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Abstract

In this study, the concept of cognitive activation is used to assess and discuss teaching quality in Swedish
and Norwegian lower secondary literature instruction. Drawing on video data from 49 classroomes, it in-
vestigates the cognitive activation potential (CAP) of tasks. It also investigates how and to what extent
teachers, through their instructional support, increase or decrease the CAP of these tasks. The objective
CAP of 174 tasks was coded into three different categories: ‘Recall and share’, ‘Understand and explain’
and ‘Analyse and create’. This coding revealed that students were primarily expected to reproduce
knowledge. They were seldom required to analyse, compare and interpret literary texts. As tasks are not
always carried out in the way teachers initially intend, the realised CAP of all the tasks was also estimated.
Mostly, it remained unchanged by teachers’ instructional support, which suggests that there is room for
teachers to improve and increase their interaction with students in ways that may enhance the latter’s
literary competence. Implications for students’ learning and development of literary understanding are
discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In language arts, literary texts are often used to provide positive reading experiences,
to contribute to students’ personal growth and to promote their reading compre-
hension. Moreover, reading and working with literary texts can expand and chal-
lenge students’ thinking. Still, teachers rarely seem to take this into account when
planning their literature instruction. Previous research has, however, shown that so-
called cognitive activation contributes to students’ achievement growth; challenging
tasks and problems have the potential to evoke students’ high-level thinking skills,
and help them develop an elaborate knowledge base (Klieme et al., 2009). Repro-
ducing knowledge is not enough if young people are to learn how to solve complex
problems. Therefore, lesson activities demanding interpretation, analysis and evalu-
ation of information are necessary (Newmann et al., 1998). In literature instruction,
reading, interpreting and criticising literary texts can help students develop critical
thinking skills that are useful in all academic fields (Blau, 2003), for example, the ca-
pacity for sustained, focused attention, the capacity to deliberate layered or contra-
dictory information, and a tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty.

Literary texts can offer their readers resistance, and in a Norwegian study, Sgn-
neland (2019) observed that students in lower secondary school actually found dis-
cussions of challenging literary texts meaningful; they were attracted to and engaged
by particularly those aspects of the literary text that can be demanding for even ex-
perienced readers of literature. Yet, presenting students with complex texts is not
enough. Equally important are tasks that stimulate students’ thinking and require
them to work with challenging problems and questions, that is, tasks that provide
students with opportunities for interpretive and reflective thinking and learning.

In studies investigating teaching quality, tasks have often been used to opera-
tionalise the concept of cognitive activation (Praetorius et al., 2018). Previously, cog-
nitive activation has been primarily linked to students’ learning outcomes in mathe-
matics classrooms (see, e.g., Kunter & Voss, 2013; Lipowsky et al., 2009; Praetorius
et al., 2020; Sigurjonsson et al., 2022), but it has also been used when investigating
teaching quality in other subjects. In a German study, Winkler (2020) demonstrated
that the concept of cognitive activation is applicable when investigating and as-
sessing literature instruction. She used a content-specific framework and distin-
guished between assigned task and task realisation to describe quality in literature
classrooms.

In a Nordic context, however, there have been few, if any, attempts to investigate
what kinds of challenges students meet in literature instruction. There is some re-
search concerning questions and assignments in textbooks (Bakken & Andersson-
Bakken, 2021; Lilja Walta, 2016; Ullstrom, 2009), what kinds of questions teachers
ask their students (Magnusson, 2021) and how students engage in complex literary
texts (Gourvennec, 2016; Sgnneland, 2019), but these studies do not reveal what
levels of cognitive challenge different tasks and assignments in literature instruction
invite. The aim of the present study is to contribute such knowledge. It relies on video
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data from 49 Swedish and Norwegian lower secondary classrooms where students

work with literary texts and assesses teaching quality based on the cognitive activa-

tion potential (CAP) of tasks that teachers present to their students. More specifi-

cally, the study examines:

e The cognitive activation of tasks as they are presented to students.

e The extent to which teachers, through their interaction with students as they
work on a given task, increase or decrease the CAP of the task.

2. COGNITIVE ACTIVATION: A FRAMING OF THE CONCEPT

Cognitive activation is a key dimension of instructional quality and a condition
through which students engage in knowledge construction (e.g., when challenging
tasks are implemented at an appropriate pace). Furthermore, it indicates that stu-
dents are engaged in higher-order thinking and required to provide reasons for their
answers (Praetorius et al., 2018). Cognitive activation is a complex construct, and
given that different learners have varying experiences and capacities, certain situa-
tions that require higher-order thinking from some students are not always as chal-
lenging for others (Lewis & Smith, 1993). For this reason, it is complicated, if not
impossible, to make generalizable determinations of cognitive activation levels. Fac-
tors such as the experience, ability and prior knowledge of a person will inevitably
affect the perceived cognitive demand posed by questions (and tasks) that this per-
son faces (Nystrand et al., 2003). Different kinds of cognitive processes are required
to achieve different kinds of knowledge, and some processes can be assumed to be
more complex than others (Anderson et al., 2001). However, the difficulty of a task
does not depend solely on what kinds of cognitive processes the task invites. There
are additional influencing factors (e.g., text structure, the density of distracting in-
formation in the text and the plausibility of distractors) (Mosenthal, 1996). Conse-
quently, cognitive activation and difficulty are not synonymous.

Cognitive activation is regarded as a generic aspect of classroom teaching (Prae-
torius et al., 2018). Nevertheless, it is related to the subject-content being taught
(Praetorius et al., 2016). It is one of the dimensions in the Three Basic Dimensions
(TBD) framework of teaching quality (Praetorius et al., 2018), where the two other
dimensions are classroom management and student support. In TBD, all three di-
mensions can be divided into sub-dimensions (i.e. more specified practices of teach-
ing that represent different aspects of the dimension). For cognitive activation, Prae-
torius et al. (2018) identified seven sub-dimensions: 1) Challenging tasks and ques-
tions, 2) Exploring and activating prior knowledge, 3) Exploration of the students’
ways of thinking / Eliciting student thinking, 4) Receptive / transmissive understand-
ing of learning of the teacher,! 5) Discursive and co-constructive learning, 6) Generic-
Socratic teaching, and 7) Supporting metacognition. The TBD framework is not con-
nected to any single instrument, as are many other frameworks (see Bell et al., 2019).

1 Negative indicator
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In previous studies, the concept of cognitive activation has therefore been opera-
tionalised in different ways; whereas some researchers rely on a large number of
sub-dimensions, others just use ‘Challenging tasks and questions’ (Praetorius et al.,
2018).

In the present study, the assumption that cognitive processes on different levels
complement each other is an important cornerstone. This is in line with ideas ex-
pressed by Newmann et al. (1998): before students can solve complex problems,
they need a basic foundation of knowledge and skills, but it is important that they
also get the opportunity to engage in more cognitively demanding tasks. Thus, the
present study focuses on how teachers provide opportunities for students’ learning
when they introduce challenging tasks and questions or when they elicit student
thinking and encourage discursive and co-constructive learning. However, this does
not necessarily imply that students make use of these opportunities for higher-order
thinking.

Any study of cognitive activation in education must necessarily pay attention to
its subject-specific qualities (Praetorius et al., 2014). In literature instruction, the act
of reading itself often demands a great deal of higher-order thinking, and reading
literary texts frequently invites advanced cognitive processes, such as analysis and
reflection. When a text deviates from what the reader already knows, believes and
understands, the reading process slows down. This leads to de-automatisation and
(re)construction, which, according to Koek et al. (2019), correlate with critical think-
ing and promote student growth in terms of literary interpretation skills. In a literary
text, some details of the story may be more salient to interpretation than others.
Therefore, it is important for readers to learn how to pay attention to such details
(Levine & Horton, 2015), particularly since such a focus may lead to de-automatisa-
tion and promote interpretation awareness (Koek et al., 2019), which tasks and ques-
tions can facilitate. Literary texts may also be read and understood in superficial
ways, and weak readers primarily seem to rely on reading activities directed towards
a basic (re)construction of the text (e.g., retelling and making inferences) (Janssen et
al., 2006). Experienced readers, on the other hand, are more flexible in their reading
and tend to change and adapt their reading activities (particularly with regard to
problem detection and emotional response) both within and between literary texts
(Janssen et al., 2006, 2012). Hence, depending on a reader’s ability, the same literary
text may be read and understood in various ways.

Although teachers may plan for tasks and questions to be challenging, these plans
are not always realised in the intended way (Tengberg et al., 2022). Therefore, it is
necessary not only to evaluate what kinds of mental processes a particular task stim-
ulates, but also to investigate how the task is implemented and how the interaction
between teachers and students affects the level of cognitive processing. When as-
sessing cognitive activation in literature classes, Winkler (2020) distinguished be-
tween the assigned task and task realisation and observed that an assigned task was
not always processed and discussed according to its assumed level of difficulty. Her
analyses of literary discussions revealed that the depth of processing, as well as the
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required cognitive process, of an assigned task were sometimes changed or modi-
fied. Weingartner (2021) talks about the objective cognitive activation potential
(oCAP) and the realised cognitive activation potential (rCAP). She found that tasks
were usually implemented and processed in the way they were first presented to
students. Nevertheless, Weingartner identified a number of different manners in
which the initial CAP of a task could be increased or decreased.

When tasks are presented to students, challenging and clarifying questions from
teachers and peers can maintain or increase a task’s rigour, whereas questions and
comments focusing on rote or procedural aspects will downgrade an otherwise chal-
lenging task (Grossman, 2019). For this reason, it is critical to also study the interac-
tion between teachers and students as they work on a given task. Literary texts often
involve complex webs of meaning that invite various interpretations. Yet, when
teachers present their own interpretations to students or accept students’ initial,
spontaneous interpretations of a text, they prevent students from deeper explora-
tions of the literary text. In this way, the cognitive demand of an initially complicated
task may decrease (Tengberg et al., 2022). However, the cognitive demand of a task
may sometimes be increased when authentic questions and teachers’ uptake
prompt students to develop their thoughts and consider alternative understandings
or contradictory information (Nystrand et al., 1997; Soter et al., 2008).

3. (IMPLICIT) COGNITIVE ACTIVATION IN SWEDISH AND NORWEGIAN LITERATURE
INSTRUCTION

Previous research on literature instruction in Sweden and Norway has paid little, if
any, attention to different levels of cognitive activation. A few studies deal with as-
pects related to cognitive processing, and national curricula, as well as national tests,
implicitly indicate the cognitive levels toward which Swedish and Norwegian teach-
ers are expected to aim in their instruction. The Norwegian curriculum for language
arts in lower secondary school states that students should be able to compare and
interpret different kinds of literary texts and to reflect upon aspects such as purpose,
content, genre conventions and literary devices (Ministry of Education and Research,
2019). The Swedish curriculum expresses similar ideas but is less detailed and only
states that students should read and analyse different kinds of texts (Swedish Na-
tional Agency for Education, 2022). Although the Swedish curriculum implicitly indi-
cates that one purpose of reading literature is to learn how to analyse, understand
and interpret literary texts, this is not reflected in the knowledge requirements
(Gourvennec et al., 2020). In both Sweden and Norway, national tests are used to
measure and assess students’ reading comprehension according to curriculum goals.
These tests include tasks that demand different levels of cognitive effort. In both
countries, interpretive, reflective and analytical processes, rather than basic skills,
are emphasised (Tengberg, 2017).
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When investigating tasks related to literary texts in Swedish upper secondary
textbooks, Ullstrom (2007) found that two different kinds of questions were com-
mon: control questions and open questions. Control questions assume that students
have read the text and that they understand what the text says. There is, however,
a risk that students may answer such questions without actually reading the text
(Ullstrom, 2009), and Ullstrém (2007) argues that the use of control questions is
problematic, since it might make students feel inferior as readers. Open questions
may require answers based on the personal opinions of students. Often, these ques-
tions are neither about the text nor about the reader’s understanding of it, but rather
about something completely different. According to Ullstrom, tasks in textbooks sel-
dom unite the text, the reader and the reading. More commonly, questions and tasks
are loosely connected to the literary text and encourage readers to associate aspects
beyond the text itself (Ullstrom, 2007). Bakken and Andersson-Bakken (2016) found
that, in textbooks intended for language arts in Norwegian upper secondary schools,
tasks related to literary texts are largely ‘open’. This means that they can be an-
swered or solved in different ways. Most of these tasks could be categorised as ‘eval-
uative’, which implies that students are asked to seek answers within themselves. In
some cases, tasks are ‘closed’, and students are expected to either reproduce an
answer that could be found directly in the literary text or find the answer through
reasoning.

Teachers’ questions about literary texts indicate what is important to pay atten-
tion to and shape students’ reception of the text at hand. When investigating text-
based discussions and situations in which fiction and/or non-fiction texts were read,
Magnusson (2021) found that Norwegian lower secondary teachers predominantly
asked text-dependent questions, which often guided students towards an under-
standing of the text. Some questions merely required literal comprehension, but the
majority of them demanded some kind of interpretation. In a Swedish context,
Tengberg (2011) analysed literary discussions in lower secondary classrooms and
found that plot-oriented forms of reading were more common than other forms of
reading. Teachers often asked their students what the story was about or encour-
aged them to discuss characters. This pattern has also been observed in other stud-
ies. For example, Nissen (2020) found that in literary discussions it seemed to be
important for ninth-grade students to summarise what the story was about, and
when writing about a short story that they had listened to, Swedish upper secondary
students wrote content-related texts more often than did French students (Johans-
son, 2015).

To sum up, we know what Swedish and Norwegian curricula, national tests and
textbooks prescribe when it comes to cognitive activation in literature instruction.
Yet, we have only limited knowledge about the kinds of cognitive processes and chal-
lenges that students meet in their daily instruction, that is, the CAP of tasks as they
are presented to students and as they work on them. This is the kind of knowledge
that the present study seeks to contribute.
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4. METHODS

4.1 Participants and data collection procedure

The present study is based on video data from Linking Instruction and Student
Achievement (LISA) and draws on a sample of 49 lower secondary classrooms (Swe-
den: N =28; Norway: N = 21) where students work on literary texts and solve various
kinds of tasks related to these texts. The data are collected from a larger sample of
38 Swedish and 46 Norwegian classrooms that were sampled in order to match the
national averages and distributions of variables, such as urban and rural areas, dif-
ferent socioeconomic backgrounds and varying achievement levels (for more details,
see Tengberg et al., 2021 and Klette et al., 2017). All students participating in the
study were 13-14 years old (grade 7 in Sweden and grade 8 in Norway).

In a Nordic context, large-scale video studies are rare, and the reason for using
sub-samples from Sweden and Norway is twofold. First, data from a large sample
result in more reliable conclusions. Second, cultural similarities across the Nordic
countries, combined with national characteristics (for instance, policy development)
(Reimer et al., 2018), make it interesting to analyse video data from these two neigh-
bouring countries. When instructional traditions across cultural boarders are con-
trasted, patterns and trajectories that might be taken for granted within a national
context are made visible. Accordingly, it becomes possible to gain a deeper under-
standing of, for example, the quality of literature instruction.

Video recordings make it feasible for researchers to thoroughly document and
observe different kinds of research items (Derry et al., 2010). The video design used
in this study included two cameras, which recorded the same lesson simultaneously;
one camera filmed the teacher, whereas the other one focused on the class. There
were also two different microphones: one for the teacher and one for the class. In
each classroom, four consecutive language arts lessons were recorded, and photos
of whiteboard instructions, PowerPoints, students’ assignments and other materials
were collected. The lessons varied in length, but most of them lasted for 40-45
minutes.

All the teachers were encouraged to stick to their normal planning, which means
that the study captures naturally occurring instruction. Due to the design, only a
small sample of each teacher’s instruction is represented. Since a large number of
teachers took part in the study, the teaching methods, lesson content and literary
texts vary. However, most teachers use texts from students’ textbooks (Norway) or
contemporary teenage novels (Sweden) (see Nissen et al., 2021; Gabrielsen &
Blikstad-Balas, 2020). Classrooms also differ in how much time they spend on tasks
related to literary texts, ranging from one to four lessons. Informed consent was
given by the teachers, students and students’ guardians. Not all the students wanted
to take part in the research project, but since there were ‘blind zones’ in the class-
rooms, the teachers could still teach all the students at the same time.
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4.2 Analysis

The study focuses on cognitive activation and estimates the CAP of tasks that stu-
dents encounter in literature instruction. Tasks are defined as oral or written instruc-
tions telling students what to do or what to work with (e.g., to summarize plots, de-
scribe characters or discuss questions). Normally, all students worked on the same
task. All instances where students were expected to work with literary texts in new
ways and/or when the instructional format changed were treated as individual tasks.
In an initial coding process, all situations where students worked with literary texts
were identified. The number of tasks varied across classrooms (1-6 tasks per lesson),
but most commonly, students worked with one task during the same lesson. In total,
174 tasks were identified (Sweden: N = 87; Norway: N = 87). These tasks varied con-
siderably in length (see Figure 2). Mostly, less than 10 minutes were spent on one
task (57% of all tasks), and students seldom worked on the same task for more than
20 minutes (18% of all tasks). There were more examples of short tasks in the Nor-
wegian classrooms, whereas Swedish students more frequently worked on the same
task for an extended period. The total amount of time spent working on these 174
tasks was 34 hours and 49 minutes (20 h 16 min in Sweden and 14 h 33 min in Nor-
way). Lessons also included the reading of literary texts, oral book presentations,
teacher lecturing and non-literary subject content; such activities were not consid-
ered in this study.

It is reasonable to assume that certain tasks are more challenging for some stu-
dents than for others, but this study does not include data on how students them-
selves experienced the challenges posed by various tasks. Rather, the study relies on
an analysis of the degree to which various tasks required students to make use of
different cognitive processes when responding to them. In order to be able to esti-
mate the objective cognitive activation potential (0CAP) (Weingartner, 2021) of
tasks, a coding manual (see Figure 1) consisting of three different categories was
developed. It was inspired by Bloom’s taxonomy (Anderson et al., 2001) and based
on the assumption that some processes (e.g., analyse, reflect and create) are more
complex than others (e.g., summarise, explain and describe). When tasks involved
cognitive processes from different oCAP categories, they were coded according to
the most complex category. For example, when students were asked to choose (i.e.
recall or retrieve) a memorable event from a novel they had read, explain why they
chose it and reflect on what their choices tell about them as readers, the task was
coded as ‘Analyse and reflect’.

During the coding process, the ways teachers presented tasks to their students,
orally or through written instructions, were noted. Subsequently, these descriptions
of tasks formed the basis of the coding. The time spent on tasks was not taken into
consideration. Therefore, ‘long’ and ‘short’ tasks could receive the same code. The
0oCAP coding exclusively relied on aspects clearly expressed in the instructions and
visible to the coder. Generally, tasks were introduced in ways that made it possible
to understand what was expected from the students, but there were also situations
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where teachers’ instructions were vague, for instance, when students were told to
continue working on whatever they had been doing during a previous lesson. How-
ever, with one exception, it was always possible to assign an oCAP code to the tasks.

Figure 1. Coding manual: objective cognitive activation potentials (0CAP)

Objective cognitive activation potential (0CAP)

Recall and share Understand and explain Analyse and create
This code was applied when This code was applied when This code was applied when
students were expected to rec-  students were expected to de- students were expected to
ognise, recall and retrieve in- scribe, summarise, explain or compare, reflect on, evaluate
formation. represent their understanding or analyse literary texts.

of a literary text and/or to ex-
Furthermore, it was applied emplify and classify aspects, Furthermore, it was applied
when students had previously e.g., related to the form and when students were expected
processed their understanding style of a literary text. to use their understanding of
of a literary text and subse- the literary text and create
quently shared it with their something new, e.g., when
peers. turning a short story into a

poem.

Since tasks and teachers’ intentions are not always carried out in the way they are
intended, this study also investigated to what extent teachers increased or de-
creased the CAP of tasks. When the realised cognitive activation potential (rCAP) was
estimated, only aspects that could be observed during a particular lesson were con-
sidered. The rCAP involved other sub-dimensions of cognitive activation than the
oCAP (see Praetorius et al., 2018). It was coded on three different levels (decreased,
unchanged or increased) and applied to all tasks. This coding was performed based
on the assumption that some factors increase the CAP, whereas others decrease it,
regardless of what kinds of cognitive processes a task invites (see Figure 1). For ex-
ample, situations where many students are active and where teachers ask clarifying
questions and encourage students to develop their ideas can be expected to increase
in rCAP. On the other hand, in situations where teachers provide answers, simplify
tasks or give unclear instructions, the rCAP can be expected to decrease. Moreover,
in classrooms where students are unable to stay focused, for example, due to disor-
ders, the rCAP most likely decreases. Thus, although the rCAP is primarily captured
through aspects related to the dimension of cognitive activation (see Praetorius et
al., 2018), it may also be affected by aspects related to classroom management,
which has an impact on students’ cognitive achievement and understanding since it
is a precondition for students’ time-on-task engagement (Klieme et al., 2009).

4.3 The coding process and reliability

The author of the paper developed the coding manuals and coded all the tasks. In
order to determine whether the manuals could also be used by other coders and to
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check for inter-rater reliability, 16% of all the tasks were double coded by a re-
searcher colleague not associated with the study. Cohen’s kappa between raters was
0.74 for the oCAP and 0.70 for the rCAP, which means that the inter-rater reliability
can be described as substantial (according to Landis & Koch, 1977) and satisfactory
for the purposes of the study.

5. RESULTS

This section consists of two parts. First, | present analyses related to the oCAP of
tasks. Thereafter, | present analyses related to the rCAP of tasks and describe how
the different levels of rCAP (decreased, unchanged and increased) relate to the oCAP
categories, instructional format, literary discussions and extended writing assign-
ments.

5.1 The objective cognitive activation potential of tasks

The oCAP of tasks was analysed in order to find out what kinds of cognitive processes
tasks in these Swedish and Norwegian classrooms invited. It was found that tasks
most commonly required students to ‘Understand and explain’ (51% of all tasks). As
for the other two oCAP categories, students were more often asked to ‘Recall and
share’ than to ‘Analyse and create’. There were, however, some differences between
the two sub-samples, and the distribution of tasks across oCAP categories was more
even in Sweden than in Norway (see Table 1).

Table 1. Number (and %) of tasks in relation to oCAP categories

Country Tasks Recall and share Understand and explain  Analyse and create
Sweden N 29 39 19
% 33.3% 44.8% 21.8%
Norway N 24 50 12
% 27.6% 57.5% 13.8%
Total N 53 89 31
% 30.5% 51.1% 17.8%

As previously mentioned, tasks varied in length, and shorter tasks were more com-
mon than longer tasks. Figure 2 shows the association between time spent on tasks
and oCAP level. As displayed, both shorter and longer tasks required different kinds
of cognitive processes. Shorter tasks were, however, more often coded as ‘Recall and
share’ than were longer tasks. Tasks coded into this oCAP category usually involved
some kind of oral interaction. Often, teachers would check students’ understanding
of literary texts by asking control questions (rather than encouraging them to ex-
change ideas). Students were then expected to recall details and brief information
from the text or to share answers from previous tasks. Occasionally, students would
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work with vocabulary related to a literary text or draw pictures visualising their un-
derstanding of individual episodes from a literary text.

Figure 2. Numbers of tasks and oCAP categories in relation to time

35
30
L 25
(5]
m
=
5 20
215
£
> 10
5 L . L
0
<5 5- 10- 15- 20- > 30
10 15 20 30
Time (in minutes)
B S Recall and share B S Understand and explain = S Analyse and create
B N Recall and share B N Understand and explain @ N Analyse and create

Tasks coded as ‘Understand and explain’ often asked students to summarise or retell
the plot; this was the case in 43% of such tasks. This could be done orally or, more
often, in writing. Furthermore, students were frequently asked to explain, for exam-
ple, why certain things happened in the text. Additionally, there were tasks where
students were required to classify literary devices and genre features or to describe
characters and settings.

A limited number of tasks (17.8% of all tasks) of different lengths were coded as
‘Analyse and create’. Tasks in this category most often entailed some kind of analysis
or reflection, but students were sometimes expected to make comparisons, either
between texts or in relation to their own experiences. For example, in one Norwe-
gian classroom, students compared the ways fathers were described in two different
texts, and in one Swedish classroom, students were encouraged to compare the
main character’s experiences to their own experiences. Moreover, this code was
used when students in one Swedish and one Norwegian classroom adapted a literary
text from one genre to another, thereby creating something new.



12 A. NISSEN

5.2 The realized cognitive activation potential of tasks

The rCAP of tasks concerns their implementation in class. An analysis of all the tasks
showed that, most commonly (63% of tasks), the rCAP remained unchanged. This
was true for all categories of oCAP, except for ‘Analyse and create’. When rCAP was
investigated in more detail, it was found that the distribution of rCAP varied depend-
ing on the category of oCAP (see Table 2). Figure 3 shows that the rCAP changed
more (decreased or increased) depending on the category of oCAP, which reflects
how teachers interacted more with their students when they worked on tasks de-
manding complex cognitive processes. It is, however, important to remember that
the distribution of tasks across the different categories of oCAP was uneven and that
rather few tasks were coded as ‘Analyse and create’ (see Table 1).

Table 2. Distribution of the rCAP in relation to the oCAP

Decreased Un- Increased Total
changed

Recall and share Sweden 5 20 4 29
17.2% 69.0% 13.8%

Norway 2 19 3 24
8.3% 79.2% 12.5%

Understand and explain Sweden 6 24 9 39
15.4% 61.5% 23.1%

Norway 9 36 5 50
18.0% 72.0% 10.0%

Analyse and create Sweden 10 5 4 19
52.6% 26.3% 21.1%

Norway 2 6 4 12
16.7% 50.0% 33.3%

Total Sweden 21 49 17 87
24.1% 56.3% 19.5%

Norway 13 61 12 862
15.1% 70.9% 14.0%

The rCAP seldom changed for tasks coded as ‘Recall and share’ (30% of all tasks) and
‘Understand and explain’ (51% of all tasks). However, when the rCAP did increase,
an initially simpler task evolved into something that was more cognitively challeng-
ing, primarily thanks to teachers’ interaction with the students. There were also a
number of tasks where teachers answered the questions themselves or gave confus-
ing or unclear instructions. Consequently, the rCAP decreased. For all oCAP catego-
ries (and for tasks of different length) the rCAP more frequently changed in the Swe-
dish sub-sample than in the Norwegian one, and for Swedish tasks coded as ‘Analyse
and create’, the rCAP decreased more often than it remained unchanged (see Table
2).

2 For one Norwegian task, it was not possible to decide the oCAP.
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When students worked on tasks related to literature instruction, there often oc-
curred some kind of cooperation, either in whole-class instruction, groups or pairs
(64% of all tasks). In these situations, the rCAP most often remained unchanged, but
decreases or increases were not uncommon (see Table 3). Among the different tasks
coded as ‘Understand and explain’ or ‘Analyse and create’, there were 35 discussions
about literary texts lasting more than 5 minutes (Norway: N = 22; Sweden: N = 13).
In these discussions, it was common for teachers to ask clarifying questions, encour-
age multiple solutions or make sure that many students participated, which in-
creased the rCAP. When teachers simplified the tasks and questions or presented
the answers and solutions themselves the rCAP decreased.

Figure 3. The rCAP (in %) in relation to the oCAP (for 173 tasks)

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Recall and share Understand and explain Analyze and create
53 tasks 89 tasks 31 tasks
W Decrease  mUnchanged m Increased
Table 3. rCAP in relation to the instructional formate
rCAP Whole class, group or pair Individual seatwork
Number of tasks % of tasks Number of tasks % of tasks
Decreased 18 16,1% 16 25,8%
Unchanged 70 62,5% 41 66,1%
Increased 24 21,4% 5 8,1%
Total 112 100,0% 62 100,0%

Individual seatwork was less common (36% of all tasks). When students worked on
their own, the rCAP mostly remained unchanged. In both countries, there were few
examples of situations (9% of all tasks) where students wrote about literary texts for
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an extended period of time (more than 10 minutes). These tasks were coded as ei-
ther ‘Understand and explain’ (N = 7) or ‘Analyse and create’ (N = 8). Writing activi-
ties coded as ‘Understand and explain’ primarily implied that students were to sum-
marise the plot of a text they had read. For these tasks, the rCAP mostly remained
unchanged, but for all writing assignments coded as ‘Analyse and create’, the rCAP
changed. In three Swedish classrooms (6 tasks), students’ writing involved analyses
and comparisons, but the rCAP for these tasks decreased because the instructions
were unclear or because teachers told students what to write. It also seemed difficult
for students to stay focused, perhaps because they were expected to work on the
same cognitively demanding task for quite a long time (30-55 minutes). However,
one Swedish and one Norwegian teacher supported their students in terms of their
writing (tasks coded as ‘Analyse and create’) in ways that can be expected to increase
the rCAP.

6. DISCUSSION

In the present study, the oCAP of 174 tasks related to literature instruction was as-
sessed and estimated. An analysis revealed that these tasks most often implied cog-
nitive activation coded as ‘Recall and share’ or ‘Understand and explain’, compara-
tively low-level cognitive processes. This is in line with the findings of previous re-
search (see, e.g., Tengberg et al., 2021; Weingartner, 2022). Students were seldom
expected to analyse, compare or interpret texts that they had read.

In literature instruction, tasks from different oCAP categories can help students
develop their understanding of literary texts. Since different tasks serve different
purposes, it is reasonable to presume that students sometimes work with activities
that are not very cognitively demanding. As Newmann et al. (1998) point out, it is
important that students practise basic skills as well as develop abilities that are com-
plex and intellectually challenging. For example, vocabulary is important for stu-
dents’ understanding of texts (Roe, 2014), especially for second language learners
(Nation, 2013). Accordingly, it might be relevant for teachers and students to pay
attention to difficult words in literary texts (‘Recall and share’). Asking control ques-
tions about a text can be a way for teachers to find out if students remember what
has previously happened in a story (‘Recall and share’). When this takes place before
a new part of a story is read, students are presented with (or reminded of) relevant
contextual knowledge that will help them understand the text (cf. Bransford & John-
son, 1972).

In this study, it was found that students were frequently asked to summarise the
plot of a story or to describe characters and settings (‘Understand and explain’); pre-
vious research suggests that this focus is rather common, at least in the Swedish
context (Johansson, 2015; Nissen, 2020; Tengberg, 2011). Tengberg (2011) observes
that teachers often want to know how students have understood a text, either to
check if they have read it or to use their understandings of the text as a starting point
for more in-depth discussions. In this study, however, few tasks asked students to,
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for example, analyse and create, which implies that teachers and students seldom
went beyond representing, paraphrasing or summarising the content of a literary
text. Thus, rather than worrying about the fact that tasks are sometimes assigned
low levels of oCAP, it is more critical to pay attention to the fact that, when students
actively work with literary texts, tasks that require explanations and representations
of understanding seem to dominate literature instruction in Swedish and Norwegian
classrooms. The students who participated in this study were quite young (13-14
years old), but if they are to learn how to interpret, compare and analyse literary
texts, it is important that they get the opportunity to practise this at an early age.
The fact that these skills are emphasised in language arts curricula and national tests
in both countries (Gourvennec et al., 2020; Tengberg, 2017) supports the notion that
tasks and assignments that require higher-order thinking ought to be included in lit-
erature instruction.

Another aspect of importance is whether teachers actually take advantage of the
oCAP of tasks, or if the rCAP is too often decreased. In the present study, the rCAP
primarily remained unchanged, which corresponds to the findings of Weingartner
(2021). In some cases, this might reflect a deliberate decision made by the teacher.
For example, in a test situation, it is important that students work independently,
and it can certainly be relevant for students to ponder the meaning of a text individ-
ually or in discussions with peers before they share their understandings with the
teacher. However, the fact that the rCAP remains unchanged might also suggest that
interactions between students and their teachers are merely based on practical is-
sues, which impedes students’ opportunities to develop their literary competence.
It was found that Swedish teachers more often changed the rCAP-level than Norwe-
gian teachers did. The larger number of short tasks in the Norwegian classrooms
could not explain this difference. Consequently, the present study suggests that
other factors, for example instructional traditions, teacher training and professional
development courses, presumably have an impact on the way teachers interact with
their students as tasks are implemented in the literature classroom.

Previous research has suggested that teachers often adapt their instruction and
feedback to a particular group of students and to their abilities and need for support
(Ayalon & Even, 2016; Praetorius & Charalambous, 2018). Therefore, the fact that
some teachers decrease the rCAP might imply that certain individuals or groups of
students are not ready for the cognitive challenges that a certain task demands. Nev-
ertheless, it is problematic when teachers facilitate tasks or present answers or so-
lutions rather than provide students with tools and strategies that can help them
work independently. In the present study, the rCAP often decreased for tasks coded
‘Analyse and create’. There were, however, also a number of examples where teach-
ers managed to increase the rCAP for tasks from this category, which implies that it
is possible for teachers to support their students in ways that teach them how to
solve cognitively challenging tasks. Findings from previous research have shown that
explicit teaching and modelling and the provision of guided practice in terms of strat-
egies, as well as involving students in collaborations with peers and teachers, are
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important factors that can help students develop into competent readers and writ-
ers (Grossman et al., 2013; Olson & Land, 2007). Therefore, it is important that teach-
ers reflect not only upon what kinds of tasks they present to their students, but also
on how the intellectual rigour of these tasks can be maintained or increased.

Some limitations of this study must be acknowledged and discussed. The concept
of cognitive activation is in itself problematic. Previous research has shown that it is
difficult to measure cognitive activation with sufficient generalisability (Taut &
Rakoczy, 2016), and there is little consensus on how it ought to be operationalised
(Praetorius et al., 2014). In the present study, cognitive activation was measured in
two different ways (oCAP and rCAP), but it is a complex concept that includes even
more aspects and perspectives. The cognitive challenges that a task involves depend
on the individual student and his or her capacity, conditions and qualifications (Lewis
& Smith, 1993). Moreover, individual students respond differently to cognitively ac-
tivating stimuli, such as tasks and questions from teachers and peers (GroR-Mlynek
etal., 2022). In the present study, tasks coded into the same category of oCAP might
also vary in difficulty, which is a different problem. For example, summarising a text
might imply that the reader either synthesises the plot or presents the different
events in the same order as they occur in the story (Johansson, 2015). Furthermore,
in this study, oCAP was merely estimated based on what kind of cognitive processes
tasks invited. There are additional aspects that could have been taken into consider-
ation, for example, the structuredness and complexity of tasks (Jonassen, 2000), the
plausibility of distractors when searching for answers (Mosenthal, 1996) and the dif-
ficulty and complexity of literary texts.

The concept of cognitive activation was used to highlight a critical aspect of qual-
ity in literature instruction, but there are also other ways to capture this. However,
since cognitive activation involves and embraces other elements related to teaching
quality (e.g., the use of authentic texts and high-quality discussions about texts), it
can be argued that it is especially valuable to focus on cognitive activation in litera-
ture instruction. When doing so, it is relevant to consider what motives lie behind
teachers’ choices and what factors influence their instruction, but it was not within
the scope of the present study to find out why each individual teacher chose to work
with literature in a certain way. In addition, only four lessons from each classroom
were video recorded; thus, the video data did not always reveal how the teaching
projects related to literature instruction were introduced and/or brought to an end.

Yet, despite its limitations, this study contributes valuable information about cog-
nitive activation in Swedish and Norwegian lower secondary literature instruction.
The most important finding was that, across the two countries, the oCAP of tasks
was primarily coded as ‘Recall and share’ or ‘Understand and explain’, which implies
that, in literature instruction, students in these two countries are primarily expected
to reproduce knowledge. There were also some interesting differences between the
two sub-samples: shorter tasks were more common in Norwegian classrooms, and
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Swedish teachers changed the level of rCAP more often than did Norwegian teach-
ers. Presumably, both these aspects have an impact on teaching quality, but this is
an issue that will need further investigation.

REFERENCES

Anderson, L., Krathwohl, D. R., Airasian, P. W., Cruikshank, K. A., Mayer, R. E., Pintrich, P. R., Raths, J., &
Wittrock, M. C. (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching and assessing: A revision of Bloom’s taxon-
omy of educational objectives. Longman.

Ayalon, M., & Even, R. (2016). Factors shaping students’ opportunities to engage in argumentative activity.
International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education, 14(3), 575-601. https://doi.org/
10.1007/5s10763-014-9584-3

Bakken, J., & Andersson-Bakken, E. (2016). Forstaelser av skjgnnlitteratur og sakprosa i norskfagets
oppgavekultur [Understandings of fiction and non-fiction in Norwegian language arts task cultures].
Sakprosa, 8., 1-39. https://doi.org/10.5617/sakprosa.3669

Bakken, J., & Andersson-Bakken, E. (2021). The textbook task as a genre. Journal of Curriculum Studies,
53(6), 729-748. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2021.1929499

Bell, C. A., Dobbelaer, M. J., Klette, K., & Visscher, A. (2019). Qualities of classroom observation systems.
School  Effectiveness and School Improvement, 30(1), 3-29. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09243453.2018.1539014

Blau, S. (2003). The literature workshop: Teaching texts and their readers. Heinemann.

Bransford, J. D., & Johnson, M. K. (1972). Contextual prerequisites for understanding: Some investigations
of comprehension and recall. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 11, 717-726.

Derry, S., Pea, R., Barron, B., Engel, R., Erickson, F., Goldman, R., Hall, R., Koschmann, T., Lemke, J., M., S.,
& Sherin, B. (2010). Conducting Video Research in the Learning Sciences: Guidance on Selection, Anal-
ysis, Technology, and Ethics. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 19(1), 3-53. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10508400903452884

Gabrielsen, I. L., & Blikstad-Balas, M. (2020). Hvilken litteratur mgter elevene i norskfaget? En analyse av
hvilke skjgnnlittersere verk som inngar i 178 norsktimer pa attende trinn [Which literature do
students meet in Norwegian language arts? An analysis of which literary works are used in 178 Nor-
wegian lessons in eight grade]. Edda, 2-2020, 85-99. https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1500-1989-2020-
02-02

Gourvennec, A. F. (2016). En plass for meg? Faglig identitetsbygging i en litteraer gruppesamtale [A place
for me? Building disciplinary identity within literary practice]. Acta Didactica Norge, 10(1), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.5617/adno.2342

Gourvennec, A. F., Hoglund, H., Johansson, M., Kabel, K., & Sgnneland, M. (2020). Literature education in
Nordic L1s: Cultural models of national lower-secondary curricula in Denmark, Finland, Norway and
Sweden. L1-Educational Studies in Languages and Literature, 20, 1-32. https://doi.org/
10.17239/L1ESLL-2020.20.01.07

GroR-Mlynek, L., Graf, T., Harring, M., Gabriel-Busse, K., & Feldhoff, T. (2022). Cognitive activation in a
close-up view: Triggers of high cognitive activity in students during group work phases. Frontiers in
Education, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.873340

Grossman, P. (2019). PLATO 5.0: Training and observation protocol. CSET.

Grossman, P., Loeb, S., Cohen, J., Hammerness, K., Wyckoff, J., Boyd, D., & Lankford, H. (2013). Measure
for measure: The relationship between measures of instructional practice in middle school English
language arts and teachers’ value-added scores. American Journal of Education, 119(3), 445-470.
https://doi.org/10.3386/w16015

Janssen, T., Braaksma, M., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2006). Literary reading activities of good and weak students:
A think aloud study. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 21(1), 35-52. https://doi.org/
10.1007/BF03173568



18 A. NISSEN

Janssen, T., Braaksma, M., Rijlaarsdam, G., & Bergh, H. v. d. (2012). Flexibility in reading literature: Differ-
ences between good and poor adolescent readers. Scientific Study of Literature, 2(1), 83-107.
https://doi.org/10.1075/ss0l.2.1.05jan

Johansson, M. (2015). Ldsa, férstd, analysera: En komparativ studie om svenska och franska gymnasiee-
levers reception av en narrativ text [Read, understand, analyse: A comparative study of Swedish and
French upper secondary school students’ reception of a narrative text] [Doctoral thesis]. Linkdping
University. http://liu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:856465/FULLTEXTO01.pdf

Jonassen, D. H. (2000). Toward a design theory of problem solving. Educational Technology Research &
Development, 48(4), 63—85. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02300500

Klette, K., Blikstad-Balas, M., & Roe, A. (2017). Linking Instruction and Student Achievement. A research
design for a new generation of classroom studies. Acta Didactica Norge, 11(3). https://doi.org/
10.5617/adno.4729

Klieme, E., Pauli, C., & Reusser, K. (2009). The Pythagoras study: Investigating effects of teaching and
learning in Swiss and German mathematics classrooms. In T. Janik & T. Seider (Eds.), The power of
video studies in investigating teaching and learning in the classroom (pp. 137-160). Waxmann.

Koek, M., Janssen, T., Hakemulder, F., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2019). Literature education as a school for think-
ing: Students’ learning experiences in secondary literature education. L1-Educational Studies in Lan-
guage and Literature, 19, 1-33. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.01.01

Kunter, M., & Voss, T. (2013). The model of instructional quality in COACTIV: A multicriteria analysis. In M.
Kunter, J. Baumer, W. Blum, U. Klusmann, S. Krauss, & M. Neubrand (Eds.), Cognitive activation in the
mathematics classroom and professional competence of teachers: Results from the COACTIV project
(pp. 97-124). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5149-5_6

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biomet-
rics, 33(1), 159-174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310

Levine, S., & Horton, W. (2015). Helping high school students read like experts: Affective evaluation, sali-
ence, and literary interpretation. Cognition and Instruction, 33(2), 125-153. https://doi.org/
10.1080/07370008.2015.1029609

Lewis, A., & Smith, D. (1993). Defining higher order thinking. Theory into Practice, 32(3), 131-137.

Lilia Walt8, K. (2016). “Ager du en skruvmejsel?”: Litteraturstudiets roll i Iiromedel fér gymnasiets yrkesin-
riktade program under Lpf 94 och Gy 2011 [“Do you own a screwdriver?”: Literature study in textbooks
produced for Swedish vocational training programmes under two curricula] [Doctoral thesis].
Institutionen for litteratur, idéhistoria och religion, Goteborgs universitet.

Lipowsky, F., Rakoczky, K., Pauli, C., Drollinger-Vetter, B., Klieme, E., & Reusser, K. (2009). Quality of ge-
ometry instruction and its short-term impact on students’ understanding of the Pythagorean theo-
rem. Learning and Instruction, 19, 527-537. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.11.001

Magnusson, C. G. (2021). Reading literacy practices in Norwegian lower-secondary classrooms: Examining
the patterns of teacher questions. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 66(2), 321-335.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2020.1869078

Ministry of Education and Research. (2019). Curriculum for Norwegian. https://www.udir.no/Ik20/nor01-
06?lang=eng

Mosenthal, P. B. (1996). Understanding the strategies of document literacy and their conditions of
use. Journal of Educational Psychology, 88(2), 314-332.

Nation, I. S. P. (2013). Learning vocabulary in another language (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Newmann, F., Lopez, G., & Bryk, A. (1998). The quality of intellectual work in Chicago schools: A baseline
report. Consortium for Chicago School Research.

Nissen, A. (2020). "En god ménniska ar en sa'n som inte dranker hundar": Att diskutera etik utifran skon-
litteratur ["A good person is someone who doesn’t drown dogs": Using literature in ethical discus-
sions]. In M. Johansson, B.-G. Martinsson, & S. P. Sward (Eds.), Trettonde nationella konferensen i
svenska med didaktisk inriktning Link6ping: Bildning, utbildning, fortbildning [The thirteenth national
conference for Swedish with a didactic approach Linkdping] (pp. 176-189).

Nissen, A., Tengberg, M., Svanbjornsdottir, B., Gabrielsen, I. L., Blikstad-Balas, M., & Klette, K. (2021).
Function and use of literary texts in Nordic schools. L1 - Educational Studies in Languages and Litera-
ture, 21, 1-22. Ministry of Education and Research. (2019). Curriculum for Norwegian.
https://www.udir.no/Ik20/nor01-06?lang=eng



COGNITIVE ACTIVATION AS AN ASPECT OF LITERATURE INSTRUCTION 19

Nystrand, M., Gamoran, A., Kachur, R., & Prendergast, C. (1997). Opening dialogue: Understanding the
dynamics of language and learning in the English classroom. Teachers College Press.

Nystrand, M., Wu, L. L., Gamoran, A., Zeiser, S., & Long, D. A. (2003). Questions in time: Investigating the
structure and dynamics of unfolding classroom discourse. Discourse Processes, 35(2), 135-198.
https://doi.org/0.1207/515326950DP3502_3

Olson, C. B., & Land, R. (2007). A cognitive strategies approach to reading and writing instruction for Eng-
lish language learners in secondary school. Research in the Teaching of English, 41(3), 269-303.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40171732

Praetorius, A.-K., & Charalambous, C. Y. (2018). Classroom observation frameworks for studying instruc-
tional quality: Looking back and looking forward. ZDM, 50(3), 535. https://doi.org/10.1007/ s11858-
018-0946-0

Praetorius, A.-K., Klieme, E., Herbert, B., & Pinger, P. (2018). Generic dimensions of teaching quality: The
German framework of three basic dimensions. ZDM, 50(3), 407-426. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11858-018-0918-4

Praetorius, A.-K., Klieme, E., Kleickmann, T., Brunner, E., Lindmeier, A., Taut, S., & Charalambous, C.
(2020). Towards developing a theory of generic teaching quality: Origin, current status, and necessary
next steps regarding the Three Basic Dimensions model. Zeitschrift fiir Pddagogik, 66, 15-36.
https://doi.org/10.3262/2PB2001015

Praetorius, A.-K., Pauli, C., Reusser, K., Rakoczy, K., & Klieme, E. (2014). One lesson is all you need? Stability
of instructional quality across lessons. Learning and Instruction, 31, 2-12. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.12.002

Praetorius, A. K., Vieluf, S., Klieme, E., SaB, S., & Bernholt, A. (2016). The same in German as in English?
Investigating the subject-specificity of teaching quality. Zeitschrift fur Erziehungswissenschaft, 19(1),
191-2009. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-015-0660-4

Reimer, D., Sortkear, B., Oskarsson, M., Nilsen, T., Rasmusson, M., & Nissinen, K. (2018). Northern Lights
on TIMSS and PISA 2018. https://doi.org/10.6027/TN2018-524

Roe, A. (2014). Ldsdidaktik: Efter den férsta Idsinldrningen [Reading didactics: After the first reading in-
struction]. Gleerups Utbildning AB.

Sigurjénsson, J. 0., Sigurdardattir, A. K., Gisladéttir, B., & van Bommel, J. (2022). Connecting student per-
ceptions and classroom observations as measures of cognitive activation. Nordic Studies in Education,
42(4), 328-346. https://doi.org/10.23865/nse.v42.3636

Soter, A. O., Wilkinson, I. A., Murphy, P. K., Rudge, L., Reninger, K., & Edwards, M. (2008). What the dis-
course tells us: Talk and indicators of high-level comprehension. International Journal of Educational
Research, 47(6), 372—391. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2009.01.001

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2022). Ldroplan fér grundskolan, férskoleklassen och fritidshem-
met: Lgr 22 [Curriculum for the compulsory school, preschool class and school-age educare: Lgr22].
https://www.skolverket.se/getFile?file=9718

Sgnneland, M. (2019). Friction in fiction: A study of the importance of open problems for literary conver-
sations. L1 Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 19, 1-28. https://doi.org/10.17239/
L1ESLL-2019.19.01.07

Taut, S., & Rakoczy, K. (2016). Observing instructional quality in the context of school evaluation. Learning
and Instruction, 46, 45—60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.08.003

Tengberg, M. (2011). Samtalets méjligheter: Om litteratursamtal och litteraturreception i skolan [Poten-
tials of discussion: On literature discussions and literary reception in school] [Doctoral thesis]. Univer-
sity of Gothenburg. Brutus Ostlings bokférlag Symposion.

Tengberg, M. (2017). National reading tests in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden: A comparison of construct
definitions, cognitive targets, and response formats. Language Testing, 34(1), 83-100.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532215609392

Tengberg, M., Blikstad-Balas, M., & Roe, A. (2022). Missed opportunities of text-based instruction: What
characterizes learning of interpretation if strategies are not taught and students not challenged?
Teaching and Teacher Education, 115, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103698

Tengberg, M., van Bommel, J., Nilsberth, M., Walkert, M., & Nissen, A. (2021). The quality of instruction
in Swedish lower secondary language arts and mathematics. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Re-
search 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2021.1910564



20 A. NISSEN

Ullstrém, S.-O. (2007). Laroboken som ldrare: Uppgiftskulturer i laromedel fér gymnasieskolan [The text-
book as teacher: Task cultures in textbooks for upper secondary school]. In A. Sigrell, J. Einarsson, R.
Hedqvist, L. Kareland, B. Lundgren, & K. Munck (Eds.), Fjdrde nationella konferensen i svenska med
didaktisk inriktning: Tala, lyssna, skriva, ldsa, ldra — Modersmdlsundervisningen i ett nordiskt
perspektiv [The Fourth National Conference for Swedish with a didactic approach] (pp. 125-145).
Umea Universitet.

Ullstrém, S.-0. (2009). Litteratursyn i nagra laromedel i gymnasieskola och larlingsutbildning [The view on
literature in a number of textbooks in upper secondary schools and apprenticeships]. In L. Kareland
(E.), Ldsa bor man...? Den skénlitterdra texten i skola och ldrarutbildning [One should read...? The
literary text in school and teacher education] (pp. 118-143). Liber.

Weingartner, E. (2021). Cognitive activation potential of E&S tasks at commercial vocational schools in
German-speaking Switzerland. In M. Blikstad-Balas, K. Klette, & M. Tengberg (Eds.), Ways of analyzing
teaching quality: Potentials and pitfalls (pp. 204-228). Universitetsforlaget. https://doi.org/
10.18261/9788215045054-2021

Winkler, 1. (2020). Cognitive activation in L1 literature classes: A content-specific framework for the de-
scription of teaching quality. LI1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 20, 1-32.
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2020.20.01.03



