elevens 

læring og utvikling. Derfor er debatten om lekser viktig. 
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Appendix G 
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Skriveoppdrag! 
Du har fått i oppdrag av redaktøren i «Aftenposten Junior» å 

skrive et oppsummerende avisinnlegg, altså et sammendrag! 

«Jeg vil at du skriver litt om hva leksedebatten handler om, så 

prøv å få med hva de forskjellige sidene mener om saken,» 

står det i meldingen. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Redaktøren har sendt deg tre tekster om lekser du kan bruke for å 

oppsummere hva debatten handler om. Redaktøren har også sendt 

deg et tankekart på neste side for å hjelpe til med å få oversikt over 

debatten. På siste side skal du skrive sammendraget som skal 

oppsummere de tre tekstene.  

NAVN:       
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I firkantene rundt sirkelen skal du skrive de setningene som best 

oppsummerer tekstene, og fra hvilken av tekstene de er hentet fra. 

For eksempel kunne det stå: «Lekser gjør at man kan lære mer. 

Hentet fra tekst 1.» 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 Lekse-

debatten 
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Her skal du skrive sammendraget som skal oppsummere de tre 

tekstene! Oppsummer det du har lest om leksedebatten ved å bruke 

tankekartet på forrige side. Prøv å gjøre det med egne ord!   
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Appendix H 
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Skriveoppdrag! 

Du har fått i oppdrag av redaktøren i «Aftenposten Junior» å 

skrive et argumenterende avisinnlegg, altså et leserinnlegg! 

«Jeg vil at du skriver en tekst der du argumenterer for om vi 

bør ha lekser eller ikke på skolen. Skriv gjerne også litt om 

motpartens argumenter!», står det i meldingen. 

 

 

 

 

Redaktøren har sendt deg tre tekster om lekser du kan bruke for å 

skrive en argumenterende tekst. Redaktøren har også sendt deg 

noen argument-bobler på neste side for å hjelpe til med å forstå 

argumentene for og mot lekser. På siste side skal du skrive 

leserinlegget hvor du argumenterer for ditt syn. 

 

NAVN:       
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Del 1: Skriv ned dine argumenter og motpartens svar 

Skriv et argument for ditt syn og et argument mot det. Du kan 

finne på egne argumenter hvis du vil. Hvis du bruker et 

argument fra en av de tre tekstene, så skriv hvilken av dem du 

hentet det fra. For eksempel kunne det se slik ut: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For at vi bør bruke lekser 

Mot at vi bør bruke lekser 

 

Jeg er 

Dine argumenter 

Hva er argumentene dine for synet ditt? 

Motargumenter 

Hva kan være motargument mot dine argumenter? 

Kryss av om du vil argumentere for eller mot bruk av lekser. 

Man kan lære mer av å gjøre 

lekser! –Tekst 1 

Men forskning sier at man lærer 

minimalt fra det! –Tekst 2 
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Her skal du skrive leserinnlegget der du argumenterer for ditt syn 

på leksedebatten etter å ha lest de tre tekstene! Argumenter for ditt 

syn på saken ved å bruke argument-boblene på forrige side. Husk at 

redaktøren sa at du kan se på motpartens argumenter og svare på dem! 
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Appendix I 

Quiz om tekstene! Hva husker 

du? 

Dette er en liten quiz med forskjellige oppgaver om de tre tekstene du har 

lest! Les oppgavene nøye.  

Her kommer det noen spørsmål om tekstene, og du skal sette ring rundt det 

svaret som passer best ut i fra det du har lest om lekser. Du trenger bare å 

sette ring rundt bokstaven (enten a, b, c eller d). 

 

1. I følge tekst 3 “Skal vi ha ingen lekser eller bedre lekser?”, så er det 

viktig at lekser  

a) Gjøres selvstendig hjemme 

b) Er noe lærere skal gi sjeldent 

c) Tilpasses den enkelte elev 

d) Beholdes som en viktig tradisjon 

 

2. Alle tekstene er til en viss grad enige om at 

a) Alle elever skal gis omtrent like mye kunnskap 

b) Forskningen sier at man lærer mye av lekser 

c) Det er viktig med gode følelser for å lære noe 

 

3. Hvis det skal brukes lekser så er det viktig at de 

a) Er relevante for elevers hverdag 

b) Kan gjøres digitalt 

c) Gis tilbakemelding på av læreren 

d) Gjøres i god tid i forkant 

 

4. Hvis lekser blir for enkle så 

a) Kan elever miste motivasjonen 

b) Lærer ikke elever nok 

c) Bruker elever mindre tid på dem 

 

5. Hva er forutsetningen for at man lærer fra lekser?  

a) At det er en positiv opplevelse å jobbe med det 

NAVN:  
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b) At det er læreren som lager dem 

c) At de blir gjort på skolen 

d) At man får god nok tid til å gjøre de ferdige 

 

 

6. Forfatteren av tekst 1, “Spørsmålet bør ikke være lekser eller ikke 

lekser”, synes at 

a) Foreldre ikke burde hjelpe med lekser 

b) Lekser ofte blir en negativ opplevelse 

c) Lekser kan gi øvelse i å arbeide selvstendig 

 

 

7. I dag så er det sånn at skoler 

a) Ofte gir for mye lekser 

b) Bestemmer selv hva elevene skal lære 

c) Som regel organiserer leksehjelp  

d) Bestemmer selv om de vil gi lekser 

 

8. Generelt så skal lekser  

a) Gi mestringsfølelse 

b) Være enkle 

c) Gjøres hjemme 

 

9. Tenk på tankeeksperimentet i tekst 2, “På tide med leksefri skole”. 

Hva mener forfatterne at lærere hadde syntes om den nye normen? 

a) At det hadde tatt for mange år å lære 

b) De hadde mistet selvtilliten 

c) De hadde blitt oppgitt over myndighetene 

d) De måtte ha spurt foreldre om hjelp 

 

10.  Tekst 3, «Skal vi ha ingen lekser eller bedre lekser?», handler mest 

om at 

a) Vi ikke må tenke «svart-hvitt» om lekser 

b) Lekser må tilpasses 

c) Foreldre ikke bør hjelpe til med lekser 

 

11.  Hvorfor mener forfatterne som har skrevet om tankeeksperimentet 

at vi har lekser i dag? 
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a) Fordi det er en tradisjon 

b) Fordi vi tenker at det gir øvelse i å arbeide selvstendig 

c) Fordi forskningen viser at man lærer mye av det 

 

 

12.  Hvilket av disse argumentene ble brukt i tekst 1, «Spørsmålet bør 

ikke være lekser eller ikke lekser»? 

a) Lekser handler om en verdifull tradisjon vi må beholde 

b) Foreldre har lite tid til overs for å hjelpe med lekser 

c) Forskning viser at lekser kan bidra til læring 

d) Lekser bør gjøres i elevgrupper 

 

13.  Tenk på den teksten som har flere forfattere. Hva startet de teksten 

med å si? 

a) At lekser ikke gir gode arbeidsvaner 

b) At vi skal tenke oss at leksefrie skoler var normen 

c) At vi må spørre oss om lekser er lagd sånn at de bidrar til 

læring 

 

14.  Budskapet i tekst 1, «Spørsmålet bør ikke være lekser eller ikke 

lekser», er at 

a) Vi må ha tillit til at skoler og lærere lager gode lekser 

b) Lekser er viktig for at elever skal bli selvstendige 

c) Skoler bør organisere leksehjelp etter skolen 

d) De elevene som gjør lekser lærer mer 

 

 

15.  Hvilken av disse argumentene ble brukt i tekst 2, «På tide med 

leksefri skole»?  

a) Mer lekser gir ikke høyere resultater 

b) Elever må gjøre kjedelige oppgaver før de kan gjøre noe mer 

spennende 

c) Skoler med lekser bør organiseres leksehjelp 

d) Lærere hadde blitt utslitt med mye lekseretting 
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16.  Her er en liste med temaer og argumenter fra leksedebatten. Hvilke 

av disse ble brukt i to eller tre av tekstene du har lest? Du kan sette 

tre kryss, men ingen fler enn det.  

 

 

 Å arbeide selvstendig 

 

 Forskning sier at man lærer mye av lekser 

 

 Lekser handler om tradisjon 

 

 Leksehjelp på skolen 

 

 Skille mellom arbeid og fritid 

 

 Samarbeid med foreldre og elever om lekser 

 

 Mestringsfølelse 

 

 Hva elever lærer på skolen er felles for hele Norge 

 

 Lekser kan styrke læringseffekten 
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 Lekser går utover fritidsaktiviteter 

 

 Digitale lekser 

 

 

 

Her kommer det noen ufullstendige påstander. Oppdraget ditt er å sette inn et 

av de ordene som du synes passer best i setningen. Tenk på tekstene du har 

lest om leksedebatten, og velg ett av ordene under påstandene. 

 

17.  Hvis leksene blir for enkle kan elevene fort miste 

________________ til å lære.  

tålmodighet  lysten   øvelse  kraften 

 

18.  En forutsetning for at man lærer fra lekser er at man opplever 

mestring. Hvis leksene ikke er _____________ nok til den enkelte 

eleven så kan de miste troen på egen mestring.  

tilpasset   enkle   nyttige  fungerende 

 

19.  I dag har vi fortsatt lekser fordi det henger igjen som en _________ 

fra en skole som ikke eksisterer lenger. 

vane  forberedelse  tradisjon  arv 

 

 

20.  Et argument for lekser er at det kan gi trening i å arbeide 

___________ med å løse problemer og utfordringer. Det er fordi det 

er viktig for å forsterke læringseffekten når man arbeider alene.  
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flittig   sammen          selvstendig    alene 

 

 

21.  Noen mener kanskje at lekser forbereder til gode arbeidsvaner. Jeg 

mener det er viktigere at man lærer å skille mellom _________ og 

fritid. 

arbeidsvaner  skole       læring       

undervisning 

 

 


