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This quantitative study researches differences in perceptions of classroom activities among different 

pupil groups in order to inform teachers’ lesson planning. A survey of 408 Swedish upper secondary 

school pupils was conducted. Even persons who went to upper secondary school for up to five years 

ago were allowed to answer. For ten activities, likert scale-questions were used to ask pupils how much 

they liked an activity, how stressed they got by it and how much the activity promoted achievement 

of the knowledge requirements. A fourth question was asked about if their perception was the same 

across situations, or if factors like subject, teacher, classmates or the pupil’s grade or knowledge 

influenced their perception. The activities studied were graded group work, non-grade group work, 

individual work with a book, presentations in front of the whole class, presentations in front of a minor 

group, universal design for learning (UDL) (a concept of scaffolding), games and competitions in real 

life, digital games and competitions, in-class exams and project-exams. Background data for pupil 

grouping were stream (academic, vocational, individual), tendency towards introversion (if they get 

their energy from others or being alone), ability to concentrate and work on an assignment, grades 

and gender. 

Significant differences for the background data were analysed with factorial ANOVAs in SPSS. 

Significant differences in perception were found for all activities except digital games/competitions 

and in-class exams. There were only minor significant differences for project-exams. Graded group 

work was perceived more negatively for girls and high-achieving pupils. Non-graded group work was 

perceived more negatively for students prone to introversion. Individual work with a book was 

perceived more negatively for students prone to extroversion. Presentations in front of the whole class 

was the least appreciated activity across questions and pupils prone to introversion and girls perceived 

them significantly more negatively. Presentations in front of a minor group was perceived more 

negatively by low-achieving pupils, pupils prone to introversion and girls. UDL was perceived more 

negatively by pupils in the individual stream (but: n=6), low-achieving pupils, pupils who have a harder 

time concentrating and boys. Games/competitions in real life were perceived more negatively by 

pupils prone to introversion and pupils having a harder time concentrating. Project-exams had only 



 

 

combined significances: it was perceived more positively by pupils prone to extroversion that had a 

harder time concentrating (but: n=4), and for girls prone to extroversion (n=22). 

Pupils were shown to be mature about assessing what activities were liked versus what activities 

promoted achievement. Implications for practice include the suggestion that teachers include 

knowledge about how activities are perceived into their lesson planning in order to not disadvantage 

one group of pupils more often than others. Another implication is to involve pupils in questions of 

how content and knowledge requirements can be processed. 

 

Warning: for grades “mostly E” and “mostly F” there were only seven and three respondents 

respectively, so tables, numbers and figures should be interpreted ignoring E- and F- answers. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

When planning their lessons, teachers need to consider many different documents, policies 

and structures. Some documents are national, like the curriculum by the National Agency for 

Education (Skolverket 2011). Some policies are local like different structures for starting 

lessons, rules for computer- and phone usage or local focus areas like making language a part 

of all lessons or focusing on problem solving in all lessons. Then, the amount and kind of 

examinations need to be balanced both within and between subjects, all while making sure the 

knowledge requirements are sufficiently tested to be able to grade the pupils. In Sweden, 

grading is an exercise of public authority and every legitimated teacher vows with their 

legitimation for that exercise following all national regulatory documents. 

 

In Swedish media, teacher education has been criticised for a long time, and in the spring of 

2024 several pre-service teachers voiced their discontentment with the perceived lack of 

method-teaching in teacher education. They feel like they don’t learn how to teach (Lindquist 

2024, Johansson 2024), for example how to go about making pupils learn to read (Hallonsten 

2024). Pre-service teachers feel unsure and inept in planning good lessons with efficient 

methods and activities. They perceive a lack of discussion around different methods and 

activities’ benefits and disadvantages.  

 

Because even though documents and policies dictate lesson planning in a substantial way, 

there is room for flexibility, creativity and personal preferences for teachers to make choices to 

the “how”-question within the didactic triangle. The classical version of the didactic triangle 

consists of “teacher”, “content” and “pupil” (Uljens 1997:201, Krogh et al 2021:71), but there is 

another version with the concepts of “what - why - how” as a triangle (Bengtsson 1998:243). 

This Master’s thesis tries to inform the “how”-part of lesson planning, since teachers are able 

to choose methods, activities and schools of teaching depending on their personal interests or 

convictions, and depending on what they perceive that their pupils are needing. Thus, the 

“pupil”-part of the classical triangle is a focus of this Master’s thesis. This Master’s thesis tries 

to facilitate to make pupils an active part and ask them about their wishes for methods and 

activities. 

 

The Swedish curriculum, too, demands effective pupil influence on work methods and content 

in lessons (Skolverket 2011:7). Pupils are supposed to be involved in lesson planning and 

evaluation. That leaves space for incorporating pupil wishes and preferences for working and 

examination methods – within the constraints of the curriculum’s regulations –, although 

conversations with fellow teachers suggest that teachers more often give pupils influence on 

content than methods and activities.  

 

To involve pupils in lesson planning could either be done by asking the class a teacher is 

teaching at the moment. But sometimes, a teacher might want to prepare a work area in advance 

or doesn’t have time to evaluate lessons with each and every class they teach. Teachers might 

therefore want to get some information and input on what pupils might perceive about different 

activities, or what one could think about when planning lessons. There is some previous 

research about pupils’ perceptions of different activities, but in the age of norm critical thinking 
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and the consciousness about how different the lived reality might be for different people, an 

average perception might not be enough to really inform teachers about how pupils might feel 

in lessons. To gain knowledge about if an activity might be stressful or appreciated by pupils, 

split data is needed. Already now, teachers often think about different pupil groups, when 

planning lessons, content and activities, but since there is a general lack of previous research 

providing split data, most of those thoughts might build on anecdotal evidence or the teacher’s 

own beliefs. 

 

Some schools or municipalities formulate policies on certain methods or concepts in order to 

make sure certain pupils are thought of; Sollentuna municipality in the greater Stockholm area, 

for example, teaches the concept of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) (Österlund 2017) to 

all newly employed teachers. This is supposed to help pupils with neurodevelopmental 

disorders (like ADHD) or other difficulties with concentration, work planning and executing 

tasks, while benefiting the other pupils, too. Other times, “truths” about what pupils need and 

want can influence teachers consciously or unconsciously. In the break room teachers can be 

heard making statements about what pupils of academic or vocational stream need and like, 

or thoughts about introvert and extrovert pupils’ needs. In my Master’s thesis (1 year), I studied 

teacher beliefs about different groups of pupils’ needs and likings (Schubert 2023). Pupil 

groups that emerged from the interviews were achievement and ability-based, with 

interviewees feeling that low-achieving and high-achieving pupils had different needs and 

wishes, and that ability/ neurodevelopmental disorders like ADHD informed different needs 

for activities. Gender became salient only when asked for directly, otherwise teachers felt that 

girls and boys did not need and wish for different classroom activities.  

 

However, gender differences in Swedish pupils are salient regarding mental health and 

achievement. Stress and anxiety are more common for girls (Hellström 2023:28, Eidevald 

2011:74), and boys have lower grades in all subjects (Hellström 2023:28; Skolverket 2022) and 

attend university less often (SCB 2022). Boys take ADHD-medicine twice as often as girls and 

girls are more often in therapy for depression and anxiety than boys (Hellström 2023:44). 

Given there being substantial differences in living in the world for girls and boys, there might 

be a difference in needs and wishes in school, too. The official goal of the Swedish curriculum 

is norm-conscious education and to make no differences between girls and boys (Skolverket 

2011), but since boys and girls are socialised differently and are facing different norms and 

demands, their needs or stressors might differ. 

 

Research often focuses on the outcome of different activities and ways to teach, or teachers’ 

experiences and evaluations of activities. If differences in pupil groups are reported, it might 

be describing actions or interactions rather than the pupil’s feelings. This becomes apparent in 

a study in which girls were found to take the role of the leader or administrator in group work 

for game design (Sjöberg & Brooks 2022), but we don’t know about how they felt about it, if 

the responsibility was positive or put weight on them. If we observe patterns, without being 

able to assess the outcome for pupils, it doesn’t give the teachers too much information about 

what activities generate which outcomes, stressors and feelings among different pupils. 

 

In order to assess patterns and inform teachers about pupils’ perceptions, we need split data. 

Even if there are no significant differences between pupil groups, we need to report that 
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absence by controlling split data. The gender data gap is being noticed more and more (e.g. 

Criado-Perez 2020), resulting in split data for gender, but there are other groups of pupils 

relevant for teaching, too. Pupils with different abilities to concentrate, high- and low-

achieving pupils, and introvert or extrovert pupils might experience classroom activities 

differently, and if they don’t, we need to know that, too. 

 

In this Master’s thesis, I want to contribute to the provision of split data of pupils’ perceptions 

of different classroom activities. Since previous research did not reveal clear pupil groups or 

clear groups that might differ in perception, I chose to split my data into the most salient pupil 

groups of the previous research (gender and achievement), and three other groups that might 

be salient groups: stream, ability to concentrate and tendency towards introversion. I want to 

examine what personal background factors might be factors that form pupil groups that 

perceive a certain activity similarly. 

 

The split data (or the fact that pupils in fact do perceive activities completely individually, and 

not based on personal background factors), can then be helpful for teachers to plan their 

activities in a way, that no pupil group is stressed or catered to more often than others. Of 

course, this can only be a pilot study, since a real generalisation would require many thousand 

respondents, but it might be a starting point for teachers to either ask their respective classes, 

or to start thinking about stressors and wishes of different student groups. 

 

 

2 AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In order to give teachers data resources for lesson planning, this Master’s thesis aims at 

researching high school pupils’ perceptions of classroom activities and split the perceptions by 

different pupil groups. 

 

Research questions: 

1. What differences in perception of classroom activities exist between pupils of  

different stream, introversion, achievement level, ability to concentrate and gender? 

2. What relations between similar classroom activities exist, in regard to pupils’  

perceptions? 

 

 

 

3 BACKGROUND 

 

3.1 Definitions 

The terms and activities used in this text are defined below. 
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Perception 

I chose to circumscribe pupils’ experiences, feelings, attitudes, and perceptions with the word 

“perception”. 

 

Classroom activity 

In this Master’s thesis, the different activities a pupil might encounter during a day at school 

are summarised by the word “classroom activity”. It seems not to be the prevalent word in 

research since database searches don’t generate an abundant output. Either most research is 

about specific activities, rendering an umbrella term unused, or other terms are used that have 

evaded my notice. Following classroom activities are researched in this Master’s thesis. 

• Group work: Any activity where students work in a group, graded or ungraded. It might 

be a project stretching over several lessons, or a shorter task within one lesson. Pupils 

have to interact both socially and with regard to subject knowledge (Forslund Frykedal 

2008:3). Abbreviations: GW_g= graded group work, GW_ng = non-graded group 

work. 

• Individual work: Common way of instruction in Sweden, where every pupil works 

independently with a book at her or his own pace. Sometimes, different pupils work 

with different books, either of different complexity, or, especially in the lower grades, 

some pupils might already work in the book of the next grade. Sometimes, pupils even 

work with different subjects in the same classroom (Österlind 2005:5). In this study, 

individual work was defined by working individually with a book and its tasks. 

Abbreviation: IW. 

• Presentation: Any activity in which a pupil presents some previously prepared subject 

to a whole class or a minor group. Abbreviations: P_wc = presentation in front of the 

whole class, P_mg = presentation in front of a minor group. 

• Universal Design for Learning (UDL): UDL is a framework for lesson planning that 

aims at providing structures or scaffolding for all pupils, so that pupils with special 

needs (e.g. ADHD) can be taught at the same time in the same classroom as other pupils 

(Östlund 2017:3). It often entails highly structured lessons, strict routines for starting 

and ending a lesson (Östlund 2017:8), templates, partial goals, visual support (Östlund 

2017:4) or checklists (Östlund 2021:16). Sometimes this concept is called scaffolding 

(Klapp & Jönsson 2021). UDL or scaffolding is not to be confused with simplifying 

support, such as lowering expectations, eliminating knowledge requirements or 

amount of exams. Abbreviation: UDL. 

• Games and Competitions: Any activity in which pupils are competing digitally (e.g. 

Kahoot, instructional computer games etc) or in real life (e.g. role plays, ring games 

etc). Abbreviations: GC_irl = in-real-life games and competitions, GC_d = digital 

games and competitions. 

• In-class examination: Classical exams where the whole class has a limited time frame, 

no books or tools and no conversation between pupils to answer a certain set of tasks. 

Abbreviation: ICE. 

• Projects, project-examination: A form of examination in which a longer project, 

individual or as a group work, is graded. Different students have different themes and 

a range of tools like books, the internet, talking to others etc can be used to fulfil the 

task. Abbreviation: PE. 
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Pupil group 

In this Master’s thesis, the term “pupil group” is used for a subgroup of pupils, split by stream, 

tendency towards introversion, level of achievement, ability for concentration or gender. 

 

Stream 

In the Swedish secondary school system, pupils can choose between different streams of 

education. The academic stream generally leads to a degree with which one can enrol in 

university programs. There are different areas like social science, natural science, or aesthetics, 

which might enable for more or fewer university programs to apply to. The vocational stream 

generally doesn’t lead to a degree that enables university studies, but gives the pupil a basic 

trade vocation, like electrician, childcare nurse, or hairdresser. There is even an Individual 

Stream, in which pupils have individualised classes. 

 

Gender 

In English, gender might refer to both the biological sex or the social construct of differences 

between males and females (Alshebl 2021:534). Historically, biological sex was labelled as sex, 

and gender was the newer term for describing and discussing stereotypical assumptions and 

expectations being socially linked to the biological sex (Harding 1986:56; Hirdman 1988:50; 

Hirdman 2004:11; Eriksson & Gottzén 2020:35), but in recent years the term gender has 

become more washed out and is nowadays often used meaning sex. In this Master’s thesis, 

gender is used mostly meaning sex (female/ male), and only specified when meaning social 

gender roles (feminine/ masculine). 

 

Level of achievement 

In Sweden, grades range from A to F, with A being the highest grade and E the lowest passing 

grade. F is a non-passing grade. The Swedish School inspection defines high-achieving pupils 

as pupils with high grades, rather than pupils with a high IQ or who are specially gifted or of 

high ability (Skolverket 2018:45). 

 

Introversion, extroversion 

Introversion tends to mean that people prefer less social stimulation and time to think before 

contributing ideas (Flanagan & Addy 2019:34). Introverts tend to get their energy from their 

inner world through reflection (Murphy et al 2017:439).  Introversion is not to be confused 

with shyness or social anxiety and does not have to be a burden to the introvert. 

Extroversion tends to mean that people prefer interacting with others and are happy to 

spontaneously share thoughts and ideas (Flanagan & Addy 2019:34f). They are giving and 

receiving energy by interacting with others and tend to be sociable (Murphy et al 2017:438f). 

There are validated psychological tests and scores to determine introversion and extroversion 

(Murphy et al 2017:440f), but in this study, due to privacy concerns and GDPR, I only asked 

for how a pupil tends to get their energy. 
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3.2 Didactics as theoretical frame: planning instruction and the position 

of the pupil 

“Didaktik” is a term that is not overly widespread in the English language area (Krogh et al 

2021:12). Often, the term “curriculum” is used for both the theoretical concept of what is called 

“Didaktik” in the Scandinavian and German language area and that is discussed below. But 

curriculum in the northern understanding more often refers to the national documents 

and  guidelines that determine content of subject, the core values and grading demands. In this 

Master’s thesis, I will write “didactics” for the “Didaktik”-koncept described below, and 

“curriculum” for the national documents. 

 

One definition of didactics is suggested by von Oettingen (2018): “General didactics is the 

science that a teacher needs in order to be able to teach. [...] Didactics is a theory of teaching, 

and thus, knowledge of teaching” (von Oettingen 2018:13, my translation). That knowledge is 

not only theoretical, but also practical. 

 

Klafki, a much-cited German pedagogue, distinguished general didactics (a universal theory 

for teaching and learning), subject didactics (that theory concerning specific subjects and their 

content) and domain didactics (Bereichsdidaktik) (didactics that span several subjects, 

connecting mutual fields of interest or need) (Uljens 1997:216). Sometimes, the latter two are 

combined in the field of special didactics (Bengtsson 1997:252).  

 

Several widespread concepts within didactics formulate the objectives or ambitions with 

general didactics. Von Oettingen (2018) writes that a comprehension of subjectivity lies behind 

general didactics, that implies that the subject needs to learn to be free and mature, and that 

guidance is needed in the process (von Oettingen 2018:20ff). He builds mostly on Herbart, a 

German philosopher in the 18th century who wrote about pedagogy and the three aspects of 

teaching. Von Oettingen calls those three aspects regimentation/ discipline (pedagogical 

authority to guide the child), teaching (fostering instruction) and guidance (guiding and 

forming conversations). The guidance-part is as well about the future, it is thought to guide 

pupils to participate in the public space (von Oettingen 2018:123). 

 

In his book Undervisningens återkomst , Biesta (2019) writes as well about the objective with 

teaching being subject-being (subjekthet) and “grown-up-ness” (vuxenhet), which is described 

as a way to be in the world, to recognise the otherness and integrity of others. It implies to 

realise that we haven’t made the world (biological and social, consisting of both things and 

being) and can’t use it freely (Biesta 2019:26). The pedagogical responsibility according to 

Biesta (2019:48, 81, 157) is to in others evoke the will to exist in a grown-up way. He writes 

critically about learning, the learnification of teaching (criticising that the goal is learning on 

itself, what is learned seems to be secondary) and studenting: to instruct pupils about 

proceedings, requirements, choose material, adjust material to pupils, monitor and judge 

pupils (Biesta 2019:58), instead of focusing on teaching content. 

 

Brante (2016:55) analysed the Swedish curriculum and found a general “Bildung”-ideal 

permeating the curriculum together with the goal to form responsible citizens. That means that 

school is not only seen as an institution to gain knowledge in certain subjects, but there is a 
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moral component of morally making children into grown-ups that follow the morale, ideals 

and norms of today’s society. 

 

Klafki (Uljens 1997:208) formulated five questions that every teacher should ask themselves 

before teaching, but the pupil, pupils experiences, needs or social life-reality does not feature 

in them. In his critical-constructive didactics, Klafki writes that the goal is “guiding all children 

and adolescents to greater capacity for self-determination, co-determination and solidarity.” 

(Gundem & Hopmann 1998:311). But he establishes that those concepts should not be 

misunderstood in a technological sense: self-determination, co-determination and solidarity 

cannot be produced directly by didactic action (Gundem & Hopman 1998:312)... 

 

Neither does von Oettingen (2018) or Biesta in his book Undervisningens återkomst (2019) 

write about the pupil as a competent or capable human being. Their theories about didactics 

assume that the pupil, the child needs to be “made”, to be formed, in order to become a citizen. 

Von Oettingen (2018:123) writes about participation in society but fails to discuss participation 

already in school. (But he subscribes to a “school’s paradox”, too, that implies that pupils have 

to learn things in school (i.e. not in life), that are impossible to learn outside of school/ in life, 

in order to later participate in life (von Oettingen 2018:19f). With that kind of frame, the child 

is seen as incomplete, in need of manipulation from school and teachers…) Biesta (2019), who 

is concerned about grown-up-ness and our relation to the world in Undervisningens återkomst 

misses to be concerned with pupils’ competence. Herbart didn’t have to think as much about 

the pupils, and their potential differences in needs, wishes and social lives influencing them, 

since only upper-class boys were pupils to begin with in Germany in the 18th century. Other 

ways to look at children would for example be the late family therapist Jesper Juul’s view on 

children as innate competent, that they already bring all will to cooperate, be social and live in 

consideration for others with them at birth. That our job is to not disturb it and see why 

children act like they act through the lens of their cooperation (Juul 1995). 

 

In the aforementioned texts on didactics, the didactic triangle seems to have a passive “pupil”-

part, someone who needs to be formed into a subject. Teachers do not get too much practical 

information about planning lessons from those big theories of didactics, no concrete way to 

incorporate pupils into their lesson planning. In this Master’s thesis, the “pupil”-part of the 

didactic triangle is the main focus. Pupils are seen as competent, active parts in the learning-

process, and thus, teachers’ need to carefully think about the “how”-question as much as the 

“what” and “why”-questions is postulated. In order to help teachers to take pupils’ needs, 

stressors and perceptions into account when planning, this Master’s thesis researches if there 

are differences in perceptions between pupil groups, and if so, which. 

 

Today, the goal with education is to have a school for all, a school in which pupils are not 

divided by gender, function, class, ethnicity, and the Convention of the Rights of the Child 

prescribes the right to community (Assarson 2009:12). We are against othering, and the 

creation of homogenous groups, both in education (Assarson 2009:65), and in the social life. 

Everyone is supposed to play with anyone, everyone is included, everyone wins. The pupils 

having other needs or backgrounds are said to benefit from distinct rules and straight 

guidance, especially for children from homes with little study habits (Assarson 2009:81). Also, 

children having a hard time concentrating are said to benefit from structured lessons (Assarson 
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131). Von Oettingen (2018) suggests, building on Klafki, that the amount of content, the 

allocated time, the complexity, the number of explanations and other factors can be modelled 

to suit different pupils in the same class (von Oettingen 2018:113f). This opens up for making 

pupils’ perceptions and wishes to be incorporated into didactical considerations, too. Today, 

the concepts of UDL (Östlund 2017) and scaffolding are departing from the same place of 

inclusion, if done correctly and not being a way to simplify and support more than pupils’ own 

responsibility suggests. 

 

However, teachers today seem to not want to talk about differences in pupils (Perander et al 

2020, Schubert 2023), except perhaps based on concentration and ability. In that field, many 

accommodations and simplifying measures are taken, but other pupil groups, especially 

gender, are usually not considered, due to the normative goal of gender equality (as prescribed 

in the curriculum, Skolverket 2011). 

 

If teachers are meant to get tools to plan their lessons more with and for pupils, it does not 

have to be about actual genetical differences between pupils of different gender, function, class 

or ethnicity, but more about those pupils potentially living different social lives in our non-

equal world. In the example of gender, Hattie (2009) does not split his data by gender or other 

pupil groups, and men and women do have the same cognitive or psychological prerequisites 

(Hattie 2009:86ff), but since social gender roles are still very different, social gender is “done” 

(West & Zimmermann 1987) and social gender roles are developed in communities of practice 

(Paechter 2007), the lives of girls and boys are thus potentially different, creating different 

needs, requirements and stressors. 

 

 

4 PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

I carried out a systematic search with the variables “pupil”, “classroom activity” and 

“experience” with several truncations and alternative search terms in the databases ERIC and 

Education Research Complete. A total of 723 abstracts were reviewed and 33 papers read fully. 

But there were not many articles that were relevant for the aim of this study and only some will 

be mentioned below. Other research was found by other, more specific searches about different 

classroom activities or pupil groups. I found some research about classroom activity- 

perception, that was not split into different pupil groups, and I found research about 

differences between pupil groups in more general terms, but not for certain activities. For 

university students, there was more split-data research, but the research population differs 

quite a lot, and the studies tended to be small. Two studies were found about the right pupil 

populations’ perceptions, split into groups of for example gender and achievement. 

 

4.1 Pupils’ general experience of classroom activities 

Most research is about pupils’ perceptions of subjects or the effect different activities have on 

results, but there is some research into pupils’ perceptions about specific activities. Within the 

STEM-field (Science, Technique, Engineering, Maths) a lot of research aims at finding ways to 
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make pupils more interested and motivated, and to broaden the field for groups not yet as 

represented within STEM as white males. For Spanish high-school-students, for example, 

games to learn the periodic table proved to make class more attractive, interesting and 

enjoyable, even though games didn’t make instructions easier or chemistry as a subject more 

appreciated (Franco-Mariscal et al 2015). Singaporean 4th-graders enjoy experiments and 

group discussions (as long as they get along with their peers) (Jocz et al 2014:2607), and some 

Malaysian secondary students said that creative teaching in STEM made learning more fun, 

leading them to participate in group work (Othman et al 2022). 

 

In the field of language, Parrott (2014) found that the use of virtual reality in German language 

class was seen as both challenging and fun by 42 secondary students in the USA, with the 

academic advantage that they felt more comfortable speaking German as an avatar than in 

class. Otherwise, English primary school pupils were found to perceive high-achieving students 

to dominate whole-class-discussions (without avatars) (Black & Varley 2008). However, some 

pupils felt that whole-class-discussions strengthened a communal sense of belonging as well. 

 

About high-stake-testing we know that primary through middle school pupils perceive it 

mostly negatively, with recurring associations as “nervous”, “mad”, “sad”, “frustrated”, “hate”, 

“confused”, “bored”, “too long” or “hard” (Triplett & Barksdale 2005:244). 

 

The above-mentioned research focuses on pupils’ experiences and perceptions, but fails to 

present split data, in order to see if there are patterns in different groups of pupils sharing 

experiences. 

 

4.2 Differences between groups of pupils 

Research about different groups of pupils often focuses on other things than the pupils’ 

experiences. Pupils who need special support (for example because of an ADHD-diagnosis 

(Östlund 2021)) can be integrated and included within the classroom instead of them receiving 

special lessons outside the class with help of the concept of UDL (Universal Design for Learning 

(Östlund 2017:2). UDL is often pointed out to being a way of organising teaching for all pupils 

and is said to be of advantage for different achieving and functioning pupils (Östlund 2017, 

2021). However, it is not as easy to find research about pupils’ perception and experience with 

receiving scaffolding and structural help by default. One study that did research pupil’s 

experience with scaffolding in Swedish 9th grade focuses on their perception of how much 

support they receive, not on feelings for scaffolding structures as a daily element of instruction. 

Klapp and Jönsson (2021) found that low achieving pupils perceived that they mostly receive 

simplifying support and lowered expectations instead of scaffolding support (UDL). For gender 

differences, low-achieving boys reported to receive more support, more scaffolding and more 

relational support than low-achieving girls, who contrarily self-reported higher levels of 

learning difficulties.  

 

There is some research on the question of pupil groups’ differences within group work, but no 

information was reported about the feelings for or perceptions of group work. Girls seem more 

often to take and be given the role of leader or administrator in group work concerning game 
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design and thus taking on a stereotypical role of taking responsibility (Sjöberg & Brooks 2022). 

A Malaysian study suggests that peer learning in a flipped classroom-setting negatively 

correlates with test performance for female university students (Yong et al 2021). In group 

work, different ambitions and feelings of responsibility can influence how pupils experience 

group work (Forslund Frykedal 2008). Swedish middle school pupils with higher ambitions 

experienced group work negatively if they worked with pupils who had a lower ambition levels 

(Forslund Frykedal 2008:72). 

 

4.3 University students’ experiences split by student group and activity 

From the field of university students, there are a little more insight into patterns of experience. 

Alshebl (2021) found in a minor study with 47 students that (Chinese) international male and 

female students in the UK in general perceived individual work, coupled work and group work 

similarly, but that male students had a slightly more positive attitude towards all three 

activities. The students liked group work best (58% for females, 71% for males) and individual 

work least (8% for females, 10% for males) (Alshebl 2021:547f). One must be cautious though, 

when drawing percentages off of small study populations. Contrary to Sjöberg and Brooks’ 

study above, among university biology students, males preferred being the leader/explainer in 

group work more than twice as often as female students (Eddy et al 2015). The study found as 

well that female students feel equally low levels of anxiety as male students in peer discussions, 

but more anxiety than males in whole-class discussions. Murphy et al (2019, 2017) studied the 

factors gender and intro-/extroversion on 73 college students and found only slight differences 

in preference for specific parts of interaction and lesson style in class between genders 

(Murphy et al 2019) and no significant differences in agreeing with activities as lecture, film, 

whole-class discussion, quizzes, presentations etc between introvert and extrovert students 

(Murphy et al 2017). The only noteworthy difference was that male students preferred student 

presentations [presumably in front of the whole class] more than female students (Murphy et 

al 2019:315). 

 

4.4 Research on adolescents’ perception, split by group 

Two studies better frame the aim of this Master’s thesis: An older qualitative study on 

assessment in the Swedish compulsory school found that secondary pupils give higher credit 

to in-class examination than projects or presentations for grading, even though in-class exams 

generate more stress and anxiety and therefore were wished to be reduced in number (Törnvall 

2001:152, 164). In 2001, both girls and boys were taking in-class exams seriously, even though 

they preferred oral examinations (Törnvall 2001:162f). Both girls and boys experienced anxiety 

in relation to in-class exams, which conforms with the above-mentioned findings of negative 

feelings in high-stake testing (Triplett & Barksdale 2005). The teachers, on the other hand, felt 

that there was a difference in anxiety: low-achieving pupils were seen to be more worried than 

high-achieving pupils, which couldn’t be proved to be true by Törnvall’s study (Törnvall 

2001:164f). A difference between pupil groups arose in relation to performance: pupils that 

were more worried before exams performed worse because of the time pressure of in-class 

exams (Törnvall 2001:171). This study provides pupils’ own perceptions and feelings, while at 
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the same time presenting results broken down into different groups of pupils. It is a smaller 

qualitative study, though, so generalisations are not possible. 

A Spanish high-school study presented split results, too. Attitudes about the use of ICT 

(Information and Communication Technology) in the EFL (English as a Foreign Language) 

Classroom were measured, including questions about ICT’s role in improving learning, the 

access to ICT and difficulties in use (Kopinska 2020:7). The questions were less about 

perceptions, feelings and experience, but since several of the above-mentioned factors are 

about how students feel ICT supported them academically, the study was included here. No 

differences in attitudes were found between the 77 male and female students or between low-

achieving and high-achieving pupils (Kopinska 2020:8).  

 

4.5 Teachers’ thoughts on gender differences in pupils’ needs and 

wishes 

From the field of gender studies, there is some research about teacher beliefs on different needs 

and wishes for different pupil groups (mostly gender). In my master’s thesis (1 year) (Schubert 

2023), teachers were found to not think girls and boys liked and benefited from different 

activities, but they thought, high- and low-achieving pupils, and partly, pupils with 

neurodevelopmental disorders, liked and benefited from different activities. Some other 

research report teachers’ beliefs, too. Dutch teachers believed only small differences in learning 

styles between genders existed, but had a tendency to think that boys were learning more 

independently and girls more guided (de Kraker-Pauw et al 2016). The authors discussed that 

other research tends to find that boys are more competition-driven and girls more cooperating 

(de Kraker-Pauw et al 2016:334). In a small English study, when 8th grade modern languages 

were taught separated by gender instead of achievement-based streams, teachers were 

surprised to find that girls liked competitions and games (Chambers 2005:51). Before the 

intervention, they believed that boys benefited from activities close to UDL, well structured 

lessons, clear objectives, short term tasks and support in organising their work (Chambers 

2005:44). Another study reporting teacher beliefs about boys’ immaturity was Perander et al 

2020: Finnish boys were described as needing external regulation and a “mom” reminding 

them about deadlines, while girls were seen as more mature and willing to achieve, even if the 

subject was not particularly interesting (Perander et al 2020:189f). In that study, teachers 

hesitated to discuss gender differences, and wanted to discuss the subject regarding to the 

individual, not realising that there were patterns in how they described the boys versus the 

girls (Perander et al 2020:194, 196). The same phenomenon was observed in my Master’s 

thesis (1 year) (Schubert 2023). Even in Eidevalds (2009) doctoral thesis, preschool teachers 

weren’t aware of beliefs of gender difference they acted upon: preschool boys were seen as not 

able to wait, and thus, didn’t need to wait as often (Eidevald 2009:128f). They were even helped 

without needing to ask for it (Eidevald 2009:144). 

 

However, teachers might be wrong about pupils' preferences and experiences (Barkhuizen 

1998), and pupils or pupil groups can go under the radar. When Swedish teachers for example 

thought that low-achieving pupils are more anxious in regard to in-class exams than high-

achieving pupils, the interviewed pupils didn’t express that themselves (Törnvall 2001:164f).  
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4.6 Emerging pupil groups and classroom activities 

Groups emerging from the previous research seem to be gender, level of achievement, level of 

introversion and neurodevelopmental disorders (e.g. ADHD, autism etc). Most often in 

education research, the groups of gender and level of achievement are studied, making them 

the most salient groups of pupils to anticipate. In the systematic search, only gender and level 

of achievement were study variables, and level of introversion or neurodevelopmental 

disorders were not mentioned.  

Classroom activities emerging from the previous research seem to be group work, individual 

work, games, experiments, creative teaching, digital teaching, taking part in scaffolding, 

student presentations, in-class exams and project-exams.  

 

 

5 METHOD 

In order to study the perceptions of pupils, I need to make sure that I control significances for 

different possible pupil groups. If I only split data by gender, for example, I could risk seeing 

differences depending on achievement, since Swedish girls generally have higher results than 

Swedish boys. That is why I need to split the data by achievement, too. I wanted to control for 

guardian’s educational background, too, since it is an important factor for a pupil’s academical 

achievement, but since there were too many “don’t know”-answers, that background factor was 

excluded, see below. 

Likewise, the ability to concentrate might influence pupils of different achievements, and I 

must split the data to concentration, too, in order to control for achievement-splits, if I don’t 

want to risk thinking there is a group being defined by grades, if it actually is defined by ability 

to concentrate. Concentration is even used to control for gender differences, since boys are 

diagnosed with ADHD more often and take more medications for it (Hellström 2023), so 

gender differences might in fact be differences in ability, if not controlled for. 

Since I don’t know if there are gender-related patterns of introversion or extroversion, I would 

not want the tendency to introversion to be the reason for possible gender differences, and I 

must control for that, too. The same goes for stream, since more boys choose the vocational 

stream, gender differences might be due to pupils being in different streams, and I must control 

for that, too… Gender and achievement were salient pupil groups in the previous research, and 

concentration, introversion and stream are possible groups that might be lying under potential 

gender- or achievement-differences. The same is true the other way around, gender and 

achievement can be seen as controls for concentration, for example. I would not want to  

analyse a pupil group by ability to concentrate, if gender or general achievement (with the self-

esteem or teachers’ preconceived belief about the pupil’s intelligence often following good 

grades) could be the real factors for potential differences in perception. 
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I chose from the activities that became salient in the previous research by comparing activities 

to those that the teachers I interviewed for my Master’s thesis (1 year) (Schubert 2023), and 

personal experience. Experiments seemed to not fit all subjects, creative teaching seemed  too 

wide a term to use for quantitative analysis and digital teaching is not relevant in the Swedish 

context. None of those were mentioned by the interviewed teachers in Schubert (2023), either. 

 

5.1 Data collection 

5.1.1 Survey 

To collect my data, I conducted a survey asking for ten classroom activities and several personal 

details. The classroom activities were: Groupwork (graded), groupwork (not graded), 

individual work, presentation (in front of a whole class), presentation (in front of a minor 

group), receiving UDL-scaffolding, games, and competitions (in real life), games and 

competitions (digitally), in-class exams and project exams. I chose to specify two versions for 

group work, presentations and games to see if grading or the number of spectators would 

change pupils’ perceptions. 

 

The survey consisted (after an obligatory consent-question) of four questions for each of the 

classroom activities: three unipolar likert-scales (SCB 2016:101f) about how they like the 

activity, how stressed they are by it and how much they feel it helps them achieve the 

academical goals of the knowledge requirements. I chose six likert scale points (five to nine are 

recommended (SCB 2016:96)), in order to have distinct differences, without confusing the 

pupils. There is a central tendency, a tendency for respondents to not choose the highest and 

the lowest scale point (Patel & Davidsson 2011:81), so I wanted to have more than five scale 

points. I chose not to offer a “middle number” but to have an even number of scale points, in 

order to “force” respondents to make a decision and not choose the middle (Patel & Davidsson 

2011:81). Instead, I chose to offer a “don’t know”-alternative (SCB 2016:102), that was then 

excluded in the analysis. 

 

Then, there was a kind of control question about if the perceptions for the activity was different 

for different situations, for example depending on the subject, teacher, classmates, the pupil’s 

own knowledge or grades and so on. Multiple responses could be given on this question. The 

question was used for descriptive statistics, to see if there was an activity where students would 

feel the same independent of surrounding factors, and what primary factors might be. 

 

The personal data consisted of two control questions: one about age (in order to see that I 

didn’t get answers of people not being upper secondary education pupils (or grown ups recently 

having been in upper secondary education). The other was about if a pupil already had 

answered the survey, in order to exclude doubles. Because I asked both principals to post the 

survey on intern communication platforms, and teachers to ask their classes to do the surveys 

during lessons, I anticipated some pupils answering twice. (24 of the respondents had 

answered two times.)  
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Personal questions I intended to analyse were about the stream, two questions about role in 

group work and intro-/extroversion (how they get their energy), two questions about 

achievement (grades and how easy learning is for them), the ability to concentrate, their 

guardian’s highest level of education and gender. The variable of guardian educational level 

(the biggest predictor for school success (Skolverket 2018)), was excluded in the analysis, since 

there were so many “don’t know”- answers that would have to be excluded. But because it is a 

predictor for school success and children of highly educated guardians more often go to an 

academic-stream school, the variable would probably not have changed outcomes. 

 

The personal questions were asked at the end of the survey in order to avoid self-stereotyping, 

meaning that the answers might be influenced by the respondents own gender, stream, grade 

etc (Sinclair et al 2006). 

 

Before opening the survey to the public, two test-respondents piloted the survey, giving 

feedback on understandability, how the technical side of Microsoft Forms worked on the 

computer and phone and if there were confounding questions.  

5.1.2 Selection 

Selection for the survey was explorative (Denscombe 2016:63ff), meaning I chose respondents 

that were available, without regard to them being representative of Swedish upper secondary 

pupils. Inclusion criteria were to be over 15 years of age (in order to be able to consent without 

parental consent), and not older than it being five years since finishing upper secondary 

education.  

I used a combined selection method of convenience and snowball (Denscombe 2016:76f) in 

order to reach respondents. Every headmaster of schools of upper secondary education in two 

middle-sized Swedish cities got a mail (and a reminder when unanswered) where I asked to 

spread the survey to pupils, and to teachers with the plea to carry out the survey during lessons. 

Friends and colleagues got a personal mail, too. Two teachers from two schools offered me to 

come to their school, and then they followed me through different classrooms asking the 

teachers and pupils to carry out the survey right there and then. The bulk of the answers (ca 

300) stems from those two occasions. After a few weeks I even asked a bigger Instagram 

account that posts about civil rights, equality, democracy etc and that sometimes shares 

university surveys, to share and got another 120 answers. In total, 480 responses were 

registered. 

5.1.3 Survey population 

Of the 480 answers, 408 were included in the analysis (see exclusion criteria below, in “data 

preparation”). Of those, 265 were female and 143 male (Figure 1). In Sweden, gender 

distribution for upper secondary school is even with 51% of pupils having been male in 2022 

and 49% female (Skolverket 2023a). A total of 347 of the respondents were in an academic 

stream, 55 in a vocational stream and 6 in an individual program (Figure 2), so statistics and 

graphs for pupils in the individual stream are prone to be arbitrary or random. In Sweden, 

most upper secondary school pupils go to an academic stream programme, and the distribution 

is about one third – two thirds: 63% academic, 37% vocational (Skolverket 2023b). 
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Figure 1. Gender-distribution of respondents Figure 2. Stream-distribution of respondents 

 

Respondents were mostly high-achieving, with 79 mostly having As, 179 mostly having A-Cs 

and only 54 having C-E (Figure 3). Only 7 Respondents had mostly E and 3 respondents mostly 

F, so statistics and graphs for pupils with E- and F- achievement are prone to be arbitrary or 

random. In this whole Master’s thesis, the numbers, tables, and graphs for “mostly E” and 

“mostly F” should be interpreted cautiously or ignored! 

 

It is unclear how representative the respondents’ grades are. On the one hand, Sweden suffers 

from grade-inflation due to schools competing about pupils. On the other hand, the official 

statistics on the main subjects (English, Swedish, Maths, Natural Sciences, Social Sciences) 

indicates that high grades are highly subject specific (Skolverket n.d.). One has to keep in mind 

though, that there are a lot of grades for programme-specific courses for all of secondary school 

pupils that are not found in the official statistics. 

 
Figure 3. Grade-distribution of respondents 

 

The personality-linked background data was likewise unevenly distributed. The majority of 

respondents might have tendencies towards introversion, with only 37 and 91 pupils 

respectively reported to get energy (nearly) always with others and often with others, 

respectively. 143 pupils got energy often from being alone, and 137 pupils (nearly) always from 

being alone (Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Introversion-distribution of respondents 

 

Most respondents reported being able to concentrate in class: 97 respondents found it (nearly) 

always easy to concentrate and to do what the teacher said, and 184 often. 97 often found that 

difficult and 30 respondents found it (nearly) always difficult to concentrate and to do what 

the teacher said (Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. Concentration-distribution of respondents. 

 

Generally, the survey-population is more female, goes to the academic stream more often and 

perhaps has better grades than the general upper secondary school population. Statistics for 

introversion and concentration cannot be compared to the general pupil population, since that 

kind of statistics is unavailable. 

5.1.4 Cross-distributions of the background data 

Below, I will present some combined statistics as well. Of the responding girls, very few were 

in the vocational stream (Figure 6): 
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Figure 6. Stream-distribution by gender. 

 

Girls were slightly over-represented among the high-achievers, and boys among the lower-

achievers (Figure 7). (The distribution of E- and F-respondents is to be ignored since only a 

handful of respondents had mostly E and F, so statistics are skewed.) Since 65% of respondents 

were girls and 35% were boys (see above), that is the distribution one would expect. 

Percentages deviating from 65-35 below are over- and under-representations. A-pupils were 

evenly distributed among genders as seen by the blue A-fields being distributed 69,6% vs 

30,4%. That is close to 65%-35% that would have been expected. Girls were overrepresented 

within A-C (with 74% instead of 65%), boys were overrepresented in both B-D (41% instead of 

35%) and C-E (57% instead of 35%).  
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Figure 7. Grade-distribution by gender. 

 

On the other hand, introversion had no major effect on grades (ignoring again grades E and F, 

since their number of respondents was so small). The distributions for grades follow very 

closely the expected distributions with the only exception of pupils slightly prone towards 

extroversion being slightly over-represented in grades C-E (29,6% instead of the expected 

22%). 

 

The personality-linked attributes were quite evenly distributed. Boys were slightly over-

represented among those with a tendency towards extroversion (41% and 43% instead of 35%), 

and girls slightly among those with a tendency for introversion (67% and 69% instead of the 

“expected” 65%) (Figure 8). For concentration, only the 30 respondents reporting mostly 

difficulties with concentrating deviated from the expected 65%-35%-ratio: female respondents 

were more likely to report concentration-difficulties with 70% instead of 65% (Figure 9). This 

can be interpreted as following the pattern of boys taking twice as much adhd-medicine 

(Hellström 2023), thus not having the same concentration-problems as without medicine, or 

it could be interpreted that the 30 respondents in this study didn’t follow that general tendency, 

since girls were having more problems to concentrate (thus requiring diagnoses/medicine). 
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Figure 8. Introversion-distribution by gender.       Figure 9. Concentration-distribution by gender. 

 

Other cross-distributions were tested, too: As expected by logic, concentration and grade are 

somewhat unevenly distributed. Pupils reporting having an easier time concentrating are over-

represented among higher grades, and pupils reporting difficulties among lower grades. As 

expected, grades in the academic steam were higher than the expected distribution, and lower 

in the vocational stream with 99% of pupils in the academic stream having mostly A (instead 

of the expected 85%). In the vocational stream, 44% instead of the expected 14% had C-E-

grades. The distribution of ability to concentrate was overall evenly distributed among pupils 

of different tendencies towards introversion/ extroversion. 

5.1.5 Response rate 

The response rate was quite good, since the main part of the responses came from whole classes 

being asked to answer the survey. There was one non-consent, and several (n=24) double-

responses that were excluded in the first step. Then, there were some pupils quitting the survey 

after having answered partly, and some choosing to not answer the questions to only one or a 

few activities.  

For several files, only the necessary non-responses were excluded, but when everyone having 

a missing activity or personal information was excluded, 408 of the initial 480 responses 

remained, which is quite a satisfying number with regard to the pupils being asked to answer 

voluntarily within an half-obligatory setting. (Upper secondary school is not obligatory in 

Sweden, although it is obligatory to participate, once one has chosen to study at an upper 

secondary school, especially when receiving the national student funds CSN.) 
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5.2 Ethics 

The four most important principles for research ethics are the requirement of information, or 

consent, or confidentiality and usage (Vetenskapsrådet 2002). I fulfilled the requirement of 

information by informing about the voluntarily, GDPR and the aim with the study 

(Vetenskapsrådet 2002:7, Kvale & Brinkman 2009:87).  

 

I fulfilled the requirement of consent by giving them the choice to consent or not 

(Vetenskapsrådet 2002:9, Kvale & Brinkman 2009:292f). All of the respondents were older 

than 15 and able to consent themselves and none of the respondents was dependent on me. 

However, since the main part of responses came from pupils in class, some might have felt 

pressured to answer. Some pupils solved that by either not consenting, or leaving many 

questions empty, thus excluding themselves from the study. 

 

I fulfilled the requirement of confidentiality by not collecting sensitive data such as diagnosis. 

That is why I only asked for the self-reported ability to concentrate instead of collecting 

information about diagnoses as ADHD. I depersonified the data carried out the survey on the 

university’s own server, not using a third-party-programme so that no unauthorised person 

had access (Vetenskapsrådet 2002:12, Kvale & Brinkman 2009:293). 

 

I fulfilled the requirement of usage by not collecting data I was not planning to analyse (except 

the consent question and the two control questions). I use the data for research and will not 

make it available for commercial interests (Vetenskapsrådet 2002:14). 

During the collection and analysis of the data, MDU’s guideline for GDPR was followed 

according to: https://www.mdu.se/student/under-studietiden/rattigheter-och-skyldigheter-

som-student/studentarbete-gdpr  

 

5.3 Data analysis 

5.3.1 Data preparation 

Exclusion 

Before performing statistical calculations, the data needs to be prepared. General exclusion 

criteria were non-consent, double answers, missing data among the personal data and 

exclusively answering “don’t know” in the Likert scale questions. “Don’t want to tell/other”- 

answers for the gender question were excluded (n=9). Sporadic “don’t know”-answers were 

changed into missing data. 

For different analyses, more specific exclusion criteria were used, for example not answering a 

whole activity, or not having any answers in the “fourth question”-file. 

For the factorial ANOVAS, all respondents who had one whole missing activity were excluded, 

resulting in n=408.  

 

Indexing 

The personal data was indexed according to the following. 

Stream: Academic =1, Vocational =2, Individual =3.  

https://www.mdu.se/student/under-studietiden/rattigheter-och-skyldigheter-som-student/studentarbete-gdpr
https://www.mdu.se/student/under-studietiden/rattigheter-och-skyldigheter-som-student/studentarbete-gdpr
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Role in group work: (nearly) always the leader =1, often the leader =2, often reserved =3, 

(nearly) always reserved = 4. 

Get energy: (nearly) always with others =1, often with others =2, often alone =3, (nearly) 

always alone =4. 

Finding school work easy: Easy + not much time =1, achieve the most, if time is given =2, not 

easy + time demanding =3, not easy + difficult to achieve =4 

Grades: mostly A =1, mostly A-C =2, mostly B-D =3, mostly C-E =4, mostly E =5, mostly F =6, 

very different for different subjects =3, don’t know = exkluded 

Concentrate and do what I’m supposed to: (nearly) always easy =1, often easy =2, often difficult 

=3, (nearly) always difficult =4. 

Gender: female =1, male =2. 

 

The likert-scale numbers for “stress” in the ten classroom activities were inverted in order to 

calculate means for each activity. In descriptive data, tables and bar charts, the non-inverted 

data was used. 

 

Averages 

A column per classroom activity was created, with the means of the three other questions (like 

the activity, be stressed by the activity, achieve academic goals with the activity). Another 

column was created with the means rounded to the closest integer (whole number). 

 

Missing values  

If there were only sporadic missing values, they were replaced by the means of the column, 

which is a common way of dealing with missing values that don’t need to be excluded. Since I 

handled my likert scale as interval and I had a large number of responses, I could use the 

means. Otherwise, I would have replaced the missing values with median, but the larger the 

data set, the more mean and median align anyways. 450 Missing values were replaced of a total 

of 12.240 values – three percent. Anecdotal observation in the process was that most missing 

values occurred for the “achieve”- question: “How much do you think [activity] is helping you 

achieve the requirements of knowledge?” (Hur mycket tycker du att [aktivitet] gynnar din 

måluppfyllelse?”). Apparently, it was a little difficult to answer that for some respondents, or 

they have never assessed activities by their value to achievement. 

 

Multiple-response questions 

The multiple-response question to each classroom activity was shortened to one word, in order 

to make creating descriptive statistics easier. The factors possible to choose were called “Same” 

(“I perceive the activity similarly, no matter the situation”), “Subject” (“I perceive it differently, 

depending on my interest for the subject”), Teacher (“I perceive it differently, depending on 

the teacher”), Class_mates (“I perceive it differently, depending on my class mates”) and 

“Grade_knowledge” (“I perceive it differently, depending on my grade or knowledge in the 

area”). There was even a “other”-alternative, where pupils could leave free-text- responses. 

Some free-text-responses were coded by the above mentioned index, for example things that 

fell into the responsibility of a teacher were coded as such, e.g. work setting, size of task, 

content of task. Some free-text-answers were coded as “Same” if they conveyed no difference, 

e.g. “boring but effective” or “unimportant and I have no motivation”.  
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5.3.2 Factorial ANOVAs 

For analysing significant differences, a series of factorial ANOVAs was carried out (UCLA n.d.) 

in SPSS via Analyze -> General Linear Models -> Univariate. The mean of the activity was the 

dependent variable and the five personal background data were the fixed variables. Estimated 

marginal means were selected for all five independent variables, and the main effects were 

compared with the Bonferroni confidence interval adjustment. The homogeneity test was 

Levene’s test. 

  

An ANOVA is valuable when one or more independent variables are on nominal/categorical 

level (as gender, concentration, stream etc), and the single dependent variable is on interval 

level (Thrane 2019:55). I analysed stream, introversion, grade, concentration and gender in 

relation to the mean of one activity. This was repeated ten times.  

 

The dependent variables (the responses to the classroom activities) were checked for 

normality, since normality is an assumption for ANOVAs. Only the means for UDL was not 

normally distributed The frequency bar chart was nearly linearly rising, indicating that pupils 

very much like UDL. 

 

The other assumptions for ANOVA were met, even though I assumed violation for the 

multicollinearity of some variables. Independent variables should be completely independent 

to each other, and from former research I assumed that there might be a correlation between 

gender and grade. I even saw in my data that stream and gender could have correlations (with 

the vocational stream generating more male responses). I even anticipated there to be a 

correlation between grade and concentration, since that would be a logical assumption. To 

check for multicollinearity, I checked the VIF (variance inflation factor) for my independent 

variables (personal data). A VIF of 1 is best, but usually, VIFs between 1 and 4 or 1 and 5 are 

accepted. The VIFs for my five variables were between 1,023 and 1,275, which is ok and ANOVA 

could be used. 

  

For UDL, which was not normally distributed, and the two activities for which the Levene’s test 

was non-significant, the Kruskal Wallis -test (UCLA n.d.) was conducted instead, but since that 

can only handle two variables, it had to be conducted for each personal variable on its own. In 

SPSS, the Kruskal-Wallis test is found by Analyze -> Non-parametric tests -> Independent 

Sample. In “fields” the mean was moved to the “test”-field and one personal data at a time to 

“groups”. In the settings, the Kruskal-Wallis-test can be chosen, so that it is concocted even for 

variables with only two levels, which otherwise might automatically be analysed by the 

Whitney-Mann-U. 

 

Whenever estimated marginal means (EMM, or EM means) were calculated, those were used 

in the report of results. They differ from the descriptive means, because adjustments for 

independent variables not being balanced are calculated. 

5.3.3 Correlations between similar or related activities 

Research question nr 2 was about what relations could be found between similar classroom 

activities. Simple correlations were done to see if classroom activities that thematically should 
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generate related perceptions in fact were related. Groupwork (graded) and groupwork (not 

graded) were compared to see if the grading changed perceptions, as well as the groupworks 

and individual work, in order to see if they were negatively correlated. The same was done for 

presentations (whole class) and presentations (minor group) as well as for 

games/competitions (in real life) and games/competitions (digital). I thought that in-class 

exams and project-exams could be negatively correlated, so those were investigated, too. 

Because I assumed all of those data to be interval, I chose to look for the Pearson Coefficient. 

In SPSS, that is done by Analyze -> Correlate -> Bivariate. The variables are chosen, and 

Pearson is already pre-checked. 

 

 

6 RESULT  

 

6.1 Overview: Pupils’ general perceptions of classroom activities 

First, I want to give a general overview of how the pupils perceived the different activities, 

without presenting split data. Perception was measured in a six-point likert scale, numbers 1 

to 6. Since the middle of the likert scale would have been 3,5, means that are under 3,5 mean 

that pupils don’t like, don’t get stressed and don’t feel the activity promotes achievement. 

Scores over 3,5 mean that pupils like the activity, do get stressed and feel that the activity does 

promote achievement. Generally, means between 3,0 and 3,99 are “middle-field” means, 

indicating that pupils are quite indifferent and do not have strong opinions about the activity 

or its promotion for achievement. 

6.1.1 How did pupils perceive different activities? 

The activity liked best is to receive scaffolding, UDL (Figure 10). The general mean for the “like” 

question was 5,24 of a possible maximum of 6,0. Even for the stress-variable, UDL was best 

liked, it was the activity that stressed pupils the least of all (mean of 2,0 of a minimum of 1,0). 
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Figure 10. Total means of UDL 

 

Digital games and competitions were liked next best, with a mean of 4,64, even though it came 

in third place for stress (mean 2,09) (Figure 11). In comparison, in-real-life games and 

competitions ranked only seventh with a mean of 3,67. However, in-real-life games and 

competitions didn’t stress pupils as much as other activities, with the stress mean (2,82) 

ranking fourth, not seventh (ranks in Table 1).  

  
Figure 11. Total means of all games and competitions 

 

Another palpable gap occurred towards the third best liked activity: Project-exams (mean 4,31) 

(Figure 12). Here, it was the opposite occurrence than with digital games and competition: 

Project-exams were liked third best, but stressed pupils the seventh most (mean 3,46).  
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Figure 12. Total means of project-exams 

 

Non-graded group work ranked fourth in liking (mean 4,15) and second in stress (mean 2,09) 

(Figure 13). There was a major difference between non-graded and graded group work, with 

the latter ranking only eighth in both liking (mean 3,64) and stress (mean 3,57). 

 
Figure 13. Total means of all group works 

 

Fifth in liking were presentations in front of a minor group (mean 4,03) and the stress-level 

was likewise in the middle, on rank six (mean 3,16) (Figure 14). In contrast, presentations in 

front of the whole class were the absolute last ranked activity, landing on rank 10 for both liking 

(2,78) and stress (4,35).  
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Figure 14. Total means for all presentations 

 

Individual work with a book in class was ranked sixth in liking (mean 3,77) and fifth in stress 

(mean 3,13). Lastly, In-class exams were ranked second to last, on rank nine for both liking 

(mean 3,32) and stress (mean 4,26). As reported above, only presentations in front of the whole 

class were ranked lower. 

 

Interestingly, the respondents are good at distinguishing between liking and what promotes 

academic achievement. While the mean scores for liking and stress were following fairly the 

same pattern (with the exception of games and competitions in real life and project exams), 

the mean for promoting achievement were following an own pattern. In order of highest rank 

for prompting achievement to lowest pupils ranked UDL highest (mean 4,88), then project 

exams (mean 4,47), individual work (mean 3,99), in-class exams (mean 3,87), presentations 

in front of a minor group (mean 3,71), digital games and competitions (mean 3,66), 

presentations in front of the whole class (mean 3,39), graded group work (mean 3,30), games 

and competitions in real life (mean 3,16) and lastly, non-graded group work (mean 3,05) (Table 

1). 

 

Table 1. Achieve-ranks versus like/stress-ranks 

Activity Rank “achieve” Rank “like”, “stress” 

UDL 1 1, 1 

Project-exam 2 3, 7 

Individual Work with a book 3 6, 5 
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In-class exam 4 9, 9 

Presentation (minor group) 5 5, 6 

digital Games/competitions 6 2, 3 

Presentation (whole class) 7 10, 10 

Group work (graded) 8 8, 8 

Games/competitions in real life 9 7, 4 

Group work (not graded) 10 4, 2 

 

For UDL, pupils both like, don’t get stressed and feel they achieve well with it. Project exams 

are liked and felt they help achieving the knowledge requirements, even though they quite 

stress the pupils. Individual work with a book is perceived neither too positively nor too 

stressful, but is perceived to help pupils with achievement. The biggest difference between 

liking/ stress and achievement is for in-class-exams. Pupils feel that they quite much help them 

achieve, even though they are both strongly disliked and stressing. Other interesting activities 

are digital games and competitions, that are quite liked and not stressing, but are not perceived 

to help too much for achievement, and graded group work for which both liking, stress and 

achievement are perceived likewise negatively. Non-graded group work is perceived to help the 

absolute least in achieving, even though it is quite liked and does not stress pupils. 

 

6.2 Main result: Significantly different perceptions by pupil group 

(ANOVAs) 

In order to determine if the means described above are different enough to be significant, a 

series of factorial ANOVAs was conducted, to determine where there were significant 

differences between different pupil groups. For UDL, which had not-normally distributed 

means, a series of Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted instead. For the factorial ANOVAs, the 

Levene’s test of equality of error variances was conducted to see if ANOVA was an accepted 

method and if the findings were statistically significant. For graded group work, the Levene’s 

test was F(76, 273)=1343, p=0,046), for non-graded group work F(76,273)=1744, p<0,001, for 

individual work F(76, 273)=1,987, p<0,001, for presentations in front of the whole class F(76, 

273)=1,694, p<0,001 and for presentations in front of a minor group F(76,273), p=0,032. For 

UDL, no ANOVA was conducted, since the means were not normally distributed. The Levene’s 
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test for games/competitions in real life was F(76, 273)=1,544, p=0,006, for digital 

games/competitions F(76, 273)=1,349, p=0,044, for in-class exams F(76, 273)=1,627, 

p=0,003 and for project exams, the Levene’s test was F(76, 273)=1,643, p=0,002. 

 

There were significant differences for all pupil groups. Only one activity had a significant 

difference in perception by stream (UDL) and two activities had a significant difference for 

concentration (UDL and games/competitions in real life). Project-exams had a combined 

significance for concentration only in connection with introversion (they were perceived more 

positively by pupils with a tendency to extroversion that had a harder time concentrating), but 

that result is not reported due to the group of extroverts having difficulties concentrating only 

consisted of four pupils. Three activities showed significantly different perceptions for 

achievement level (graded group work, presentations in front of a minor group and UDL). Six 

activities showed significantly different perceptions for introversion (non-graded groupwork, 

individual work, presentations in front of a whole class, presentations in front of a minor group 

and games/competitions in real life. Project-exams were significant only for introversion in 

combination with gender). Six activities showed significantly different perceptions for gender 

(graded group work, individual work, presentations in front of a whole class, presentations in 

front of a minor group and UDL. As mentioned above, project-exams were significant only for 

gender in combination with introversion.) (Table 2).  

 

The only activities showing no significant differences for different pupil groups were digital 

group work and in-class-exams. Project-exams had two combined significances, but no 

significances for whole pupil groups. That means, pupils agreed to a high degree on their 

general perceptions of those three activities. 

 

Table 2. Overview over activities and significantly different pupil group-perceptions 

Activity Pupil groups with significantly different 

perceptions 

Group work (graded) grade, gender 

Group work (not graded) introversion 

Individual Work with a book introversion, gender 

Presentation (whole class) introversion, gender 

Presentation (minor group) grade, introversion, gender 

UDL (stream), grade, concentration, gender 
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Games/competitions in real 

life 

introversion, concentration 

digital Games/competitions – 

In-class exam – 

Project-exam –,  

(introversion*concentration (n=4), introversion*gender 

(n=22) 

 

6.2.1 Significant differences for pupils of different streams 

There was a weak significance for stream and UDL (p=0,044). It is only true for the difference 

of academic stream compared to the individual stream, and there were only six respondents 

for the latter. That number is too small to draw conclusions, and the significance might as well 

be due to coincidence. Pupils in the academic (mean = 5,07) and vocational streams (mean = 

4,94) perceived UDL similarly, but the six included respondents from the individual stream 

(mean = 4,11) didn’t perceive UDL that positively. 

6.2.2 Significant differences for pupils of different abilities to concentrate 

For concentration, the first activity significantly (p = 0,026) differing for perception is UDL, 

too. There is a general tendency of the harder time to concentrate the less positive perception 

for UDL (mostly easy: 5,03, often easy: 4,96, mostly difficult: 4,88), except those who reported 

to “often have difficulties”, whose mean (5,25) lies above the total mean for UDL. 

 

For games and competitions in real life, the pupils finding it “mostly difficult” to concentrate 

sticks out (Figure 15). Generally, the tendency is: The more difficult to concentrate, the less 

positively games and concentrations in real life are perceived (mostly easy: EM mean 3,94, 

often easy: EM mean 3,72, often difficult: EM mean 3,58). But pupils reporting having mostly 

difficulties concentrating perceive games and competitions in real life as positive as those 

having an easy time concentrating (EM mean 3,98), with boys showing that tendency even 

more than girls. 
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Figure 15. Estimated marginal means for concentration in games/competitions in real life 

 

6.2.3 Significant differences for pupils of different levels of achievement 

There is a general tendency for perceptions of pupils with different achievement-levels. The 

general tendency is that the lower the grades, the more negatively pupils perceive activities. 

Only graded group work (significant) and games/competitions in real life (not significant) are 

exceptions, where the tendency is that the higher the grades, the more negative the perception 

of the activity. 

 

For graded group work, the perception difference is significant (F(5, 273)=3,817, p=0,002): 

the EM means for the different achievement-groups are: A=2,94, A-C=3,59, B-D=3,81, C-

E=4,04, (E=4,19, F=2,81), meaning that the better the grades, the more negatively graded 

group work is perceived, especially for girls (Figure 16). F is an exception, but there were only 

three respondents reporting having mostly F-grades, so the result might be skewed. Even 

mostly-E -respondents were very few, so that the numbers and graphs for E and F should be 

handled cautiously – or best ignored – in this whole Master’s thesis. 
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Figure 16. EM means for graded group work by grade and gender 

 

Presentations in front of a minor group are significantly different for pupils of different 

achievement (F(5, 273)=3,187, p=0,008). Higher achieving pupils have a more positive 

perception than lower-achieving pupils (E and F being ignored). The EM means for the 

different achievement-levels were: A=4,08, A-C=3,84, B-D=4,04, C-E=3,65, (E=3,22, 

F=4,78). 

 

Even for UDL and scaffolding, there was an achievement-difference, with the general tendency 

being that higher achieving pupils perceive UDL more positively than lower-achieving pupils. 

There were no estimated marginal means, since Kruskal-Wallis-tests were conducted, but the 

descriptive means show the same tendency: A (mean 5,22) and A-C (mean 5,16) are similar, 

whereas B-D (mean 4,86) and C-E (mean 4,78) are similar and lower. (Means for E=4,38, 

F=4,33). 

6.2.4 Significant differences for pupils of different tendencies towards intro-/ 

extroversion 

Whereas there were significant differences in perception for both achievement and gender for 

graded group work, those differences disappeared when group work was not graded. Above, 

the descriptive statistics showed that non-graded group work was perceived a lot more positive 

and less stressful by the pupils in total. The difference that remains is only for pupils of 

different tendency towards introversion (F(3, 273)=4,557, p=0,004). The more tendency 

towards introversion, the more negative non-graded group work is perceived (Figure 17). The 

EM means are as follow: mostly_others=4,32, often_others=4,19, often_alone=4,00, 

mostly_alone=3,81. Girls and boys have similar perceptions about non-graded group work. 
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Figure 17. EM means for non-graded group work by introversion and gender 

 

Individual work with a book showed a significant difference as well (F(3, 273)=3,677, p=0,13). 

Pupils with a tendency towards introversion perceived individual work more positively than 

pupils with a tendency towards extroversion (Figure 18): the EM means were 

mostly_others=3,49, often_others=3,10, often_alone=3,98 and mostly_alone=3,93. The 

graph below shows that the reddish introversion-tendency-graphs are higher and even have a 

slightly less tendency to fall by lower achievement (E and F ignored due to few respondents). 

 
Figure 18. EM means for individual work by introversion and achievement. (E and F to be ignored) 
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Another activity that seems logical to be influenced by introversion is presentation in front of 

the whole class, which shows significant differences for pupils of different tendencies towards 

introversion (F(3, 273)=3,669, p=0,013). The more prone towards introversion, the more 

negatively presentations in front of the whole class are perceived (Figure 19). This tendency 

was stronger for girls than boys. Girls perceive presentations in front or a whole class more 

negatively in general (see below in the section for gender). The estimated means for the groups 

were: mostly_others=3,36, often_others=3,30, often_alone=2,94 and mostly_alone=2,73. 

 

 
Figure 19. EM means for presentation in front of the whole class by introversion and gender 

 

Even presentations in front of minor groups were statistically significant for introversion (F(3, 

273)=3,160, p=0,025). The same pattern arises as with presentation in front of the whole class: 

the pupils with a tendency towards introversion perceive presentations in front of a minor 

group as more negative than pupils with a tendency towards extroversion (Figure 20). Even 

this tendency was stronger for girls than boys, even though the activity in general was perceived 

more similarly by boys and girls, than presentations in front of the whole class. The EM means 

of this activity is generally higher and above the middle mean of 3,5 than for presentations in 

front of a whole class. EM means were: mostly_others=4,10, often_others=4,09, 

often_alone=3,85 and mostly_alone=3,58.  
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Figure 20. EM means for presentation in front of a minor group by introversion and gender. 

 

Games and competitions in real life were significant for introversion, too (F(3, 273)=4,697, 

p=0,004). There is no continuous tendency over the spectrum of how pupils get their energy, 

meaning if they have a tendency towards introversion or extroversion. But grouped together, 

the pupils with a tendency towards extroversion perceive games and competitions in real life 

slightly more positively than pupils with a tendency towards introversion grouped together 

(Figure 21). EM means were: mostly_others=3,66, often_others=4,23, often_alone=3,74, 

mostly alone=3,49.  
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Figure 21. EM means for games/competitions in real life by introversion and gender 

 

There was one activity where introversion itself was not significant, but only in connection with 

gender: Project-exams (F(3, 273)=3,126, p=0,026. Girls with a tendency towards extroversion 

did perceive the activity more positively than boys (Figure 22).  

 
Figure 22. EM means for project-exams by introversion and gender 
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6.2.5 Significant differences for pupils of different gender 

There were gender differences of perception within the descriptive means for every activity, 

with boys having more positive perceptions of graded and non-graded group work, 

presentations in front of the whole class and minor group and digital and real-life 

games/competitions. Girls had more positive descriptive means only for individual work, UDL 

and project-exams. The descriptive means for in-class-exams were nearly the same, with boys 

favouring them ever so slightly. 

 

There were several significant gender differences. The significance for the connection of 

introversion and gender for project-exams was reported above. Graded group work was 

perceived significantly different between genders (F(1, 273)=5,380, p=0,019). Girls (EM mean 

= 3,30) perceived graded group work as more negative than boys (EM mean = 3,98) (Figure 

23). 

 
Figure 23. EM means for graded group work by gender and introversion. 

 

Individual work with a book was perceived significantly different between genders (F(1, 

273)=4,911, p=0,028). Girls (EM mean = 3,90) perceive that activity more positively than boys 

(Em mean = 3,448) (Figure 24). 
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Figure 24. EM means for individual work by gender and grade 

 

Both presentation-activities were significant for gender. Presentations in front of the whole 

class (F(1, 273)=16,922, p<0,001) and presentation in front of a minor group (F(1, 273)=7,672, 

p=0,006). The estimated marginal means for presentations in front of a whole class were 2,54 

for girls and 3,53 for boys (Figure 25), and higher in presentation in front of a minor group 

(EM mean girls = 3,66, EM mean boys = 4,10) (Figure 26). Boys perceive both presentations 

more positively than girls. (E and F are ignored due to few respondents.) 
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Figure 25. EM means for presentation in front of the whole class by gender and grade (ignoring E and 

F) 

 

 
Figure 26. EM means for presentation in front of a minor group by gender and grade (ignoring E and F) 
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Universal Design for Learning, UDL, had significantly different (p<0,001) perceptions for boys 

and girls as the Kruskal-Wallis-test revealed. The descriptive means for girls and UDL are 5,21 

and for boys 4,72 with girls agreeing more on that than boys, since the quartiles are closer 

together, as well as the minimum and maximum (Figure 27). 

 
Figure 27. Means for UDL by gender 

 

6.3 Correlations between activities with variations 

Here, the results concerning the second research question is reported. The research question 

was “What relations between similar classroom activities exist, in regard to pupils’ 

perceptions?”. I wanted to study if similar classroom activities would be perceived similarly. 

In order to answer the second research question on pupils’ perceptions on relating activities, 

the strength of the correlation between those activities was examined by correlation analyses. 

Those activities were split with two varieties: Group work was split into graded and not graded, 

presentations were split into happening in front of the whole class or only in front of a minor 

group and games/competitions were split into occurring digitally (thus potential 

anonymously) and occurring in real life, in the classroom with the physical bodies of the pupils.  

 

In order to analyse the extent to which perceptions of graded and non-graded group work 

differ, as well as presentations in front of the whole class or a minor group and the two versions 

of games and competitions, Pearson’s coefficient was analysed. Additionally, correlation was 

determined for in-class exams versus project-exams with the thought being that pupils who 

like the one better, would like the other less and vice versa. 

Group work graded vs group work non-graded is (of course) significantly correlated (p<0,001), 

but the Pearson’s Coefficient is only 0,336, which implicates a moderate correlation (often 

defined as the coefficient being between 0,3 and 0,49. Correlations between ±0,5-1,0 would be 



 

40 

 

 

strong correlations, and 0 would be no correlation at all). Since the mean for graded group 

work was 3,46 and non-graded group work 4,04, pupils like non-graded group work better. 

Since there is no strong correlation between the group works, one can assume that the factor 

“grading” is relevant for pupils. When correlated only for the stress-variable a similar moderate 

correlation occurs: Pearson’s r = 0,344 (p<0,001), meaning that grading is relevant for the 

stress-level, too. Grading group work makes the perception and more negative and raises the 

stress-level. 

 

Compared with individual work with a book, there is a moderate negative correlation: when 

the perception of group work gets more positive, the perception of individual work gets more 

negative: Pearson’s  r = -0,438 (p<0,001). Pupils who like group work, tend to dislike working 

alone, and vice versa. 

 

The correlation for digital (mean 4,40) versus in-real-life games and competitions (mean 3,68) 

is as well (only) moderately correlated, indicating that the factor in-real-life versus digital 

matters for pupils: Pearson’s  r = 0,338 (p<0,001). A similar moderate correlation exists for 

the stress-question alone as well: Pearson’s  r = 0,385 (p<0,001). That means, that games and 

competitions are perceived more negatively, and stress pupils more, when done in real life 

instead of digitally. 

 

Presentations are a little more evenly perceived. The correlation between presentations in front 

of a whole class and in front of a minor group is (on the lower margin of strong correlation: 

Pearson’s  r = 0,553 (p<0,001).  That means, pupils tend to have a more similar perception of 

presentation, no matter if the presentation is held in front of the whole class or minor group, 

at least in comparison to graded versus not graded group work. That said, pupils perceive 

presentations in front of a minor group a lot more positive (mean 3,86) than in front of a whole 

class (mean 2,93). For the question of stress alone, a similar correlation is found: Pearson’s  r 

= 0,508 (p<0,001). 

 

The expectation of a negative correlation, that means that pupils liking project exams would 

dislike in-class exams and vice versa, was not found to be true. There is no significant 

correlation between those means (Pearson’s  r = -0,081 (p=0,103) (Figure 28). Only 0,7 % of 

the values for the one activity can be predicted from the other activity (R2 = 0,007), which is 

really not much. 
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Figure 28.  No correlation of in-class exams and project-exams 

 

6.4 What factor of situation did the perception of an activity depend on? 

For each activity, pupils were not only asked about how much they like the activity, get stressed 

by it or if it helps them achieve the knowledge goals, but there was as well a fourth question, a 

kind of control question about if the perception was stable across situations, or what influenced 

perception. They were asked if their perception of that activity was about the same, or if it 

differed for example depending on the subject, the teacher, the classmates or the pupil’s own 

grade or knowledge in the area (Table 3). This information can be used to estimate how 

generally applicable the information on the specific perception is. The more the perception 

depends on one or more certain factors, the less general teachers can use the information in 

this Master’s thesis to inform their planning of classroom activities – or the more they get a 

hint on what to watch out for, when choosing a certain activity for their class. This result is 

thus reported to add to the implications for practice for teachers. 

 

Pupils could choose several responses and non-responses were excluded, so reading these pie 

charts one has to keep in mind that every answer not being “same” got inflated, since only 

“same” was an answer that would not be logical to answer together with another answer, 

whereas all other answers can very well belong to the same case/pupil. 
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Table 3. “I perceive the activity the same, independent of the situation”- answers ranked. 

Activity rank: perceived the same Percent 

UDL 1 42% 

digital Games/competitions 2 35% 

Games/competitions in real life 3 26% 

Presentation (whole class) 4 23% 

Presentation (minor group) 5 22% 

In-class exam 6 21% 

Project-exam 7 20% 

Group work (not graded) 8 17% 

Individual Work with a book 9 14% 

Group work (graded) 10 9% 

 

For UDL, most pupils perceived it the same (42%) regardless of the situation (Figure 29). The 

teacher (25%) had the second most influence on the perception, followed by the subject (19%). 
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Figure 29. Reasons for different perceptions of UDL 

 

For digital games and competitions, still 35% perceived them the same, and subject (25%) 

influenced perception more than teachers (16%), who were the third most oftenly chosen 

reason for different perceptions of the activity. 

 

For games and competitions in real life, reasons (except the pupils’ grade or knowledge, 8%), 

were relatively evenly distributed. Most pupils perceived the activity the same independent of 

the situation, but classmates (24%), subject (22%) and teacher (20%) were similarly important 

for perception. 

The same went for presentations in front of the whole class, where the subject (24%) was most 

important with classmates (21%), teacher (17%) and grade/knowledge (15%) were relatively 

evenly spread. In total, 23% of pupils perceived the activity the same. The order of reasons was 

exactly the same for presentations in front of minor groups, even with similar percentages.  

 

For in-class exams, the pupil’s grade or knowledge (26%) played a bigger role in perception, 

together with the subject itself (28%). Teacher influence (21%) was as big as no influence at all 

(“Same = 21%) (Figure 30). 
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Figure 30. Reasons for different perceptions of in-class exams 

 

But even project-exams showed a similar variance, with subject (33%) being the most 

important reason for different perceptions, followed by teacher (22% and grade/knowledge 

(20%). Only one fifth perceive this activity the same, no matter the situation. 

 

For group work, classmates (27%) became more important, and were the second most common 

reason for different perceptions, after the subject itself (32%). Less than one fifth (17%) 

perceived the activity the same regardless of the situation. 

 

Expectedly, classmates (35%) were even more important for perception differences for graded 

group work, followed by subject (26%) and teacher (17%). Only 9% of the pupils experienced 

graded group work the same, independently of the situation, making it the activity where least 

respondents had an independent perception. 

 

Second to last was individual work, with the subject (42%) being the most important factor for 

perception, followed by the teacher (21%) and the pupil’s grade or knowledge (18%) (Figure 

31). 
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Figure 31. Reasons for different perceptions of individual work. 

6.5 Summary of the most important results 

In general, girls perceived most activities more negatively than boys. Only individual work, 

UDL and project-exams were perceived more positively by girls than boys, whereas group work 

(graded and non-graded), presentations (whole-class and minor-group) and games/competitions 

(in-real-life and digital) were perceived more positively by boys. In-class exams were perceived 

very similarly between genders. Generally, lower achieving pupils perceive most activities 

more negatively than high-achieving pupils. Some of the above summarised differences are 

statistically significant, others not. Below, the significant differences are summarised. 

 

To answer the first research questions on differences in perception of classroom activities for 

pupils of different stream, introversion, achievement level, ability to concentrate and gender, 

statistical significances were examined with factorial ANOVAS. Gender and tendency towards 

introversion/extroversion were the most salient pupil groups with six activities each, and grade 

was the second most salient with three activities. Concentration informed significant 

differences only in two activities. No statistical differences were found in digital 

games/competitions and in-class exams, meaning that those activities are perceived individually 

by pupils, and no pupil groups emerging. In project-exams there was no group-wide statistical 

difference, only one combined significance showing that girls with a tendency towards 

extroversion perceived project-exams more positively than the rest of the pupils. 

 

Graded group work was perceived more negatively by girls and higher-achieving pupils 

(especially girls). Non-graded group work was perceived more negatively by students prone to 

introversion, with boys and girls perceiving it very similarly. Individual work with a book was 

perceived more positively for students prone to introversion, especially for lower-achieving 
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puils. Presentations in front of the whole class was perceived more negatively by girls and 

pupils prone to introversion. Presentations in front of a minor group was perceived more 

negatively by girls, lower-achieving pupils and pupils prone to introversion. UDL was 

perceived more negatively by boys, lower-achieving pupils and pupils who have a harder time 

concentrating. Games/competitions in real life were perceived more negatively by pupils prone 

to introversion and pupils having a harder time concentrating. 

 

When comparing similar activities to answer the second research question, it was shown that 

grading changes the perception of group work, making it less negatively perceived if not graded. 

Similarly, the in-real-life-factor mattered for games and competitions, making digital games 

and competitions being perceived more positively than the ones carried out in real life. For 

presentations, the fact if it was to be held in front of the whole class or only a minor group did 

not matter as much as the grading and in-real-life factor for the above mentioned activities. 

Whole-class presentations were perceived negatively, whereas presentations in front of a minor 

group only was perceived average, but the correlation analysis showed that the two forms of 

presentations were more strongly correlated than the varieties of group work and 

games/competitions. There was no correlation between in-class exams and project-exams, 

meaning that one cannot say that pupils who like the one, dislike the other and vice versa. 

 

 

7 DISCUSSION 

 

7.1 Discussion of methods 

7.1.1 Survey 

Apart from the discussions already mentioned above, one item must be discussed here. The 

question about how much the activity helped the pupil achieve knowledge requirements 

probably is not robust. It was shown earlier that there might be a discrepancy between 

students’ subjective perception of a method’s effectiveness and their actual learning 

(Jakobsson et al 2023:5). Pupils were shown to overestimate the read-read-read -sequence of 

studying, and to underestimate the test-test-final exam -sequence of studying, for example. 

 

As a result of pupils showing such maturity in assessing the liking, stress and potential 

achievement, the means of all three questions probably are a good measure for an activity. 

Pupils seem to not have mixed up the questions or answer with some kind of own mean. An 

activity, no matter how much pupils like it and don’t get stressed by it, got lower means if it 

wasn't deemed to helping pupils achieve. 

 

For a discussion of the validity of the survey-questions, see the validity-reliability -section 

below. 
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7.1.2 Analysis 

I handled the likert scale answers as interval variables, even though a likert scale usually is on 

the ordinal level (SCB 2016:81). Wu and Leung (2017) found that likert scale with 11 points can 

be viewed as interval, but there is no consensus between researchers about handling likert-

scales. Since I used numbers to convey the different answers (and not “agree strongly, partly 

agree” etc), I am confident in using my likert scale as interval data. Since I used numbers from 

1 to 6 from the beginning, 0 is a real minimum, and intervals between the scale points are fixed 

and regular, all criterions for interval data. 

7.1.3 Validity and reliability 

Validity is the term for controlling that a method actually examines the thing it is supposed to, 

validity is about how valid the chosen method is for the research questions (Kvale & Brinkman 

2009:263f). My method has some disputable aspects. I did not choose a validated method. 

Sometimes, researchers set out to validate a questionnaire, a method or a way to calculate, 

testing the said questionnaire, method or calculation from many angles. I didn’t use validated 

questions for my background data. Stream, gender and grade do not need to be externally 

validated, they examine exactly what they are supposed to. But to just have one question to 

determine introversion and extroversion is not valid. I chose to do so, so that the survey 

wouldn’t get too long. I chose to not ask for diagnoses of neurodevelopmental disorders like 

adhd, since that would have been a sensitive personal information. I chose to just ask for self-

reported ability to concentrate, which means that I cannot make any conclusions about pupils 

with neurodevelopmental disorders. Potential correlations can only inform an interest to 

research the question further, using proper diagnostic data. 

 

The validity for certain analysis methods is given, if the assumptions for a method are met and 

if the variables are used in a reasonable way. I did check the assumptions for factorial ANOVA 

and correlations, and I tried to make sure to not give variables attributes or power they did not 

possess. I already discussed my decision to handle the likert scale answers as interval data 

instead of ordinal data. 

 

Reliability is about the results consistency and credibility, trustworthiness. Often it is 

connected to reproducibility, meaning that the method should be described so well that other 

researchers can reproduce the setting with new data, inspecting if similar results can be found 

(Kvale & Brinkman 2009:263f). Some say, reliability in surveys increases if a middle-

alternative is given (SCB 2016:102), but for me the argument to force a decision was more 

important. I decided to give a “don’t know”-alternative instead. Questions with more non-

responses are less reliable than questions that everyone answered to (Patel & Davidsson 

2011:105). I realised that the achieve-question seems to have been more complicated to answer 

than the like- and stress-questions, and some classroom activities seem not to have been as 

widespread as others, since there were more cases of four non-responses in a row. 

Games/competitions in real life was such a question, and non-graded group work.  
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7.2 Result discussion 

7.2.1 General positive and negative perceptions 

If one would interpret means between 3,0 and 3,99 as “meh”-questions, where pupils didn’t 

have a strong opinion and that neither impacted too negatively or too positively, the following 

questions about activities are deemed neutrally by students: graded group work (all questions), 

individual work with a book (all questions), promotes achievement with non-graded group 

work, promotes achievement with presentations in front of the whole class, stress and 

promotes achievement with presentations in front of a minor group, liking and promotes 

achievement with games/competitions in real life, promotes achievement with digital 

games/competitions, liking and promotes achievement with in-class-exams and stress in 

project-exams. The rest could be interpreted as either having the students’ approval or their 

refusal. Questions, in which an activity was not approved of were liking and stress of 

presentations in front of the whole class and stress for in-class exams. Questions, in which an 

activity was approved of were no stress for non-graded group work, liking for presentations in 

front of a minor group, UDL (all questions), no stress for games/competitions both in real life 

and digital, liking for digital games/competitions and liking and promotes achievement with 

project-exams (Table 4).  

 

Table 4. Overview over activities perceived negatively, neutrally or positively 

Perceived negatively Perceived neutrally Perceived positively 

Presentation (whole 

class) - like 

Group work (graded) - like Group work (not graded) - like 

Presentation (whole 

class) - stress 

Group work (graded) - stress Group work (not graded) - 

stress 

In-class exam - stress Group work (graded) - 

achieve 

Presentation (minor group) - 

like 

 
Group work (not graded) - 

achieve  

UDL - like 

 
Individual Work with a book - 

like  

UDL - stress 

 
Individual Work with a book - 

stress 

UDL - achieve 

 
Individual Work with a book - 

achieve 

Games/competitions in real 

life - stress 

 
Presentation (whole class) - 

achieve 

digital Games/competitions - 

like 
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Presentation (minor group) - 

stress 

digital Games/competitions - 

stress 

 
Presentation (minor group) - 

achieve 

Project-exam - like 

 
Games/competitions in real 

life - like 

Project-exam - achieve 

 
Games/competitions in real 

life - achieve 

 

 
digital Games/competitions 

-  achieve 

 

 
In-class exam - like 

 

 
In-class exam - achieve 

 

 
Project-exam - stress 

 

 

These ranks are only on study-population-basis and the analyses above show that different 

groups of pupils can have very different perceptions. This is why split data is needed, for 

example do high-achieving pupils not perceive graded group work neutrally, but negatively, 

whereas C-E-achieving pupils perceive the activity positively (Figure 16). So, a teacher 

planning a lesson should not think group work is appreciated or at least tolerated by pupils, 

but be aware of the fact that high-achievers would be more stressed or perceive the activity 

more negatively. Of course, a teacher can plan group work, but then they might plan another 

lesson in a way that high-achievers experience it more positively. Especially with graded group 

work, a teacher might think about the “how”-question of didactics in a way that she or he might 

try to take grading out or the equation, since both previous research (Forslund Frykedal 2008; 

Sjöberg & Brooks 2022) and this study suggests that the dependency on group members in 

combination with individual grades might be a stressful setting, putting more pressure on 

certain students to take responsibility for the group’s result. Results show that girls perceive 

group work (graded and non-graded) as more negative than boys, which as well might be due 

to dependency or responsibility-taking, as suggested by previous research (Forslund Frykedal 

2008; Alshebl 2021; Sjöberg & Brooks 2022). 

7.2.2 Mature and competent pupils 

It was very interesting to see that pupils were mature in reporting their perceptions on the 

different activities. The fact that the question about if the activity promotes achieving the 

knowledge requirements often was answered differently than the questions about liking and 
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stress shows that pupils can take responsibility for their own learning and probably are able to 

be involved in decisions about methods. Even the ranking of promoting achievement shows 

mature judgement about what makes them study or work hard: the activities ranked higher for 

promoting achievement are UDL, project-exams, individual work with a book, and in-class-

exams. The activities ranked lower for promoting achievement are non-graded group work, 

games/competitions in real life and graded group work. That means that pupils have a distinct 

understanding for what they feel is needed in class. The standard deviation was lowest for the 

achieve-question (compared to the like-question and the stress-question) in seven out of the 

ten activities. The lower the standard deviation, the more the respondents agree on their 

perception. A low standard deviation means little spreading between answers, and a high 

standard deviation means answers that were spread widely. Only in UDL, the standard 

deviation for “achieve” was higher than for the other two questions. UDL had the lowest 

standard deviations by far, though1. This means that the achieve-results are the ones, with least 

differences between individual pupils. However, teachers should not forget about motivation, 

variation and other reasons to plan for activities that don’t gain much achievement in students’ 

eyes. Neither should pupils be catered to only those activities they like. Especially the fact that 

actual academical results might not correlate with what pupils feel raises results (Jakobsson et 

al 2023) informs the need for the teacher to vary both their lesson activities and testing 

activities.  

 

To involve pupils in the planning of classroom activities, teachers can lean on the curriculum 

(Skolverket 2011) that is clear about pupils being expected to participate in lesson planning, 

thus attributing them enough maturity to do so. 

 

One of the “other”-answers for the fourth question on what influences perception of UDL 

exemplifies (some) pupils’ maturity and wish for self-responsibility and motivation. The quote 

comes from a high-achieving girl: 
 

Det beror på hur kontrollerande de är. Jag gillar tydliga instruktioner inkl deadlines osv. [...] men jag vill 

känna att läraren/skolan litar på att jag kan ta ansvar för mig själv! 
 (girl, academic stream, mostly A.) [It depends on how controlling they [the scaffolding-items] are. I like 

clear instructions incl. deadlines etc. [...] but I want to feel that the teacher/school trusts that I can take 

responsibility for myself!”] 

  

This suggests that (at least some) pupils want to take responsibility and are motivated by 

challenges and individualisation. 

7.2.3 Differences between groups of pupils 

If one wants to depart from a view on pupils as competent, willing to belong and cooperating 

(Juul 1995), quality could be gained by making sure to involve pupils in lesson planning and 

understanding more about their different perceptions and thus, needs and stressors. Teachers 

                                                        

1  The standard deviation for UDL was 1,15; 1,21 and 1,24 for like, stress and achieve. Most of the 
standard deviations – 19 out of 30 – were in the 1,3-1,4-area (seven in 1,3, and twelve in 1,4. Then 
there were 5 in the 1,5-area). The highest standard deviation was 1,65 for liking games/competitions 
in real life, and the lowest mentioned above for UDL. 
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might tend to not want to think about differences between groups (Perander et al 2020; 

Schubert 2023), probably since the curriculum and national policy clearly prescribes an equal 

school that does not make difference between pupils. Below, the case is made that there do 

exist differences in perception for pupil groups of different introversion, achievement, ability 

to concentrate and gender. In order to be informed and not by chance happen to disadvantage 

or stress certain groups more than others, teachers might benefit from knowing about possible 

differences in perception.  

 

For example, girls were reporting more negative perceptions for most activities than boys – 

and former research shows that girls are diagnosed and receive treatment against anxiety more 

often than boys (Hellström 2023). School needs to be aware of the stressors for girls and other 

groups of pupils, so that societal patterns don’t get worsened in school. Pupils are not blank 

papers, but bring a variety of experiences, social roles and social norms that were formed in 

different communities of practice (Paechter 2007) that influence what school is for them. 

 

The study of correlations shows that grading changes the perception of group work: without 

grading the pupils like group work better, and it stresses them less. Only the achievement-

factor is similar, though lower, which means that pupils don’t see as much purpose with non-

graded group work, as they can attribute graded group work. Both achieve-perceptions are 

lying under 3,5, which means that pupils do not think group work actually helps them achieve 

knowledge requirements. Teachers might plan group activities in order to vary lessons and give 

pupils a chance to train teamwork, but since school is a system in which personal and 

individual results and qualification are sought, the “how”-question (how to incorporate group 

work) might have to be considered carefully, and perhaps together with pupils, in order to not 

make group work more stressful than necessary. 

 

Group work was the activity that was influenced very much by factors or situations in class, 

too. Only 17% (non-graded group work), and 9% respectively (graded group work) were 

perceived independent of the situation. Subject and classmates were the most important 

factors changing pupils’ perceptions, and for graded group work, the teacher (and her or his 

realm of influence on the task) was the third most important factor influencing 

perception. Teachers can make use of that fact.  

 

High-achievers and girls significantly perceived graded group work more negatively than low-

achievers and boys, which can be explained by the high dependence on other pupils for graded 

group work (Forslund Frykedal 2008). The disappearance of significant differences in 

perception for non-graded group work shows that pupils’ dependence on each other due to 

grading makes graded group work being perceived negatively. One of the “other”-answers in 

the question about what influences perception for graded group work sheds light on this 

phenomenon: An A-C-achieving girl in the academic stream wrote: “Nackdelen med 

grupparbeten är att man i slutändan får göra allting själv.” – “The downside with group work 

is that one has to do everything by oneself in the end.” Sjöberg & Brooks (2022) observed that 

girls often were the leader or admin of group work, taking a bigger responsibility for the result. 

That could be the reason why girls dislike graded group work more. Yong et al 2021 found that 

peer learning (in flipped classroom settings) was negative for girls, but they did not provide a 

possible explanation for that. In university-setting, men were found to choose to be leaders or 
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explainers more often than women (Eddy et al 2015), but the dependence in school group work 

is bigger, since one can assume that only people actually being interested in a subject study 

that at university, while school group work needs to be done with pupils of all interest in the 

subject and school itself.  

 

Individual work correlated weakly negatively with group work, indicating that at least some 

pupils who like group work, dislike individual work and vice versa. Individual work was 

perceived in total better than graded group work, but more negatively than non-graded group 

work. This was found by Alshebl (2021) as well, where working alone got the lowest appraisal 

of international university students. When I asked teachers about their beliefs about different 

pupils’ needs and wishes (Schubert 2023), they thought that girls would like group work more 

than boys, who would like working individually with a book better. Even other research about 

teacher beliefs found girls to be perceived as more cooperating (de Kraker-Pauw et al 2016). 

The results of this Master’s thesis contradict those teacher beliefs with girls perceiving 

individual work more positively than boys (descriptive mean of 4,04 and 3,57 respectively), 

and girls perceiving both graded and non-graded group work (descriptive mean of 3,18 and 

3,99 respectively) more negatively than boys (descriptive mean of 3,97 and 4,13 respectively). 

(Gender differences were significant only for graded group work.)  

 

There were significant differences for perceptions for pupils of different tendency towards 

introversion for non-graded group work and individual work, with pupils prone towards 

introversion perceiving non-graded group work more negatively, and individual work more 

positively than pupils prone towards extroversion. For individual work, that seems logical, but 

it is interesting to see introversion becoming significant only when group work was not graded 

and thus, the grade and gender difference disappeared. Group work ranked 8th (graded) and 

10th (non-graded) for perception of help with achieving knowledge requirements, perhaps that 

can be one of the factors to explain introversion not being significant for graded group work. 

Even though it is perceived negatively, pupils still give it a little more credit than non-graded 

group work… A qualitative study would be needed to find out the reasons behind those 

findings. 

 

There were significant differences in the perceptions of presentations, too. Presentations in 

front of the whole class were mostly negatively perceived and ranked tenth for both liking and 

stress-level. Pupils were mature enough to see some reason for presenting in front of a whole 

class, since the rank for “promotes achieving the knowledge requirements” was ranked 

seventh, not tenth (Table 1). There were significant differences in perceptions for introversion 

and gender for presentations in front of the whole class, and significant differences in 

perceptions for introversion, grade and gender for presentations in front of a minor group. 

Expectedly, pupils prone to introversion perceived both types of presentations more negatively 

than pupils prone to extroversion. However, this contradicts Murphy et al (2017), who found 

no differences or disadvantages for introvert students. Murphy et als respondents answered 

for activities like whole-class discussions or presentations. 

 

Grade was only significant for presentations in front of a minor group, with high-achieving 

pupils perceiving the activity more positively than low-achieving pupils. The grade-level was 

still visible, but not significant for whole-class-presentations, which raises the question on why 
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that is. The finding seems contrary to research showing that high-achieving pupils dominate 

whole class discussions (Black & Varley 2008), which might allow the thought that that might 

be the case even for whole-class presentations, with the reasoning that it might be easier for 

high-achieving pupils to trust that the things they are going to say won’t be wrong or ridiculed. 

Törnvall (2001) found that pupils credited presentations and projects lower for achievement 

than in-class exams, which raises the question why high-achieving pupils perceived 

presentations in front of a minor group more positive than low-achieving pupils. Perhaps, both 

groups dislike and get similarly stressed by presentations in front of the whole class, but for 

high-achievers presenting in front of a minor group loses some of its stress factors, while the 

presenting itself might be more stressing for low-achieving pupils? A qualitative study would 

be needed to explore the underlying reasons. 

 

The gender difference in perception of presentations (girls perceiving them more negatively) 

is in line with previous research. Murphy et al (2019) found the same pattern with males 

perceiving presentations more positively. Women in Murphy et al’s study (2019) were as well 

having more anxiety with whole-class discussions. It is societally stereotypical that women 

dislike standing in front of a group more than men, leading to the risk of double punishment 

(one of the master suppression techniques by Berit Ås (Gillberg 2022:103)), if girls then are 

expected to take up space anyway, in order to break with gender stereotypes. In my Master’s 

thesis (1 year), one teacher reported telling high-achieving girls that they have to train to take 

space. The teacher expected them to achieve in that activity as much as academically, especially 

since they were high-achieving pupils and would have to say better things in a presentation 

(Schubert 2023).  However, to take up space is a relational process, that consists of interaction 

between to give space, to get space and to take space (Björk 2011:138). This means, that it is 

not only up to girls to train and get more comfortable in taking space, but teachers need to 

reflect and ask pupils on how taking space might be facilitated. The “how”-question of the 

didactical triangle is not only about what method or activity to choose, but as well how to 

facilitate it, and how to conduct it. 

 

Universal Design for Learning was the activity most liked, least stressed over and highest 

ranked for promoting achievement. Partly, this is because it is not really an activity, but 

something the student receives. Thus, it requires no energy or activity of the pupil and it is 

easier to like something that does not demand something. Then, this finding is in line with the 

literature about scaffolding and UDL, which is said to be positive for all students (Östlund 

2017, 2021, Klapp & Jönsson 2021). However, the fact that high-achieving students 

significantly liked UDL better than low-achieving students, and that girls significantly liked 

UDL better than boys contradicts the goals of UDL somewhat. It is often thought to be 

especially helpful for students having a hard time organising their work, or concentrating, and 

thus thought to be especially helpful to boys (Chambers 2005; Perander et al 2020; Schubert 

2023). Even Eidevald (2009) found that preschool boys were helped without needing to ask, 

so one might have assumed that boys would appreciate scaffolding and UDL more than girls.  

 

Digital games and competitions were perceived similarly, and positively, by pupils. They 

ranked second and third for liking and stress respectively, but pupils were aware that they 

might be more fun than promoting achievement, since they ranked only sixth in that question. 

Games and competitions in real life were deemed not promoting achievement (ranked ninth) 

and were not liked as much (rank seven) (Table 1). However, they were not stressing pupils too 
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much, with being ranked fourth for stress. Previous research shows that games can make an 

activity more attractive, even though it does not facilitate learning or achievement (Franco-

Mariscal et al 2015), and that virtual reality can aid learning and make it more fun (Parrott 

2014).  

 

Pupils’ perceptions of games/competitions in real life differed significantly for tendency 

towards introversion and ability to concentrate. Generally, the more difficult to concentrate, 

the more negative games/competitions in real life were perceived (see results for details on 

perceptions, since it was not a linear development). For introversion, generally the tendency 

is: the more prone to introversion, the more negatively games/competitions in real life are 

perceived (see results for details on perceptions, since it was not a linear development). Those 

tendencies for introversion and concentration seem expected and logical, since games and 

competitions in real life both require interacting with and being watched by others, and to keep 

concentrating during the whole game or competition. The absence of significant gender 

differences contradicts some previous research. There is a gender difference with boys 

perceiving both games/competitions in real life and digital games/competitions more 

positively than girls, but the difference is not significant. Teachers were found to expect boys 

to be much more interested in competition and games (Chambers 2005; de Kraker-Pauw et al 

2016; Schubert 2023). However, Kopinska (2020) did not find any gender difference for the 

use of ICT (information- and communication technique) in the English-as-a-foreign-language 

classroom, thus agreeing with the findings of this study. 

 

Last, but not least, there were no, or only minor, significant differences in perception of the 

exam-modes. In-class-exams did not show any significantly different perceptions. This 

confirms Törnvalls (2001) finding that both boys and girls feel anxious in connection with in-

class exams but contradicts her finding that girls voice their anxiety more (Törnvall 2001:163). 

 

Project-exams showed a significance for gender only in connection with introversion, and 

introversion in connection with the ability to concentrate. The latter will not be discussed, since 

the number of pupils in the deviating group only was four. But for introversion*gender, the 

result was that girls with a tendency towards extroversion perceived project-exams more 

positively than boys. This would confirm teachers’ beliefs that girls would like project-exams 

more than boys (Schubert 2023) but contradict other teachers’ beliefs that girls learn more 

guided, and boys more independent (de Kraker-Pauw et al 2016), since projects pose higher 

demands on structuring one’s own work. The correlations above showed as well that there was 

no expected negative correlation between in-class exams and project-exams, failing to approve 

the expectation that those students who like in-class exams dislike project-exams and vice 

versa. Would there be significant differences between pupil groups for the exam-styles, the 

correlation might have been apparent. Teachers can take from this result that exam types do 

not seem to disadvantage certain groups of pupils more than others.  

 

All those findings prompt the question, if we are missing a third type of didactics, next to the 

general didactics and subject didactics (Uljens 1997:216). Should we focus more on differences 

between pupils? Or would that be one part of the criticised tendency nowadays to cater too 

much to individual needs and feelings? Right now, the national documents are prescribing 

individualism, and concern for the non-discrimination of any pupil. If that is the goal, perhaps 
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we need to pay more attention to differences. Or we value learning certain abilities and skills, 

that everyone should relate to, but then we would still need to acknowledge differences, and 

provide arguments for why certain abilities and activities are important for everyone to learn 

and not be stressed about. 

7.2.4 Relationship between similar classroom activities 

As shown above in the results for the second research question, the correlations between 

graded and non-graded group work, as well as between digital and real-life games and 

competitions were only moderate, indicating that pupils do perceive them differently. If it 

didn’t matter if a group work was graded, or if a game or competition was carried out in the 

classroom or digitally, the correlation between the perceptions of the two activities should be 

very high. This means, that the choices teachers make on how an activity is planned, can lead 

to different perceptions. For presentations in front of the whole class or in front of a minor 

group, the correlation was stronger, indicating that the fact what audience was listening didn’t 

make that big of a difference than grading group work or digitalizing games/competitions. 

Pupils perceived presentations a bit more evenly across the two variants. Since there is no 

correlation between in-class exams and project-exams, one cannot assume that it is different 

pupils liking or getting stressed by the one or the other. The data does not support there being 

a negative correlation, so teachers don’t have to think that they cater for different groups of 

pupils when choosing the one or the other exam-form. Since both activities did not (or hardly) 

show any significantly different perceptions, teachers might not need to focus too much on 

adapting and modulating exam forms, but rather focus on lesson activities. 

7.3 Implications for practice 

This study contributed to the research field by providing split data on five personal background 

factors for ten classroom activities. Most activities were perceived significantly different by at 

least one group of pupils, which implicates that teachers might improve and adapt their lesson 

planning and choice of methods by considering that different activities might stress or favour 

different pupil groups. 

 

These results do not mean that teachers should cater to pupil’s stressors or wishes! These 

results are important, because teachers need to know which pupil groups potentially are 

disadvantaged more often than others and reflect on ways to level the field. When thinking 

about the “how”-part of one of the didactic triangles (Bengtsson 1998), teachers can use these 

findings to better understand what pupils might feel about different activities, and if there are 

pupil groups getting more stressed or disliking certain activities more than others. Teachers 

could involve pupils into lesson planning by asking their specific class about their perceptions 

and needs. The “pupil”-part of the other didactic triangle (Uljens 1997:201, Krogh et al 2021:71) 

can become more active. Pupils could be seen as competent and mature humans that can 

inform and be involved in lesson planning. 

 

Especially for group work and presentations, there might be more room for flexibility for 

teachers to involve pupils in the decision, how group work or presentations best can be 
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planned, and perhaps different groupings or presentation types can be done within the same 

project. The correlation analysis showed that grading in group work and the audience for 

presentations alter the perception of the activity. Again, the goal is not giving simplifying 

support, avoiding everything that might be a stressor, but to honestly acknowledge that the 

perceptions might differ, and to work with the pupils about both norms and societal 

expectations, but also on techniques for working with and listening to others. 

 

Teachers’ important role became apparent in the question about if perceptions depend on the 

situation, for example the subject, teacher, classmates, grades etc. What the teacher does or 

who (s)he is was shown to influence perception in most activities, and especially in UDL, 

project-exams, in-class-exams, individual work and games/competitions in real life. That 

means that pupils experience those activities differently depending on the teacher’s planning, 

the design of the activity, the material used or the conditions of the activity. Teachers could on 

the one hand allocate meetings with colleagues from the same school and other schools to share 

methods or lesson/exam designs, and on the other hand involve pupils to ask what scaffolding/ 

exams, individual work etc works for them, and what factors make the perception more 

negative. Even for the group works, in which the classmates have a bigger influence on the 

perception, teachers still are found to influence the perception by 17% and 16% respectively, 

which means that the design of the group work can be adapted to lead to a more positive 

perception. Othman et al (2022), for example, found that creative teaching in STEM-subjects 

lead pupils to participate in group work, making learning more fun. 

 

It is even important to allocate time to class building and the social component of a study 

group, since activities like group work (especially graded group work), games/competitions or 

presentations are perceived differently depending on classmates. To make those activities less 

stressful and more positive, group selection, class atmosphere and the openness to mistakes 

and failure might be important. To get along with peers was found to be important to pupils 

(Jocz et al 2014:2607). 

7.4 Limitations 

I did not have a representative selection of pupils, and neither a large number of responses, 

which makes generalisations harder. Quantitative studies gain from having a large number of 

respondents. 

 

The biggest limitation is that neither the questions about perception, nor the background 

questions were standardised, validated questionnaires. Especially the questions about how 

pupils get their energy, that was used as a tendency towards intro- or extroversion, and the 

substitute question for asking for neurodevelopmental disorders (about the ability to 

concentrate) were not evidence based or validated. That makes the results for differences in 

perception for grade or gender more valid and useful than the results for differences in 

concentration or tendency towards introversion. 
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7.5 Suggested further research 

In order to give teachers resolute and robust guidance on how different pupil groups might 

experience classroom activities, a bigger study would be needed. A bigger study could even 

include younger pupils, in order to see when and how perceptions change and when and how 

differences become salient. One could analyse which differences persist during many ages, and 

which are more age-dependent. 

 

A qualitative study would be needed to research the underlying reasons, and to enable pupils 

to get their voices heard. Focus groups would be advisable, both with the aim of asking for 

reflection on the differences this study found, but also with the aim of reflect on what teachers 

can do to lessen the stressors or to enable more groups of students to perceive activities 

positively. One could research the grey area between liking/stress and promotion for 

achievement and ask exactly how pupils want teachers to reason in the balance of fun, 

motivation, achievement and needs. Students could as well inform teachers about how 

teachers could influence the reasons for if activities are perceived differently depending on 

teacher, classmates, class climate, planning etc.  
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ATTACHMENT 1: MISSIVE LETTER 

 

Elevers upplevelser av olika aktiviteter som brukar genomföras i klassrummet är inte särskilt 

mycket beforskade. Man pratar sällan om hur elever upplever de aktiviteter som lärarna 

planerar för sin undervisning, t.ex. grupparbeten, presentationer, inlämningsuppgifter, 

tävlingar mm. 

Jag vill därför genomföra en enkätundersökning och ta reda på gymnasieelevers upplevelser 
av olika aktiviteter i undervisningen. 

 
Därför söker jag personer som går på gymnasiet, eller nyligen har gått på gymnasiet (dvs för 

upp till fem år sedan) för att svara på en enkät. Du ska vara minst 15 år gammal. Om du är 

intresserad av att delta: klicka på länken nedan och svara på enkäten i mobilen, plattan eller 

på datorn.  

https://forms.office.com/e/Yyiph9amHi 
 
Det är helt frivilligt att delta och du kan när som helst avbryta din medverkan. Medverkan 
påverkar inte din skolgång. Svaren kommer inte att kunna spåras och datan 
pseudonymiseras.  
Enkätundersökningen kommer att genomföras på på internet, och tar ca 10-15 minuter att 
genomföra.  

 
Arbetet med studien sker i enlighet med Mälardalens universitets riktlinjer för 

studentarbeten och GDPR, och i enlighet med forskningsetiska principer. Det insamlade 

materialet kommer att hanteras och behandlas konfidentiellt och det kommer att förvaras så 

att ingen obehörig kommer att kunna ta del av det. Det insamlade materialet kommer att 

bearbetas och redovisas i en uppsats och publiceras i databasen Diva. Inga enskilda personer 

eller skolor kommer att kunna identifieras. 

Jag heter Morlin Schubert och studerar vid masterprogrammet i didaktik vid Mälardalens 

universitet. I utbildningen ingår att skriva ett självständigt arbete för masterexamen, vilket är 

anledningen till att denna studie kommer att genomföras. Har du några frågor så hör gärna 

av dig.  

Eskilstuna, 2024-02-20  

Studerande     Handledare 

Morlin Schubert    Anne Lillvist 

Professor 

E-post: morlin.schubert@gmail.com  E-post: anne.lillvist@mdu.se  

Telefon: 0739493847    Telefon: 021-10 15 37 
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ATTACHMENT 2: SURVEY-QUESTIONS 
  
 
Jag heter Morlin Schubert och studerar vid masterprogrammet i didaktik vid Mälardalens 
universitet. I utbildningen ingår att skriva ett självständigt arbete för masterexamen, vilket är 
anledningen till att denna studie kommer att genomföras. Elevers upplevelser av olika 
aktiviteter som brukar genomföras i klassrummet är inte särskilt mycket beforskade. Man 
pratar sällan om hur elever upplever de aktiviteter som lärarna planerar för sin undervisning, 
t.ex. grupparbeten, presentationer, inlämningsuppgifter, tävlingar mm. 
Jag vill därför genomföra en enkätundersökning och ta reda på gymnasieelevers upplevelser 
av olika aktiviteter i undervisningen. 
  
Här följer ett antal frågor om hur du upplever olika aktiviteter i undervisningen. Till varje 
aktivitet ska du ange hur mycket du gillar aktiviteten, stressas av den och hur den gynnar din 
måluppfyllelse. Med måluppfyllelse menas att du lär dig det du ska. 
Du ska bedöma hur du upplever aktiviteterna från ett till sex, där ett är lägst och sex är högst. 
(Obs, det finns ingen mittensiffra, 1, 2, 3 är lägre val och 4, 5, 6 är högre val.) 
Svara gärna snabbt och spontant, övertänk inte. I slutet följer tio frågor om dig själv.  
Hela enkäten tar ca 10-15 minuter att besvara.  
Det är helt frivilligt att delta och du kan när som helst avbryta din medverkan. Medverkan 
påverkar inte din skolgång. Svaren kommer inte att kunna spåras och datan 
pseudonymiseras.  
Du ska vara minst 15 år gammal för att delta. 
  
Tack för att du deltar.  
Jag hoppas kunna ta reda på hur elever upplever undervisningen, så att lärare bättre kan 
planera sina lektioner. 
  
Arbetet med studien sker i enlighet med Mälardalens universitets riktlinjer för studentarbeten 
och GDPR, och i enlighet med forskningsetiska principer. Det insamlade materialet kommer 
att hanteras och behandlas konfidentiellt och det kommer att förvaras så att ingen obehörig 
kommer att kunna ta del av det. Det insamlade materialet kommer att bearbetas och 
redovisas i en uppsats och publiceras i databasen Diva. Inga enskilda personer eller skolor 
kommer att kunna identifieras. 
  
 

 
Sektion 1 
 
Överenskommelse om samtycke 

 
Jag har fått muntlig och skriftlig informationen om studien och har haft möjlighet att ställa 
frågor. (Scrolla upp och läs den blåa texten.) 
Jag samtycker till att: 
- delta i enkätstudien ”Elevers upplevelse av klassrumsaktiviteter” 
- att uppgifter om mig behandlas på det sätt som beskrivs i studiepersonsinformationen 
- de insamlade uppgifterna kommer att bevaras tills att uppsatsen är godkänd 
  
1. Jag samtycker till deltagande i enkätundersökningen. [obligatoriskt] 
- Ja 
- Nej 
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Sektion 2 
 
2. Hur mycket gillar du grupparbete som betygsätts? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- vet ej/ vill ej svara 
  
3. Hur mycket stressar dig grupparbete som betygsätts? (1= stressar inte, 6= stressar 
mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
4. Hur mycket tycker du att grupparbete som betygsätts gynnar din måluppfyllelse? (1= 
gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
5. Upplever du grupparbete som betygsätts olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? 
(Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever det likadant oavsett situation. 
- Jag upplever det olika, och det beror på mitt intresse av ämnet. 
- Jag upplever det olika, och det beror på läraren. 
- Jag upplever det olika, och det beror på kurskamraterna. 
- Jag upplever det olika, och det beror på mina betyg i ämnet. 
- Annat [möjlighet att fylla i eget svar] 
  
6. Hur mycket gillar du grupparbete som inte betygsätts? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1.... 
  
7. Hur mycket stressar dig grupparbete som inte betygsätts? (1= stressar inte, 6= stressar 
mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
8. Hur mycket tycker du att grupparbete som inte betygsätts gynnar din måluppfyllelse? (1= 
gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1... 
  
9. Upplever du grupparbete som inte betygsätts olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika 
kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever.... 
  
10. Hur mycket gillar du ensamarbete med en bok? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1.... 
  
11. Hur mycket stressar dig ensamarbete med en bok? (1= stressar inte, 6= stressar 
mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
12. Hur mycket tycker du att ensamarbete med en bok gynnar din måluppfyllelse? (1= 
gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
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13. Upplever du ensamarbete med en bok olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? (Du 
kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever... 
  
14. Hur mycket gillar du att hålla en presentation inför helklass? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar 
starkt) 
- 1.... 
  
15.  Hur mycket stressar det dig att hålla en presentation inför helklass? (1= stressar inte, 
6= stressar mycket) 
- 1... 
  
16. Hur mycket tycker du att hålla en presentation inför helklass gynnar din inlärning? (1= 
gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1..... 
  
17. Upplever du att hålla en presentation inför helklass olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika 
kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever.... 
  
18. Hur mycket gillar du att hålla en presentation inför en mindre grupp? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= 
gillar starkt) 
- 1... 
  
19. Hur mycket stressar det dig att hålla en presentation inför en mindre grupp? (1= stressar 
inte, 6= stressar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
20.  Hur mycket tycker du att hålla en presentation inför en mindre grupp gynnar din 
inlärning? (1= gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
21. Upplever du att hålla en presentation inför en mindre grupp olika 
rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever.... 
  
22. Hur mycket gillar du tydlig stöttning, t.ex. att få mallar, checklistor, delmål, färdiga 
planeringar osv? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1... 
  
23. Hur mycket stressar det dig att få mallar, checklistor, delmål, färdiga planeringar osv? 
(1= stressar inte, 6= stressar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
24. Hur mycket tycker du  att få mallar, checklistor, delmål, färdiga planeringar osv gynnar 
din inlärning? (1= gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
25.  Upplever du  att få mallar, checklistor, delmål, färdiga planeringar osv olika 
rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.)  
- Jag upplever... 
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26. Hur mycket gillar du tävlingar eller lekar “in real life” (tex rollspel, lekar i ring mm)? (1= 
ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1... 
  
27. Hur mycket stressar dig tävlingar eller lekar “in real life”? (1= stressar inte, 6= stressar 
mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
28. Hur mycket tycker du tävlingar eller lekar “in real life” gynnar din inlärning? (1= gynnar 
inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
29. Upplever du tävlingar eller lekar “in real life” olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika 
kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.)  
- Jag upplever.... 
  
30.  Hur mycket gillar du digitala tävlingar eller lekar (tex Kahoot, Quizlet, pedagogiska 
dataspel)? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1... 
  
31. Hur mycket stressar dig digitala tävlingar eller lekar? (1= stressar inte, 6= stressar 
mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
32. Hur mycket tycker du digitala tävlingar eller lekar gynnar din inlärning? (1= gynnar inte, 
6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1... 
  
33. Upplever du digitala tävlingar eller lekar olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? 
(Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever... 
  
34. Hur mycket gillar du att examineras med hjälp av salstentor (dvs att skriva prov i skolan 
under en begränsad tid)? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar starkt) 
- 1... 
  
35. Hur mycket stressar det dig att examineras med hjälp av salstentor? (1= stressar inte, 
6= stressar mycket) 
- 1... 
  
36.  Hur mycket tycker du att examineras med hjälp av salstentor gynnar din inlärning? (1= 
gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
37. Upplever du att examineras med hjälp av salstentor olika rolig/stressande/gynnsam i 
olika kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever... 
  
38.  Hur mycket gillar du att examineras med hjälp av inlämningsuppgifter (dvs att arbeta 
med en uppgift både i skolan och hemma under en längre tid)? (1= ogillar starkt, 6= gillar 
starkt) 
- 1... 
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39. Hur mycket stressar det dig att examineras med hjälp av inlämningsuppgifter? (1= 
stressar inte, 6= stressar mycket) 
- 1... 
  
40.  Hur mycket tycker du att examineras med hjälp av inlämningsuppgifter gynnar din 
inlärning? (1= gynnar inte, 6= gynnar mycket) 
- 1.... 
  
41. Upplever du att examineras med hjälp av inlämningsuppgifter olika 
rolig/stressande/gynnsam i olika kurser? (Du kan välja flera alternativ.) 
- Jag upplever 
  
 
  
Sektion 3 
 
Om dig 

 
Nu följer tio frågor om dig. Tänk på att svaren inte påverkar din skolgång. 
Svaren kommer inte att kunna spåras och datan pseudonymiseras.  
Svara ärligt och övertänk inte. 
  
42. Har du redan svarat på denna enkät tidigare? 
- Ja 
- Nej 
- Minns ej 
  
43. Hur gammal är du? 
- Jag är äldre tonåring och går på gymnasiet just nu. 
- Jag läser gymnasiekurser som vuxen (t.ex. folkhögskola, komvux, mm). 
- Jag har gått på gymnasiet för 1-5 år sedan. 
- Annat [möjlighet att fylla i eget svar] 
  
44. Vilket program läser du på gymnasiet? 
- Ett yrkesprogram. 
- Ett högskoleförberedande program. 
- Ett individuellt program eller annan gymnasieform (t.ex. vuxenutbildning). 
- Annat [möjlighet att fylla i eget svar] 
 
  
 
Sektion 4 
  
45. Vilken roll tar du i grupparbeten?  
- Jag är (nästan) alltid tillbakadragen. 
- Jag är ofta tillbakadragen.  
- Jag tar ofta en ledande roll. 
- Jag brukar (nästan) alltid ta en ledande roll. 
  
  
46. Hur hämtar du din energi? 
- Jag hämtar (nästan) alltid energi när jag har egentid. 
- Jag hämtar ofta energi när jag har egentid. 
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- Jag hämtar ofta energi när jag är med andra människor. 
- Jag hämtar (nästan) alltid energi när jag är med andra människor. 
  
  
Sektion 5 

 
47. Hur lätt har du för skolarbetet? 
- Jag har lätt för att lära mig och behöver inte lägga ned särskilt mycket tid på skolarbete. 
- Om jag lägger ned tillräckligt med tid på skolarbete brukar jag kunna lära mig det mesta. 
- Jag har inte så lätt att lära mig och behöver lägga ned mycket tid på skolarbete för att lära 
mig det viktigaste. 
- Jag har inte så lätt att lära mig och har svårt att lyckas lära mig det jag behöver. 
  
  
48. Hur ser dina betyg ut, på ett ungefär? 
- Jag har övervägande A. 
- Jag har övervägande A-C. 
- Jag har övervägande B-D. 
- Jag har övervägande C-E. 
- Jag har övervägande E. 
- Jag har övervägande F/Fx/ inga betyg. 
- Det är väldigt olika i olika ämnen. 
  
  
Sektion 6 

 
49.  Hur lätt har du för att koncentrera dig och göra det läraren säger? 
- Jag har (nästan) alltid lätt för att koncentrera mig och göra det jag ska. 
- Jag har ofta lätt att koncentrera mig och göra det jag ska. 
- Jag har ofta svårt att koncentrera mig och göra det jag ska. 
- Jag har (nästan) alltid svårt att koncentrera mig och göra det jag ska. 
  
  
Sektion 7 

 
50. Vilken utbildningsnivå har din vårdnadshavare med högst utbildningsnivå? 
- Högskola/universitet 
- Gymnasiet 
- Grundskola 
- Ingen avslutad grundskoleutbildning 
- Vet ej 
  
 
Sektion  8 

 
51.  Är du… 
- Kvinna 
- Man 
- Vill ej ange/ annat 
  
  
  
 


