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Abstract 

This study sets out to investigate whether and to what extent activities involving Extramural English 

(EE) have an impact on how students in the sixth and ninth year of the Swedish school-system 

perform on the national tests of listening and reading comprehension issued by the National Agency 

for Education. In order to test this, the students participating were asked to fill out a questionnaire 

asking about their contacts with English outside of the classroom environment and were then 

administered old national tests of reading and listening comprehension as part of their regular 

classroom instruction. The data collected was analysed in SPSS in the form of correlation analysis 

and ANOVA. It was found that EE-activities may indeed impact how well the students perform in 

tests assessing receptive skills and that certain activities (such as reading, gaming, engaging in oral 

communication) yielded greater gains than others (such as watching movies and TV-series). In 

addition to this, the study indicates a difference between how profound of an impact EE-activities 

have depending on the age of the students, with the older students benefiting more from EE than the 

younger. 

Keywords: EE, Extramural English, reading comprehension, listening comprehension, SLA, L2, 

ESL 

Sammanfattning på svenska 

Den här studien har som mål att undersöka om, och i vilken utsträckning, aktiviteter som involverar 

engelska utanför klassrummet påverkar hur elever i årskurs sex och nio i det svenska skolsystemet 

presterar på de nationella proven för hörförståelse och läsförståelse som utfärdas av Skolverket. För 

att undersöka detta fick de deltagande eleverna först fylla i ett formulär där de blev frågade om deras 

vanor och kontakter med engelska utanför klassrummet för att sedan genomföra nationella prov i 

hörförståelse och läsförståelse från tidigare år som en del av elevernas vanliga klassundervisning. De 

insamlade resultaten analyserades i SPSS genom korrelationsanalys och ANOVA. Det framkom att 

aktiviteter som involverar engelska utanför klassrummet påverkar hur väl elever presterar på prov 

som testar deras förståelse av engelska och att vissa aktiviteter (t.ex. läsning, spelande och muntlig 

kommunikation) ger ett högre resultat än andra (t.ex. film och serietittande). Förutom detta, 

framkom i studien en skillnad mellan hur stor betydelse aktiviteter som involverar engelska utanför 

klassrummet har beroende på elevernas ålder, där de äldre eleverna har större fördel av aktiviteter 

som involverar engelska än de yngre eleverna. 

Nyckelord: EE, extramural engelska, läsförståelse, hörförståelse, SLA, engelska som andraspråk, 

L2 
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1. Introduction and aims 

Swedish children are getting more exposure to English outside the classroom than ever 

before. Smartphones ensure that children are constantly connected to the internet and social 

media where English is the lingua franca. According to Statens Medieråd (2017), 97% of 

Swedish children between ages 13-18 have their own smartphone. In the same report, it is 

also mentioned that the number of children who spend more than three hours daily on the 

internet has nearly tripled over the past decade (p.7). Netflix and similar streaming services 

have completely revolutionized the way in which younger generations consume TV-shows 

and movies, offering an enormous library of movies and entire seasons of TV-shows available 

in an instant and encouraging “binge-watching”. Furthermore, the online gaming community 

is flourishing and there are many children who spend many hours a week playing computer 

or video games online. 

 

All this exposure to the English language outside the classroom has been argued to have an 

impact on Swedish children’s language proficiency. Indeed, there are studies that clearly 

show the positive influence that online gaming has on vocabulary and comprehension 

amongst Swedish learners of English (Sundqvist, 2009; Sylvén & Sundqvist, 2012; Sundqvist 

& Wikström, 2015). This study sets out to discover if exposure to Extramural English (EE) 

has an impact on children’s proficiency in listening and reading by examining how well they 

perform on the national tests for students issued by the Swedish National Agency for 

Education (NAE). 

 

Sundqvist (2009), who is the first scholar to use the term Extramural English, defines it as 

“linguistic activities in English that learners do or are involved in outside the classroom in 

their spare time” (p.190). 

1.1 Aim of the study 

The main aim of this study is to investigate whether exposure to EE has an impact on the 

listening and reading comprehension of sixth and ninth graders in the Swedish school 

system. Furthermore, I will try to verify whether age is a factor; that is, whether extramural 

exposure has less impact on younger children who are less proficient in the language. In 

addition, it is within the scope of this study to compare different EE activities and how strong 

their possible impact on receptive skills is. 
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1.2 Research questions 

I pose and aim to answer the following research questions: 

1) Does time spent on extramural activities where English is the lingua franca (e.g., watching 

YouTube and Netflix, interacting on social media such as Facebook and Instagram, reading 

English texts, gaming and engaging in oral communication via online programs such as 

Skype and Discord) help students perform on the national tests in listening and reading 

comprehension? 

2) If exposure to EE is found to have an impact on the students’ receptive skills, does this 

effect depend on the students’ age? 

3) Do children who spend most of their time gaming perform differently from children who 

spend most of their time watching TV-shows, using social media or reading books in English? 

I.e. do different EE-activities have different impact on the receptive skills of students? 

2. Background 

In order to better understand the possible correlation of EE-activities and the receptive skills 

of students, this chapter will assess and summarize literature on the process of language 

acquisition (section 2.1), receptive skills (section 2.2) and previous studies on EE (section 

2.3) before finally discussing the implication they may have for this study. 

2.1 Second language acquisition 

Second Language Acquisition (SLA) is a complex process and a distinction is often made 

between language learning and language acquisition (Krashen, 2009; Yule, 2017). When 

discussing language learning, one is referring to the process of actively and consciously 

studying the rules and form of the target language in a classroom environment under tuition, 

similarly to learning maths or geography. Language acquisition refers to a process where the 

learner gradually acquires the language, often unconsciously, through input and output in the 

target language, similarly to how the first language is acquired. In his input hypothesis, 

Krashen (2009) states that acquisition occurs when the input contains comprehensible input 

(i) + 1, i.e. when current input is a level beyond the students’ level of proficiency, acquisition 

occurs (p.21). 

 

While language learning, when successful, gives the learner greater knowledge about the 

structure and rules of the target language, language acquisition tends to result in greater 

language proficiency and fluency (Krashen, 2009; Yule, 2017). For a beginner learner, 



3 

 

however, language learning in the classroom environment (such as vocabulary building 

exercises) is often a better method to achieve language skills, since other environments 

provides very little comprehensible input and hence (i) + 1 does not occur (Krashen, 2009, 

p.30).  

 

In addition to this, an important factor to consider when investigating SLA is affective factors 

(Yule, 2017). These affective factors include motivation, self-confidence and anxiety 

(Krashen, 2009) and are crucial variables for learners when they are acquiring/learning the 

language. I.e. if a student is feeling anxious about performing in an environment or is tired; 

s/he is less likely to learn/acquire the target language. An environment where the learner 

feels comfortable and motivated to perform is crucial for SLA, as well as when practicing 

reading comprehension (Snow, 2002) and listening comprehension (Vandergrift, 2006).  

2.2 Receptive skills 

Snow (2002) defines reading comprehension as “the process of simultaneously extracting 

and constructing meaning through interaction and involvement with written language” 

(p.11). There are many skills the reader needs to develop in order to fully comprehend written 

media. In addition to being able to read rapidly and accurately, the student will in many cases 

need knowledge about the topic at hand in order to fully comprehend the text (Snow, 2002). 

Vocabulary has been shown to be the single most important variable when analysing reading 

comprehension: Staehr (2008) found that vocabulary explained as much as 72% of the 

variance in reading comprehension and that a lexical coverage of 98% was needed in order to 

fully comprehend the text. Furthermore, Snow (2002) argues that vocabulary load or 

difficulty alone can, at times, be a source of reading comprehension difficulty. Although very 

important, vocabulary is not the only skill required in order to fully comprehend a text; the 

reader needs to be familiar with the text structure (narrative, expository etc.) and s/he needs 

to be able to understand, sometimes complex, syntactic structures in order for 

comprehension to be successful. 

 

Listening comprehension shares many key characteristics with reading comprehension 

(Staehr, 2008; Vandergrift, 2006; Vandergrift & Baker, 2018, Wang & Treffers-Daller, 2017) 

since they are both about processing input (text or speech) to uncover semantic and 

pragmatic meaning in order to comprehend said input. Furthermore, Vandergrift (2006) 

states that “both listening and reading necessitate processes that are flexible and adaptable in 

respect to cognitive demands” (p.9) and that all receptive skills rely on world knowledge. 

Vocabulary has been shown to be the single most important factor for listeners to 

comprehend the input (Vandergrift, 2006; Vandergrift & Baker, 2018; Wang & Treffers-
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Daller, 2017). Staehr (2008) found vocabulary size to explain 39% of the variance of the 

results of his study, but other studies have reported up to 54% variance (Wang & Treffers-

Daller, 2017). However, in contrast to reading comprehension a smaller vocabulary size is 

needed for a listener in order to comprehend the input; knowledge of the first 2000-3000 

lexemes is needed for 95% coverage of the input when listening. Coverage of 95% while 

reading requires knowledge of 4000-5000 lexemes and knowledge of 8000-9000 lexemes is 

needed for 98% coverage (Wang & Treffers-Daller, 2017). I.e. while reading is more directly 

dependant on vocabulary size than listening, it also requires a larger vocabulary size; hence, a 

smaller vocabulary size is needed in order to be a proficient listener. 

 

There are, however, important differences between the two receptive skills investigated in 

this study. Listeners must pay attention to the stress, sounds and intonation of their input 

and Vandergrift (2006) argues that listening is more context sensitive than reading due to 

“socially coded acoustic cues” (p.9). Furthermore, in contrast to readers, listeners rarely have 

the opportunity to reiterate the input, this is especially true in a testing situation. This lack of 

opportunity to rehear the input means that the listener has to rely heavily on his/her on-line 

processing skills and that listening is “affected by the accessibility and automatization of the 

learner’s vocabulary” (Staehr. 2008, p.148). 

2.3 Studies on Extramural English 

Sundqvist (2009) was the first researcher to use the term Extramural English. In her 2009 

study, she investigated the relationship between exposure to EE, vocabulary and oral 

proficiency amongst Swedish ninth graders. The empirical study spans over one year and, in 

addition to investigating how well students perform at a single opportunity, it also documents 

how much students improve during their ninth year in school. In addition to answering a 

survey, participating students were asked to keep a diary where they reported their EE-

activities. Although it is beyond the scope of the present study to investigate improvement 

over time it is very interesting and can be powerful evidence for explaining the possible 

correlation between EE and language proficiency. Setting the example for Olsson (2011) and 

this study, Sundqvist (2009) investigated not only gaming but all forms of EE activities, and 

she finds statistical evidence suggesting that activities that include reading have the most 

positive effect on vocabulary and oral proficiency. Furthermore, Sundqvist (2009) finds that 

the positive correlation between EE and language proficiency seems much stronger for boys 

than for girls and explains that this phenomenon is due to the fact that “to a large extent, 

boys and girls engage in totally different types of EE activities” (p. 203).  
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Olsson (2011) finds that students in the ninth year of the Swedish school-system who 

reported frequent contact with EE also received the highest grade on the course at the end of 

their ninth year. The author explains her findings and why she believes EE activities have 

such a big impact as follows: 

For Swedish teenagers, extramural English is often used for pleasure. Pupils engage in 

activities of their own choice, playing computer games or listening to music, for 

instance, which would suggest that they are highly motivated for the activity, and even 

if the purpose of the activity is not to learn English, they may still learn. (Olsson, 2011, 

p.10) 

 

All of the students in her study who reported frequent contact with EE graduated ninth grade 

with either a pass with distinction (VG) or a pass with special distinction (MVG). Some pupils 

who reported a moderate contact with EE graduated with VG but none with MVG and a 

majority of the students who got a pass (G) reported infrequent contact with EE. Although 

the number of participants in her study was somewhat limited (N=37), the results are 

nevertheless illuminating, especially since they corroborate the findings of previous studies 

such as Sundqvist (2009) and later studies such as Sylvén and Sundqvist (2012) and 

Sundqvist and Wikström (2015). Furthermore, the study of Olsson (2011) is relevant to this 

paper since, similar to Sundqvist (2009) but in contrast to the majority of other studies 

discussed in this paper, it investigates different EE activities and not exclusively gaming. 

However, where the present study sets out to investigate the possible correlation between 

exposure to EE and comprehension, Olsson looks at the correlation between exposure to EE 

and writing proficiency and vocabulary through writing tasks and corpus-based analysis.  

Sundqvist and Wikström (2015) describe the relationship between out-of-school gaming and 

vocabulary in students enrolled in year 9 in their empirical study based on the data from 

Sundqvist (2009). Focusing on gaming rather than overall EE-activity, Sundqvist and 

Wikström (2015) divide the participants into three different frequency groups based on their 

time spent playing digital games this time. This approach allows for comparison “within” 

specific EE-activities and will be adopted in the study at hand. In addition to vocabulary 

gains, they also find indications that the frequent gamers in their study finished ninth grade 

with higher grades in English.  

In a similar fashion, Sylvén and Sundqvist (2012) describe the same pattern but with younger 

Swedish students aged 11-12 (fifth and sixth grade) in an empirical study. Similar to 

Sundqvist and Wikstöm (2015), Sylvén and Sundqvist (2012) divided the students in three 

frequency groups based on their time spent playing digital games. In addition to measuring 
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the students’ vocabulary knowledge, they look at how well the students performed on the 

Swedish national test. More specifically, these authors investigate how well the students 

performed on the tests of reading and listening comprehension by comparing mean scores 

between the frequency groups. Their findings indicate that there is a correlation between EE-

gaming and proficiency in the English language with frequent gamers outperforming 

moderate gamers who in turn outperformed non-gamers. The findings corroborate the 

results from previous studies investigating EE and older students, but Sylvén and Sundqvist 

(2012) do not compare or discuss the age difference in depth.  

As suggested by Sundqvist (2009), the present study will include more modern extramural 

activities such as YouTube, Facebook and other social media, online writing and oral 

communication (pp. 206-207). Furthermore, in contrast to earlier studies, this study will 

include participants from both years 6 and 9 of the Swedish school system for two reasons. 

The first reason these years were chosen was because they are the years were students take 

their national tests. Secondly, it allows to investigate whether the impact of EE differs 

depending on the age and proficiency level of children, something that has, to my knowledge, 

never been done before. Although Sylvén and Sundqvist (2012) studied receptive skills 

among sixth-graders, none of the previously mentioned studies investigating students in their 

ninth school-year have studied if exposure to EE has an impact on students’ reading and 

listening comprehension. Therefore, this study sets out to fill that research gap. 

3. Methodology 

This section describes the methodology used in the study. First it will describe the data 

collection process (section 3.1) before moving on to addressing the data analysis process 

(section 3.2) and the statistical methods used.  

3.1 Data collection methods 

This section sets out to describe the data collection process of the study. It will briefly 

describe the participants (section 3.1.1), ethical considerations (section 3.1.2) and the 

material used (section 3.13) before describing the process of data collection (section 3.1.4). 

3.1.1 Participants 

All students participating in this study were recruited from a school teaching students from 

years 4-9 at which I work. In total there were 59 students who participated in the study, 39 

students in year nine and 20 in year six. The students were given a letter of consent 
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explaining the study (see Appendix 1) by their teacher and asked to bring the letter to their 

legal guardians to sign if they wanted to participate. It was made clear to the students that 

participation was voluntary and would not in any way affect their grading. 

3.1.2 Ethics 

All of the students participating in the study were required to have a signed consent from 

their legal guardian (see Appendix 1) which included information about the study. All tests 

and the surveys were all graded by me and put into spreadsheets. The tests and surveys were 

stored securely at my own home and there are no copies available of the spreadsheets 

containing data. Furthermore, no student names are mentioned in this study. 

3.1.3 Materials 

The student survey used in this study is an updated and reworked version of the survey used 

by Sundqvist (2009). Questions designed to investigate parental education and 

socioeconomic status have been removed since it is beyond the scope of this study to 

investigate whether that has an impact on how students perform in English as a school 

subject. Furthermore, questions have been added regarding students’ habits on social media, 

YouTube and oral communication via online programs such as Skype and Discord. The 

survey is available in the Appendix. 

 

This study uses old national tests issued by the NAE for years six and nine. The students 

participating in the study were first asked to answer the student survey, followed by all of the 

students, both those who chose to participate in the study and those who did not, taking the 

test on listening comprehension and ending with the reading comprehension test. The 

selected listening comprehension tests are Environmental News for year nine and Let’s go to 

the Museum! for year six. These tests are designed to test students’ abilities to hear details 

and to understand implied information. To evaluate the students’ reading comprehension 

students in year nine took the test Welcome to Wales! The test chosen for students in year six 

is the first two texts of Reports; the full version of the test was not used because its 

administration would have required more time than the time that was available for this 

study. 

 

Since these tests were constructed to test students’ proficiency nationwide, each test comes 

with its own grading instructions to limit biased grading. This is important for the present 

study since it helped making the grading consistent and the scoring fair. Furthermore, none 

of the tests chosen for this study have open-ended questions which would require 

interpretation when scoring, further helping with making grading consistent. All tests used 

are available from https://nafs.gu.se/prov_engelska/exempel_provuppgifter. 

https://nafs.gu.se/prov_engelska/exempel_provuppgifter
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3.1.4 Procedure 

The data collection (student survey and comprehension tests) was conducted as part of the 

students’ regular classroom tuition. The students participating in the study were first asked 

to answer the student survey, which was administered as a paper and pencil questionnaire. 

Subsequently, all the (participating and non-participating) students took the comprehension 

tests (first the listening comprehension test, followed by the reading comprehension test). 

The testing opportunity was supervised by the students’ regular teachers who were given 

detailed instructions on how to conduct the tests (see Appendix 3). The teachers were 

instructed to assist the students who asked for help during the student survey but were 

instructed not to assist the students during the comprehension tests and to treat these as 

regular testing situations without teacher assistance. Students in year nine had one 

opportunity and were given 70 minutes to complete the tests. Students in year six had a total 

of 100 minutes spanning two opportunities of 50 minutes each. During the first opportunity 

the students answered the survey since they were given assistance when answering the 

survey. 

3.2 Data analysis 

Students participating in this study were divided into one of three frequency groups: daily or 

several times a week (group 1), weekly or several times a month (group 2) or rarely or never 

(group 3) for every EE activity separately. To divide the students in this way means that each 

EE-activity gets a separate dataset to analyze.  The two methods chosen for analyzing the data 

collected were ANOVA and correlation analysis. The reason why these two methods were 

chosen is discussed in sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2. 

3.2.1 ANOVA 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is the statistical procedure used for testing the variation 

among means of more than two groups (Aron et al., 2005, p.312). This method of analysis is 

commonly used to compare the mean scores obtained by the students on the comprehension 

tests between the different groups of EE frequency. In addition to measuring the variation 

among means ANOVA also gives a value of significance (p) which tells us if the results are 

statistically significant; that is, if the null hypothesis can be rejected. The null hypothesis is 

the opposite of the expected results: in this study it would be that every student will have the 

same mean regardless of exposure to EE. A result is considered statistically significant if p < 

.05 which means that there is less than 5% chance that the results happened due to chance 

(Aron et al., 2005, p.150). 
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3.2.2 Correlation analysis 

Correlation analysis is commonly used in the social sciences to determine whether “two 

variables are associated in a clear pattern” (Aron et.al, 2005, p.99). A correlation analysis 

gives a correlation coefficient (r) and a significance value (p). The correlation coefficient tells 

the strength of the linear correlation (with 0 indicating no correlation and 1 or -1 indicating 

the strongest correlation). Since the students in this study were placed into groups of 

frequency from 1-3, where 1 was the most frequent and 3 the least frequent, a “negative” 

value of, for example, r=-.568 would mean that a high frequency of EE activity shows a 

strong correlation with high scores on a test. According to Sundqvist (2009), it is possible to 

discuss r-values either in terms of positiveness and negativeness or in terms of weakness and 

strength (p.113), due to the way the groups in this study are numbered, I will discuss r-values 

in terms of weak and strong to avoid confusion. According to Sundqvist (2009), r-values 

stronger than .3 (or -.3) are considered meaningful and values that are stronger than .6 (or -

.6) are considered very strong (p.114) and this study follows these guidelines. 

 

While a correlation analysis gives an indication if there is a linear correlation, it does not, 

however, tell us the direction of causality (i.e., if X has an influence on Y or vice versa). There 

is also the third possibility that there is a third factor influencing both X and Y (Aron et.al, 

2005, p.85). I.e., a correlation analysis will not indicate whether the EE activity and 

frequency has an influence on the testing scores or if higher achieving students simply prefer 

said EE-activity. Nonetheless, correlation analysis is a useful tool to see if a correlation exists 

between two variables. 

4. Analysis and results 

In this section the results of the statistical analysis are presented in relation to “frequency 

groups” depending on EE-activity and frequency and how they correlate with how students 

performed on the old national tests issued by the NAE. Section 4.1 will describe the results of 

the listening comprehension tests and section 4.2 the results of the reading comprehension 

tests. Section 4.1 and 4.2 have been divided into three subsections describing results for year 

nine (sections 4.1.1 and 4.2.1) and year six (4.1.2 and 4.2.2) before comparing the results 

between the two (sections 4.1.3 and 4.2.3). Although not an EE-activity, correlation results of 

“perceived difficulty of English” are included in the tables, these results will be discussed in 

section 5. 
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4.1 Extramural English and listening comprehension 

Activities involving EE seem to have an impact on how well students perform on tests of 

listening comprehension. Indeed, both for students in year six and nine several EE frequency 

groups showed significant results as discussed below. 

4.1.1 Results for students in year nine 

For students in the ninth year of school the correlation analysis (see Table 1) showed 

significant and strong results for Oral communication via online programs (r = -.513**), 

gaming frequency (r = -.383*) and watching YouTube (r = -.412**). 

Table 1. Correlation analysis of listening comprehension and frequency of EE activities for 

year 9 

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r) Significance (p) 

Oral communication -.513** .001 

Gaming -.383* .017 

Watching YouTube -.412** .009 

Perceived difficulty of English .617** .000 

Social media -.289 .075 

Watching movies/TV-series -.133 .420 

Reading -.278 .083 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Watching movies/TV-series showed the weakest correlation of the EE-activities (r = -.133) 

while activity on social media and reading showed stronger correlations, although not strong 

enough to be considered meaningful (r=>.3) nor significant. These results are further 

strengthened by the ANOVA results (see Figure 1). It is worth noting that all but three 

students in the subgroup of “high oral frequency” were also in the “frequent gamers” 

subgroup indicating that frequent gamers are most likely to orally communicate online.  
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Figure 1. ANOVA descriptives for listening comprehension in relation to EE activity and frequency for 

students in year 9. 

 

The mean score on the listening comprehension test for the ninth graders was 8.15. When 

analysing the ANOVA results it is shown that the students who were frequently engaged in 

oral communication had a mean score of 10.45 (p=.002). Furthermore, the ANOVA results 

show that frequent gamers had a mean score of 9.57 (p=.013), students who were highly 

active on social media had a mean score of 9 (p=.045) and students who frequently watched 

YouTube had a mean score of 9.19 (p=.017), all higher than the overall mean.  

 

Interestingly, the few (N=5) students who reported that they “rarely or never” used social 

media had a mean score of 4.40 (p=.045) and this is a discernible pattern in every EE 

activity; the subgroups “rarely or never” score lower than the general mean score (see Figure 

1). 

4.1.2 Results for students in year six 

The correlation analysis for the students in year six (Table 2) shows a strong and significant 

correlation for watching YouTube (r=-.583*) and also a strong although not statistically 

significant one for gaming (r=-.476, p=.053) and watching movies/TV-series (r=-.395, 

p=.116).  
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Table 2. Correlation analysis of listening comprehension and frequency of EE activities for 

year 6 

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r) Significance (p) 

Watching YouTube -.583* .014 

Gaming -.476 .053 

Perceived difficulty of English .549* .023 

Oral communication -.216 .405 

Social media -.189 .468 

Watching movies/TV-series -.395 .116 

Reading -.103 .694 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Reading showed the weakest correlation (r=-.103) with listening comprehension amongst 

sixth graders. The mean score on the listening comprehension test for all of the participating 

sixth graders was 16.35 and the ANOVA results (Figure 2) showed that sixth graders who 

frequently watch YouTube had a mean score of 19.80 (p .021). Furthermore, frequent gamers 

had a mean score of 19.50 (p .169) and students who frequently watched TV-series and 

movies where English was spoken had a mean score of 20.00 (p .245).  
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Figure 2. ANOVA descriptives for listening comprehension in relation to EE activity and frequency for 

students in year 6. 

 

Although the null hypothesis (everyone will score the same, regardless of EE-activity and 

frequency) cannot confidently be rejected when analysing the two latter data points they still 

show a tendency that EE-activity does indeed show a correlation with the listening 

comprehension of sixth graders. The fact that the subgroup which reportedly watch YouTube 

“rarely or never” had a mean score of 16 while the medium frequency group had a mean score 

of 10.67 might seem perplexing at first. However, only one student reportedly watched 

YouTube “rarely or never” (N=1), therefore, it is important not to consider this as 

representative of a subgroup but rather this single individual. 

4.1.3 Comparison between years six and nine 

The only activity that showed significant correlations and ANOVA results for both years was 

watching YouTube: it does, however, seem to correlate stronger with the results of the 

younger students. Gaming showed a strong and significant correlation with listening 

comprehension in year nine and a strong correlation and interesting ANOVA results, 

although not statistically significant, with how the sixth graders in this study performed. 

While online oral communication showed the strongest correlations and highest mean score 

of the EE-activities in year nine it does not, however, seem to correlate as strongly with 

students in year six and significant results were not found.  

 

Although not statistically significant, watching movies/TV-series showed a strong correlation 

with how sixth graders performed and the high frequency group had the highest mean score 
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of any subgroup. In contrast, watching movies/TV-series showed the weakest correlation for 

ninth graders and the difference between the mean scores of the frequency groups was 

minimal. While reading as an EE-activity showed the weakest correlation with how sixth 

graders performed, it shows a stronger correlation with how ninth graders performed and 

seems to have a positive influence on mean scores but was not able to yield significant 

results. 

4.2 Extramural English and reading comprehension 

Exposure to EE seems to have less of an impact on how well students perform at reading 

comprehension tests than at tests of listening comprehension. More specifically, a lesser 

number of EE activities showed significant results when statistically analysed.  

4.2.1 Results for students in year nine 

For students in the ninth year only activity on social media (r=-.481**) and frequent online 

oral communication (r=-.458**) showed a strong and significant correlation (Table 3). It is 

worth noting the scores, although not significant, of both gaming (r=-.299, p=.069) and 

watching movies/TV-series (r=-.288, p=.080). 

Table 3. Correlation analysis of reading comprehension and frequency of EE activities for 

year 9 

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r) Significance (p) 

Social media -.481** .002 

Oral communication -.458** .004 

Perceived difficulty of English .812** .000 

Gaming -.299 .069 

Watching movies/TV-series -.288 .080 

Watching YouTube -.158 .342 

Reading -.185 .260 

*p<.05, **p<.01 
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Figure 3. ANOVA descriptives for reading comprehension in relation to EE activity and frequency for 

students in year 9. 

 

The combined mean score on the test was 7.36 for ninth-graders and the results of the 

ANOVA analysis shows that students who “rarely or never” use social media had a mean 

score of 3.75 (p=.008) indicating that the use of social media does indeed correlate with 

students’ reading comprehension. Online oral communication showed significant results in 

the ANOVA analysis (p=.025) and the mean score of the high frequency group (9.36) was the 

second highest mean observed in any subgroup.  

4.2.2 Results for students in year six 

Exposure to EE seems to have less of an impact on the reading comprehension of sixth-

graders since only watching YouTube showed a significant and strong correlation (r=-

.590**). Table 4 shows that watching movies/TV-series showed a meaningful correlation (r=-

.369) although not statistically significant (p=.109) and, contrary to the expected results, 
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shows that gaming had a negligible effect (r=-.100) on how this group of sixth graders 

performed on the reading comprehension test. 

Table 4. Correlation analysis of reading comprehension and frequency of EE activities for 

year 6 

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r) Significance (p) 

Watching YouTube -.590** .006 

Perceived difficulty of English .516* .020 

Oral communication .233 .322 

Gaming -.100 .676 

Social media -.132 .580 

Watching movies/TV-series -,369 .109 

Reading -.024 .921 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

This result is reinforced by the ANOVA test (Figure 4) with the mean score of the high 

frequency group for watching YouTube being 10.29 (p=.017) which is much higher than the 

other two frequency groups and it is the only activity which showed statistical significance. 

However, the subgroup with the highest mean score was, rather surprisingly, the medium 

frequency group of “activity on social media” (p=.233). 
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Figure 4. ANOVA descriptives for reading comprehension in relation to EE activity and frequency for 

students in year 6. 

 

Furthermore, although not statistically significant, watching TV-series and movies with 

English as the spoken language indicated a positive impact on reading comprehension. 

Students who reported that they were frequent readers scored a lower mean than students 

who reported that they rarely or never read texts in English, but the difference in mean scores 

between all three subgroups was negligible. It might be worth noting that the difference 

between the three gaming frequency groups was less than one point (.92) in this sample.  

4.2.3 Comparison between years six and nine 

When comparing the results between the two years there is a clear difference between how 

EE activities correlate with the results for respective year. Activity on social media and online 

oral communication showed the strongest correlations with the results of the ninth graders, 

however, these activities seemed to have little to no correlation with how well sixth graders 

performed. In fact, online oral communication actually showed a weak inverted correlation 

with how sixth graders performed (see section 5).   

 

Watching YouTube was the only EE-activity that showed significant results for year six and 

although watching movies/TV-series showed a meaningful correlation, it was not statistically 

significant (p=.109, p=.212). In contrast, the two before mentioned activities seem to have 

less of an impact on how the students in the ninth grade performed, especially watching 

YouTube (r=-.158, p=.342). 
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However, it holds true for the students in both year six and year nine that EE-activities seem 

to have less of a clear correlation with how they performed in reading comprehension 

compared to listening comprehension. In short, there were less EE-activities which 

correlated with reading comprehension and the correlations which were shown were 

generally weaker, this will be discussed more extensively in section 5. 

5. Discussion 

Much in line with the findings of previous studies (Sundqvist, 2009; Olsson, 2011; Sylvén & 

Sundqvist, 2012; Sundqvist & Wikström, 2015) which argue EE to have an impact on the 

vocabulary of students the results of this study indicate that exposure to EE indeed might 

have an impact on how well students perform on tests of reading and listening 

comprehension. This holds especially true for the ninth graders participating in this study; in 

their case, every subgroup of “high frequency”, regardless of EE-activity type, had a higher 

mean score than that of the group of students as a whole on both of the comprehension tests. 

However, the impact of EE does not seem as profound for participating sixth graders; only 

“watching YouTube” showed a strong and significant correlation for both the reading and 

listening comprehension tests and this is equally true when analyzing the ANOVA results. As 

previously discussed, there are other EE-activities that failed to yield significant results which 

seem to possibly impact proficiency for sixth year students, such as gaming, but watching 

YouTube was the only activity that consistently gave significant results when analyzing the 

data through SPSS.  

 

To confidently uncover the reason for this discrepancy between the sixth and ninth graders 

would need further research but the fact that there is a difference suggests that the 

relationship between exposure EE and receptive skills is far from straightforward. When 

considering Krashen’s (2009) input hypothesis (see section 2.1) a possible answer might be 

that there is not enough, or very little, comprehensible input for students with lower 

proficiency, hence (i) + 1 does not occur and the target language is not acquired. E.g. a certain 

level of proficiency might be needed for reading a book in English or understanding complex 

instructions in a digital game, for example, where text is the sole source of information, in 

contrast to watching YouTube where the viewer can rely on both visual and audible 

information to comprehend the content. For the older (and more proficient) students there is 

more comprehensible input available through EE-activities and (i) + 1 occurs more 

frequently, making EE-activities more beneficial for the more proficient students. 
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As previously mentioned, the relationship between EE-activities and language proficiency is 

not straightforward and the impact of different EE-activities varies: for example, for students 

in year nine, activities such as gaming and reading showed a greater impact on the listening 

and reading comprehension than watching movies or TV-series did. However, it must be 

noted that, for the ninth graders participating in this study, all of the EE-activities 

investigated had some form of positive impact on how they performed on the comprehension 

tests. The impact of EE seems to vary depending on activity for sixth-graders as well with 

YouTube showing significant impact while reading seems to have little to no impact on the 

students’ receptive skills. 

 

When considering the discrepancy of correlation between EE-activities and listening 

comprehension compared to reading comprehension it is important to focus on the 

difference between the two receptive skills. Firstly, while vocabulary is the most important 

factor in both listening and reading comprehension, Staehr (2008) stresses the importance of 

the automatization of the listener’s vocabulary in order to become a proficient listener, 

making quantity of input important. Secondly, since a smaller vocabulary size (see section 

2.2) is needed in order to comprehend audio than text it is possible that the vocabulary gains 

of EE-activities (Olsson, 2011; Sundqvist, 2009; Sundqvist & Wikström, 2015; Sylvén & 

Sundqvist, 2012) correlate more strongly with listening comprehension than reading 

comprehension.  

 

It is worth noting that perceiving English as a difficult language showed a significant and 

strong correlation for both year nine (r=.617**, r=.812**) and year six (r=.549*, r=.516*) in 

both listening and reading comprehension, indicating that the students are quite aware of 

how well they perform on tests. It is, however, beyond the scope of this study to further 

investigate this but it is an interesting topic for further studies. 

6. Conclusion 

This study has shown that there is indeed a correlation between how frequently students 

engage in some EE-activities and how well they perform on the national tests on listening and 

reading comprehension. It is however, important to stress that the direction of causality 

cannot confidently be proven with the methods used in this study. I.e. if EE-activity causes 

students to perform better, if more proficient students prefer certain EE-activities or if there 

is something else entirely which causes the correlation cannot be proven. Furthermore, this 

study shows that there is indeed a difference in how EE-activity and receptive skills correlate 
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depending on the age and proficiency level of the learners, with older and more proficient 

students showing stronger correlations with a wider range of EE-activities. In addition to 

this, the study shows that there is indeed a difference between how strongly different EE-

activities correlate with the test results and that there is a difference between how they 

correlate depending on the age and proficiency level of the student. 

 

This study does however has its limitations; while this study shows a correlation between EE-

activity and test results, neither correlation analysis nor ANOVA shows direction of causality. 

Hence, it is not possible to prove that EE-activity causes students to perform better on the 

national tests and further studies should observe improvement over time in relation to EE-

activity in order to account for this. 

 

Furthermore, it would have been beneficial for this study if the students had kept an EE-diary 

similar to the one used by Sundqvist (2009), which might have given more accurate and 

extensive data that could have been used to analyze the discrepancy between ages and it 

would have given a more precise overview of the students’ EE habits. Due to the limited time 

frame, it was not possible to collect that kind of data for the present study. It is worth noting 

that the group of students in the sixth grade participating in and completing this study was 

low (N=20) compared to ninth graders (N=39). The difference in participants meant that the 

data available for analysis was limited, thus making it difficult to obtain significant results. 

Suggestions for further studies within the field could be to further and in a more focused way 

study the discrepancy of impact of EE between different ages indicated in this study, 

preferably by studying and collecting data on the EE habits of students in a more detailed 

way, preferably by studying improvement over time in relation to EE activity, something 

which was not possible in this study due to the limited time available. 

 

For the larger field of second language acquisition (SLA) and second language 

teaching/learning, this study further shows the possible importance of the use of English 

outside the classroom and how students should be encouraged to engage in EE-activities, 

both by parents and teachers. This could be put into practice by teachers by, for example, 

giving students homework in the form of EE-diaries or projects that encourage students to, 

for example, read books written in English. Furthermore, this study gives a clear indication of 

the importance and impact of oral communication as a source for learning, especially among 

older and more proficient students, with “frequent oral communication” as an EE subgroup 

consistently showing significant and strong results in both ANOVA and the correlation 

analysis. Hence, I argue that oral communication should be encouraged, both outside the 

classroom and in the regular classroom environment. 
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To conclude, English outside the classroom does impact on students’ receptive skills, and it 

would be in the best interest of teachers and parents to encourage activities involving 

Extramural English.  
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Appendix 1 Letter of consent 
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Appendix 2 Student survey 

ELEVENKÄT 

Namn:________________________  Klass:_____  Datum:_______ 

Kön:  Kille   Tjej   Vill ej uppge 

 

1.  

a. Vilket är ditt modersmål (= ditt första språk)? ______________________________ 

b. Om ditt modersmål är annat än svenska, ungefär när började du prata svenska? 

  Innan jag började skolan. 

  När jag gick i åk 1-3. 

  När jag gick i åk 4-6. 

 När jag gick i åk 7-9. 

2.  

a. Har du någon gång besökt eller bott i något engelsktalande land? 

  Ja 

 Nej 

b. Om ja, vilket/vilka land/länder, under hur lång tid? (t.ex. U.SA 3 veckor, England 2 

dagar) 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

c. Ungefär under hur lång tid sammanlagt? 

  Mindre än 3 månader 

  3-6 månader 

  6-12 månader 

  Mer än 12 månader 

d. Vilka andra länder har du besökt eller bott i, under hur lång tid? (t.ex Thailand 2 

veckor, Italien 3 dagar) Vilket/Vilka språk pratade du? 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

e. Ungefär under hur lång tid sammanlagt? 

  Mindre än 3 månader 
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  3-6 månader 

  6-12 månader 

  Mer än 12 månader 

3.  

Hur ofta får du hjälp av någon i hemmet med engelskaläxor? (Kryssa ett alternativ) 

  Vid varje läxtillfälle. 

  Oftast. 

  Ibland. 

  Sällan eller aldrig. 

4.  

Hur ofta får ni läxor i ämnet engelska? 

  Varje vecka 

  Mer sällan eller aldrig 

5.  

a. Pratar du regelbundet engelska med någon nära släkting, kompis eller liknande? 

  Ja 

 Nej 

b. Om ja, med vem/vilka brukar du prata engelska? 

_____________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

c. Om ja, markera med ett kryss hur ofta du brukar prata engelska. 

  Dagligen 

  Någon eller några gånger i veckan 

  Någon eller några gånger i månaden 

  Någon eller några gånger per år 

6.  

Vad vill du jobba med som vuxen? 

_________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

7.  
a. Studerar du, eller har du studerat, något annat främmande språk än engelska i 

skolan? 

  Ja 

  Nej 
b. Om ja, vilket/vilka? 

  Franska 

  Spanska 

  Tyska 

  Annat språk: _______________________________________________ 
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8.  

Vilket betyg i engelska tror du att du får när du slutar 9:an? 

  F   C 

  E   B 

  D   A 

9.  

Hur tror du att du har lärt dig det mesta du kan i engelska? 

  Allt eller nästan allt genom skolarbetet. 

  Det mesta genom skolarbetet. 

  Det mesta vid sidan av skolarbetet. 

  Allt eller nästan allt vid sidan av skolarbetet. 

10.  

Vänligen kryssa vad som 

stämmer bäst för dig. 

 

Stämmer 

mycket bra 

Stämmer 

ganska bra 

Stämmer 

ganska 

dåligt 

Stämmer 

mycket 

dåligt 

Engelska språket intresserar mig 

 

    

Jag tycker det är viktigt att ha bra 

kunskaper i engelska 

    

De vuxna jag bor tillsammans med 

tycker att engelska är viktigt 

    

Jag studerar engelska i skolan bara 

för att klara av proven 

    

Jag kommer behöva engelska för 

att klara mina fortsatta studier 

    

Jag kommer behöva engelska för 

mitt framtida jobb 

    

Jag är ofta borta från 

engelskalektioner 

 

    

Det är för lite tid i skolämnet 

engelska 

 

    

Det är för mycket tid i skolämnet 

engelska 

    

Engelska är ett svårt ämne 

 

    

Jag tycker det är roligt att     
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kommunicera på engelska 

Jag tycker att det är svårt att 

kommunicera på engelska 

    

Jag tycker att det är svårt att läsa 

på engelska 

    

Jag tycker att det är svårt att 

skriva på engelska 

    

Jag tycker att det är svårt att förstå 

när någon pratar engelska 

    

 

 

11.  

a. Brukar du läsa på din fritid (ej inräknat läxarbete)? Tänk på att man även kan läsa 

nyheter/artiklar/bloggar etc. på både dator och mobiltelefon. 

  Ja 

  Nej 

b. Om ja, vad läser du och i vilken omfattning? Kryssa för allt som stämmer för dig! 

 

12.  

a. Har du tillgång till digitala strömmingstjänster (Netflix, Viaplay, HBO etc.) hemma? 

  Ja 

  Nej 

Jag läser… Dagligen Någon eller 

några gånger 

per vecka 

Någon eller 

några gånger 

per månad 

Aldrig eller 

nästan aldrig 

Böcker på mitt modersmål     

Nyheter på mitt modersmål     

Serietidningar på mitt 

modersmål 

    

Bloggar/krönikor/instruktioner 

eller andra texter på mitt 

modersmål 

    

Böcker på engelska     

Nyheter på engelska     

Serietidningar på engelska     

Bloggar/krönikor/instruktioner 

eller andra texter på engelska 
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b. Om ja, har du egen tillgång till dessa tjänster (egen TV, surfplatta, dator, telefon) 

där du själv bestämmer hur mycket och när du tittar? 

  Ja 

 Nej 

13.  

a. Har du någon/några engelskspråkiga favoritserier/favoritfilmer? 

  Ja 

  Nej 

b. Om ja, vilken/vilka? 

_____________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

14.  

a. Använder du dator på din fritid? 

  Ja 

 Nej 

b. Om ja, vad använder du dator till? (Kryssa allt som stämmer!) 

  Läxor    Spela spel (singelplayer/offline) 

  Läsa bloggar   Titta på Youtube 

  Se på film   Prata med kompisar (modersmål)  

  Annat (beskriv gärna vad) 

_________________________________________ 

 

c. Spelar du tv/datorspel online (multiplayer)? 

  Ja 

  Nej 

d. Om ja, vilket/vilka spel? _________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

15.  

a. Använder du sociala medier? 

  Ja 

  Nej 

b. Om ja, vilken/vilka sociala medier använder du minst en gång i veckan? 

  Twitter    Facebook 

  Snapchat   Instagram 

  Annat (skriv gärna 

vilken/vilka)_____________________________________ 

16.  
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Kryssa för allt som stämmer för 

dig 

 

Jag… 

Dagligen Någon 

eller några 

gånger per 

vecka 

Någon 

eller några 

gånger per 

månad 

Aldrig eller 

nästan 

aldrig 

läser inlägg på sociala medier 

skrivna på mitt modersmål 

    

läser inlägg på sociala medier 

skrivna på engelska 

    

skriver inlägg/kommunicerar på 

mitt modersmål via sociala medier 

    

skriver inlägg/kommunicerar på 

engelska via sociala medier 

    

kollar på Youtube på mitt 

modersmål 

    

kollar på Youtube på engelska     

kollar på engelskspråkiga 

filmer/serier med undertext på mitt 

modersmål 

    

kollar på engelskspråkiga 

filmer/serier med undertext på 

engelska 

    

kollar på engelskspråkiga 

filmer/serier utan undertext  

    

spelar datorspel/tv-spel på 

engelska online (multiplayer)  

    

spelar datorspel/tv-spel på 

engelska offline (singleplayer)  

    

kommunicerar online med vänner 

på mitt modermål (discord, skype 

etc.) 

    

kommunicerar online med vänner 

på engelska (discord, skype etc.) 

    

 

Tack för ditt deltagande! 
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Appendix 3 Teacher guidelines 

STUDIE I ENGELSKA ÅK 6 & 9 

 

Studien består av tre steg: en elevenkät där eleverna får blir frågade om 

sina relationer till det engelska språket och två gamla nationella prov. 

Informera återigen eleverna att det inte är något tvång att delta i studien, 

att det inte blir några följder av att inte delta och att de då hoppar över 

steg 1. 

Elever som valt att inte delta i studien hoppar över steg 1 (elevenkäten). 

1. Elevenkät. 

Dela ut elevenkäten och be eleverna svara på frågorna. Här är det okej 

att hjälpa eleverna besvara frågor om det uppstår frågetecken eller 

oklarheter kring frågorna. Informera eleverna om att ni hjälper till om 

det finns några oklarheter kring enkäten. Kontrollera att eleverna skrivit 

namn. 

 

2. Hörförståelse. 

Dela ut häftet och be eleverna läsa igenom instruktionerna. Starta 

ljudfilen jag skickat till er via e-mail. Lyssna igenom en gång utan paus. 

Påminn eleverna att skriva namn. Detta ska behandlas som ett nationellt 

prov och eleverna ska inte ha något stöd som dom inte hade haft vid en 

vanlig provsituation. 

 

3. Läsförståelse. 

Dela ut häftet. Häften består av en text för åk9 och två texter för åk6. 

Eleverna ska läsa texten/texterna och besvara frågorna. Detta ska 

behandlas som ett nationellt prov och eleverna ska inte ha något stöd 

som dom inte hade haft vid en vanlig provsituation. 
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När eleverna är klara kan ni samla in alla häften och ge dom till mig. 

 

 

Tusen tack för hjälpen! Hälsningar Robin. 

 

 

Appendix 4 Tables 

Tables ANOVA with significant results 

Listening comprehension year 9 

Table B1.1 Listening comprehension and online oral communication frequency for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 11 10,45 2,115 ,638 9,03 11,88 

Med 7 10,00 4,865 1,839 5,50 14,50 

Low 21 6,33 3,055 ,667 4,94 7,72 

Total 39 8,15 3,717 ,595 6,95 9,36 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 151,683 2 75,841 7,312 ,002 

Within Groups 373,394 36 10,372   

Total 525,077 38    

 

Table B1.2 Listening comprehension and gaming frequency for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 14 9,57 3,180 ,850 7,74 11,41 
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Med 8 10,00 3,625 1,282 6,97 13,03 

Low 16 6,31 3,321 ,830 4,54 8,08 

Total 38 8,29 3,668 ,595 7,08 9,50 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 108,950 2 54,475 4,903 ,013 

Within Groups 388,866 35 11,110   

Total 497,816 37    

 

Table B1.3 Listening comprehension and frequency on social media for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 20 9,00 3,434 ,768 7,39 10,61 

Med 14 8,29 4,008 1,071 5,97 10,60 

Low 5 4,40 1,342 ,600 2,73 6,07 

Total 39 8,15 3,717 ,595 6,95 9,36 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 85,020 2 42,510 3,478 ,042 

Within Groups 440,057 36 12,224   

Total 525,077 38    
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Table B1.4 Listening comprehension and frequency watching YouTube for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 27 9,19 3,763 ,724 7,70 10,67 

Med 9 6,44 2,455 ,818 4,56 8,33 

Low 3 4,00 1,000 ,577 1,52 6,48 

Total 39 8,15 3,717 ,595 6,95 9,36 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 106,781 2 53,390 4,595 ,017 

Within Groups 418,296 36 11,619   

Total 525,077 38    

 

Table B1.5 Listening comprehension and perceived difficulty of English as a language year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 7 5,43 1,988 ,751 3,59 7,27 

Med 12 6,00 3,464 1,000 3,80 8,20 

Low 19 10,63 2,733 ,627 9,31 11,95 

Total 38 8,21 3,728 ,605 6,99 9,44 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 224,180 2 112,090 13,522 ,000 

Within Groups 290,135 35 8,290   

Total 514,316 37    
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Listening comprehension year 6 

Table B2.1 Listening comprehension and gaming frequency for year 6  

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 8 19,50 4,870 1,722 15,43 23,57 

Med 2 16,00 7,071 5,000 -47,53 79,53 

Low 7 12,86 7,690 2,907 5,74 19,97 

Total 17 16,35 6,782 1,645 12,87 19,84 

ANOVA 

  

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 165,025 2 82,513 2,024 ,169 

Within Groups 570,857 14 40,776   

Total 735,882 16    

 

Table B2.2 Listening comprehension and frequency watching series and movies for year 6 

Descriptives 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 5 20,00 5,099 2,280 13,67 26,33 

Med 6 16,67 6,218 2,539 10,14 23,19 

Low 6 13,00 7,797 3,183 4,82 21,18 

Total 17 16,35 6,782 1,645 12,87 19,84 

ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 134,549 2 67,275 1,566 ,243 

Within Groups 601,333 14 42,952   

Total 735,882 16    

 

Table B2.3 Listening comprehension and frequency watching YouTube for year 6 

Descriptives 
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 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 10 19,80 4,826 1,526 16,35 23,25 

Med 6 10,67 6,532 2,667 3,81 17,52 

Low 1 16,00 . . . . 

Total 17 16,35 6,782 1,645 12,87 19,84 

 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 312,949 2 156,475 5,180 ,021 

Within Groups 422,933 14 30,210   

Total 735,882 16    

 

Table B2.4 Listening comprehension and perceived difficulty of English as a language year 6 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 1 3,00 . . . . 

Med 4 13,00 5,888 2,944 3,63 22,37 

Low 12 18,58 5,632 1,626 15,00 22,16 

Total 17 16,35 6,782 1,645 12,87 19,84 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 282,966 2 141,483 4,373 ,033 

Within Groups 452,917 14 32,351   

Total 735,882 16    
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Reading comprehension for year 9 

Table B3.1 Reading comprehension and reading frequency for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 8 9,50 1,414 ,500 8,32 10,68 

Med 12 6,42 3,848 1,111 3,97 8,86 

Low 19 7,05 3,551 ,815 5,34 8,76 

Total 39 7,36 3,453 ,553 6,24 8,48 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 49,110 2 24,555 2,189 ,127 

Within Groups 403,864 36 11,218   

Total 452,974 38    

 

Table B3.2 Reading comprehension and frequency on social media for year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 20 8,80 2,840 ,635 7,47 10,13 

Med 14 6,86 3,060 ,818 5,09 8,62 

Low 4 3,75 2,986 1,493 -1,00 8,50 

Total 38 7,55 3,277 ,532 6,48 8,63 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 95,730 2 47,865 5,553 ,008 

Within Groups 301,664 35 8,619   

Total 397,395 37    
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Table B3.3 Reading comprehension and perceived difficulty of English as a language year 9 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 7 3,71 1,976 ,747 1,89 5,54 

Med 12 5,17 3,215 ,928 3,12 7,21 

Low 19 10,00 1,291 ,296 9,38 10,62 

Total 38 7,32 3,488 ,566 6,17 8,46 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 283,115 2 141,558 29,651 ,000 

Within Groups 167,095 35 4,774   

Total 450,211 37    

 

Reading comprehension for year 6 

Table B4.1 Reading comprehension and frequency watching YouTube for year 6 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 14 10,29 3,361 ,898 8,35 12,23 

Med 4 5,25 1,708 ,854 2,53 7,97 

Low 2 6,00 1,414 1,000 -6,71 18,71 

Total 20 8,85 3,660 ,818 7,14 10,56 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 96,943 2 48,471 5,228 ,017 

Within Groups 157,607 17 9,271   

Total 254,550 19    
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Table B4.2 Reading comprehension and reading frequency for year 6 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 6 9,17 3,251 1,327 5,76 12,58 

Med 10 8,50 4,007 1,267 5,63 11,37 

Low 4 9,25 4,272 2,136 2,45 16,05 

Total 20 8,85 3,660 ,818 7,14 10,56 

ANOVA 

  

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 2,467 2 1,233 ,083 ,921 

Within Groups 252,083 17 14,828   

Total 254,550 19    

 

Table B4.3 Reading comprehension and perceived difficulty of English as a language year 6 

Descriptives 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 2 4,50 ,707 ,500 -1,85 10,85 

Med 3 7,00 4,583 2,646 -4,38 18,38 

Low 15 9,80 3,278 ,846 7,98 11,62 

Total 20 8,85 3,660 ,818 7,14 10,56 

ANOVA 

Read. Comp.   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.(p) 

Between Groups 61,650 2 30,825 2,717 ,095 

Within Groups 192,900 17 11,347   

Total 254,550 19    

 

 


