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Abstract 

This independent degree project investigates possible differences and similarities 

between vocational and non-vocational language learning textbooks in terms of topics 

covered, use of Swedish, and vocabulary levels. The textbooks analyzed in this study 

are Viewpoints 1, Viewpoints vocational, Blueprint A version 2.0 and Blueprint 

vocational, and they are aimed at the course English 5 in Swedish senior high school. In 

order to compare and analyze the differences between the textbooks, the Swedish words 

were counted in order to compare the proportion of Swedish words of each textbook. 

The texts and tasks from each textbook were made into a corpus. The corpus was 

analyzed with the tool Text Inspector, and connected to the levels of the Common 

European Framework of Reference and the Academic Word List. The results show that 

vocational textbooks have a larger focus in the topic of social and working life than the 

non-vocational textbooks. However, the results also suggest that the textbooks are quite 

similar in terms of academic words and the CEFR levels. The results also suggest that 

an investigation of a larger number of textbooks from several publishers could present a 

different result. The pedagogical implications that can be drawn from the results are that 

teachers need to know that differences may occur and that textbooks might need 

additional material. 

Keywords: English language learning textbooks, Vocational, Non-vocational, 
Vocabulary, the CEFR, AWL, Swedish.  
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1  Introduction 

In the Swedish school system for senior high school, there are a number of different 

programs that students can choose from in terms of direction and approach of their 

studies. There are programs with a theoretical focus and programs with a practical 

focus. Both the theoretical and practical programs lead to further academic studies. The 

practical programs often lead to employment directly after senior high school, in a 

specific profession, connected to the focus of the specific program. These programs are 

called different names depending on whether the program has a theoretical or practical 

focus. A program with a theoretical focus is often called a non-vocational program. A 

non-vocational program could, for example, be studies with an emphasized approach on 

science, mathematics, or social science. In contrast to a non-vocational program, a 

vocational program mostly focuses on practical teaching, for example learning about 

mechanics, studying to become a hairdresser, a nurse or a chef. However, these 

practical, vocational programs also include mathematics and science for example, in 

order to make these students able to continue their studies just like students on a non-

vocational program (Skolverket, 2016a). Vocational and non-vocational programs have 

some mandatory school subjects in common, regardless of the practical or theoretical 

focus of the programs. To study the English language as a subject in the Swedish school 

system is something that is obligatory, and every program has in common to study the 

course English 5. Skolverket (The Swedish National Agency for Education) 

(Skolverket, 2016a), suggests that every program that should contain the course English 

5 should mention and work with some themes and topics. These topics mentioned by 

Skolverket, are connected to the English language regardless of whether it is a 

vocational or a non-vocational program, and Skolverket does not state any extent to 

which one is supposed to work with any topic (Skolverket, 2011b).  

In senior high school, every subject uses textbooks in some way. The textbooks are 

developed and written to meet the criteria of the syllabus, and the students’ levels of 

language proficiency. Many teachers use textbooks as a basis for most of the lessons 

(Englund, 2006:20). Since the syllabus for the English language is the same for a 

vocational and a non-vocational program, some people believe that the students should 

have the same English language teaching textbook regardless of program. However, in 
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practice that is not the case. Several publishers have developed vocational textbooks for 

vocational programs, and non-vocational textbooks for non-vocational programs. There 

are, therefore, vocational textbooks and non-vocational textbooks connected to the 

different type of programs. These different textbooks could for example be Viewpoints 

1 which is a non-vocational textbook, and Viewpoints vocational which is a vocational 

textbook. These different textbooks exist even if the programs have the same syllabus 

for the English language as a subject (Skolverket, 2011a). 

Furthermore, regardless of the type of program, Skolverket states that students should 

learn and develop language for various occasions and purposes. That means that 

depending on the purpose and the situation, students should be able to use the language 

in different ways. For example, one tends to use a higher level of academic language in 

a formal situation and, in an informal situation the language might be more informal as 

well (Skolverket, 2011a). Skolverket also suggests that a communicative approach is 

favorable in the language learning classroom (Skolverket, 2011a). This means that 

teachers and students are recommended to use the English language as much as possible  

during the lessons (Mitchell & Myles, 2004:45). However, translations into Swedish are 

not mentioned as a problem or something negative at all in the syllabus, in terms of 

learning a second language (Skolverket, 2011a). Furthermore, in order to make it 

possible to determine if there tend to be variations in vocabulary or translations into 

Swedish, a comparison and an analysis of the different textbooks would be 

advantageous. Therefore, this study will compare vocational and non-vocational 

textbooks in connection to the topics they cover, and the vocabulary in connection to the 

CEFR levels. This study will also investigate the number of academic words in 

connection to the Academic Word List.  

1.1 Aim and research questions  

The aim of this essay is to investigate and compare vocational and non-vocational 

textbooks, and analyze possible differences and similarities in terms of topics, 

translations into Swedish, and vocabulary. The possible differences and similarities in 

the textbooks’ vocabulary are connected to the CEFR levels and the Academic Word 

List (AWL). Another aim of this essay is to discuss how well the textbooks are adapted 
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to the syllabus for the course English 5 in Swedish senior high school. The research 

questions are as follows:  

1. What differences and similarities are there between vocational and non-vocational 

English language learning textbooks in terms of topics covered?   

2. What differences and similarities are there between the textbooks in terms of 

translations into Swedish? On how many occasions in the texts, glossaries and tasks, 

do Swedish words appear in the textbooks? Does any type of textbook contain a 

larger number of Swedish words? 

3. What differences and similarities are there between the textbooks in terms of 

vocabulary levels, and the use of vocabulary? Does any textbook contain a larger 

number of academic words? Does any textbook contain a different level of 

vocabulary in terms of expected CEFR levels?   

            

2 Literature review  
The first part of this section includes an explanation of the differences between 

vocational and non-vocational programs in Sweden. The literature review continues 

with a discussion about general vocabulary and academic vocabulary, the use of 

translations in language teaching, and the Common European Framework of Reference 

in Sweden.  

    2.1 Vocational and non-vocational programs in the Swedish school  

system 
As mentioned earlier, there are different programs in senior high school in the Swedish 

school system. The tradition of vocational education in Sweden has its roots in the 

1970s, when the Swedish schools were introduced to a new system with vocational 

programs. This was a result of recession and increased unemployment among young 

people in Sweden (Larsson & Westberg, 2014:140). When the new system was 

introduced, a vocational program was studied for two years. In the 1990s there was a 

reform which made the vocational programs last for three years instead of two years, in 

order to make vocational programs more equivalent to non-vocational programs 

(Larsson & Westberg, 2014:140-141). Skolverket (2016b) explains that in the current 
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Swedish school system, there are 12 international vocational programs in senior high 

school. The goal for students studying a vocational program is to either continue their 

studies, or to receive an employment in a specific profession, directly after their 

completed education. With the help of vocational teachers and supervisors, the students 

will receive enough vocational education in a specific profession and, therefore, be able 

to be employed as soon as possible after their graduation from senior high school. If 

they would like to continue their studies at a higher level, they should also have the 

possibility to do so. Therefore, the students on a vocational program also study subjects 

like mathematics and science for example, in order to have the possibility to continue 

their studies at a higher level of education. Some examples of vocational programs in 

Sweden are: the vehicle and transport program, the hotel and tourism program, the 

health and social care program and, the construction program (Skolverket, 2016b).  

When studying a non-vocational program, it is not an obvious outcome to get employed 

in a specific profession directly after studying in senior high school. The goal for 

students studying a non-vocational program is to continue their studies at a higher level, 

for example at a university. Some examples of non-vocational programs in Sweden are: 

the natural science program and the social science program (Skolverket, 2016a).  

                

Regardless of program, there are nine mandatory subjects in school that every student 

has to study in order to complete their education. One of these subjects is the English 

language. There is no special syllabus for either one of the programs, and every student  

follows the same syllabus with the same course aims for the English language 

(Skolverket, 2011a).  

Even if students on different programs should be following the same syllabus for 

English, Skolverket also suggests that students should learn and develop language for 

various occasions and purposes (Skolverket, 2011a). In a study of Swedish textbooks by 

Graeske (2013), it is explained that a difference between vocational and non-vocational 

textbooks is the different focus of language depending on the purposes and situations 

that the students are expected to encounter. What Graeske (2013) explains is that the 

students studying a vocational program are perhaps going to need a different language 
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than the ones studying a non-vocational program. According to Graeske (2013), the 

non-vocational textbooks could be considered to consist of more language connected to 

the higher levels of the CEFR and, consist of more academic words. Graeske (2013) 

claims that there are differences between vocational and non-vocational textbooks and 

one of these differences could be the various levels of vocabulary and language for 

different purposes and occasions. These differences may be due to different approaches  

that influence the programs, such as future profession or further studies (Graeske, 2013: 

42-43). According to Skolverket and the syllabus for English, differences should not 

exist between the programs, since the same syllabus is used for every program and the 

mandatory course English 5 (Skolverket, 2011a). Furthermore, results from another 

study seem to agree with the results of Graeske’s (2013) study. The results of Nassar’s 

(2015) study show that there are differences between vocational and non-vocational 

textbooks in terms of topics and themes. The textbooks include different texts and 

various topics which result in the textbooks containing differences in terms of topics 

covered, and also differences of vocabulary usage to some extent. However, Graeske’s  

(2013) study and Nassar's (2015) study show a similar result. Even if Swedish is the 

focus in Graeske’s (2013) study, these differences may occur in this particular study as 

well.  

Furthermore, another study with connections to differences between the types of 

programs was made in Singapore. The results in Lee’s (2007) study show that the 

teachers in Singapore have a preconception that students on vocational programs are not 

as academic as students on non-vocational programs. Lee (2007) explains that these 

beliefs are related to factors both in and outside of school. The behavior of students is 

one factor that is mentioned by Lee (2007). However, Lee (2007) states that textbooks 

are often written by teachers and, therefore, the language in the textbooks may vary due 

to their beliefs in differences between students on the different programs. Lee (2007) 

argues that non-vocational textbooks contain a larger number of academic words 

compared to vocational textbooks. These results also show that non-vocational 

textbooks could contain more words connected to higher levels of the CEFF and more 

advanced vocabulary due to these beliefs as well. Furthermore, another previous study 

written by Larsson (2017), investigates English language learning textbooks with 
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connections to the CEFR levels. Larsson’s (2017) study shows that the vocabulary in 

the textbooks is appropriate in terms of  the CEFR levels. Larsson (2017) also found 

that the textbooks might not provide enough challenge for the students. However, 

Larsson (2017) does not focus on the differences between vocational and non-

vocational textbooks. Her focus is on textbooks in general for different years, the levels 

of the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference) and, students learning the 

English language in schools. However, it could be considered that there are only a few 

previous studies that have been made concerning differences between vocational and 

non-vocational textbooks. 

         
    2.2 Vocabulary  

One of several parts in learning and acquiring a language is to develop and continue the 

learning of vocabulary. In order to make oneself understood, one must have a certain 

vocabulary (Schmitt, 2008: 329). This section explains what is meant by the term 

’vocabulary’, how vocabulary is counted, how to learn vocabulary, and how many 

words one should know in order to make oneself understood. This section also contains 

a definition of academic vocabulary, and a discussion of the use of translations into  

Swedish or another first language when learning a second language.  

    2.2.1 The term ’vocabulary’  

According to Nagy (1997), vocabulary is the term that is used when discussing the 

number of words that are known by someone. Everyone has their own vocabulary, 

which may sometimes be similar to someone else’s or be completely different, partly 

depending on the situation, knowledge and level of the language (Nagy, 1997:64). How 

many words someone has in their vocabulary varies, and how to count the words one 

knows varies as well. There are the units of tokens and types, which are different units 

when counting words (Nation, 2013:29). The unit that is used when counting every 

word that is spoken or written, and every word is counted even if it occurs several times 

in the same sentence, is called tokens. However, to use the unit types is slightly different 

in terms of counting words. When using types as a unit for counting words, even if a 

word occurs more than once it is only counted the first time it appears. Nation explains 

as follows: 
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 ”One way is simply to count every word form in a spoken or  
 written text and if the same word form occurs more than  
 once, then each occurrence is counted. So, the sentence,  
 It is not easy to say it correctly, would contain eight words,  
 even though two of them are the same word form, it. (…)  
 We can count the words in the sentence It is not easy to say 
 it correctly another way. When we see the same word occur  
 again, we do not count it again. So the sentence of eight tokens 
 consists of seven different words or types” (Nation, 2013:9).  

Nation also explains that using these different units would result in different numbers 

and different results (Nation, 2013:9). Types are the unique words in a corpus, and the 

tokens are each and every word that occurs (Kettunen, 2014). Berg (2014) explains that 

tokens are used to present the language use and, types are used to reflect on the exact 

sort of words that are used in a text or in a corpus (Berg, 2014). Furthermore, if two 

texts with the same number of tokens would present different numbers of types, it 

would first of all mean that these texts have the same number of words that occur 

(tokens). However, it would also mean that one text contains a higher number of types 

than the other text. The text that contains a higher number of types would be considered 

to have a wider vocabulary, since that text contains a higher number of different sorts, 

and different types of words. Furthermore, in terms of textbooks, this means that a 

textbook that consists of more tokens than another textbook would contain more words, 

and common words would be counted each time they occur. If one textbook would 

contain a higher number of types than another one, that textbook would probably have a 

wider, and larger vocabulary. However, Kettunen (2014) explains that there are 

problems with the use of types as a unit. The length of a text or a corpus affects the use 

of types more than if tokens are used instead. According to Kettunen (2014), if one is to 

analyze a set of texts with different lengths, one would not be able to present a valid or 

reliable result due to the different lengths. In order to present a valid result of total 

number of types, the texts should be of equal lengths, or it would not be fair to compare 

the texts. When one is to analyze texts with different lengths it is simpler to use tokens, 

and also use percentage as a unit, in order to give a more reliable and valid result. 

(Kettunen, 2014).  

#10



  

Furthermore, Nation (2013) suggests that students should take a vocabulary test in order 

to make themselves and the teacher aware of current knowledge, and what additional 

vocabulary needs to be learned. Nation (2013) states that this is important for every 

student, since everyone is different and might have different vocabularies. Nation 

(2013) claims that it is the teacher’s responsibility to make sure that every student learns 

enough and satisfactory vocabulary (Nation, 2013:35-36).   

           

    2.2.2 Learning vocabulary 

Language is used and heard all around and it is learnt in various situations. Read (2004)  

explains that there are different ways of learning. Read (2004) mentions intentional and 

incidental vocabulary learning. Intentional vocabulary learning means that one is 

learning vocabulary in a direct, conscious study of vocabulary, for example in tasks 

where the main aim is to learn new words. Incidental vocabulary learning takes place 

when a student acquires vocabulary unconsciously while doing a task, for example 

while reading and one of the words in the text is not understood, and therefore, the 

student needs to investigate the meaning of the word. These two ways of learning 

vocabulary can be found in connection with the use of textbooks, since there are tasks 

and exercises applied to almost every text in the textbooks. For example, reading the 

texts in the textbooks could be considered to be more of an intentional vocabulary 

learning since the glossaries are connected to the texts. The tasks in the textbooks are 

more of an incidental way of learning vocabulary since the students are asked to listen, 

write or talk. In that case, practicing the skill of language is the main focus, although 

they also have to unconsciously practice their vocabulary at the same time (Lundahl, 

2014:344, Read, 2004:147).  

Furthermore, Nation (2013) claims that to truly know a word, the learner needs to know 

the form of the word, the meaning of the word, and how to use the word. In order to 

know a word one should know how to pronounce it and how to spell it. One should also 

know if the word is a noun or a verb, for example. If a word is learnt incorrectly or not 

understood, the learner might only know the word in one context or use the word in 

inappropriate situations (Nation, 2013:44-45). Nation (2013) also explains that it is the 

teacher’s responsibility to help the students learn a language and reduce the learning 
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burden. Learning burden is the term used to describe the amount of effort that is 

necessary to learn a word. The learning burden varies between learners and different 

words. Students with different language backgrounds have different learning burdens 

(Laufer, 1997:153). Nation states that by making the students aware of systematic 

patterns and rules in the language, it will be easier to acquire the language and the 

vocabulary, and the learning burden will not be heavy. If a student is familiar with one 

word in a word family, the rest of the words connected to that word family is easier to 

learn. If words in the second language are similar to words in the first language, the 

learning burden would be easier as well (Nation, 2013:44-45). Words such as broccoli, 

irritation and tunnel would be considered to have a low learning burden for the students 

with Swedish as their first language. These words have the same meaning and spelling 

in Swedish and English (Lexiophiles, 2011). However, these words would only be 

considered to have a low learning burden when the first language (L1) would be 

Swedish. Furthermore, there is a growing number of students with other first language 

than Swedish in Sweden. For students with other L1 than Swedish, these words could 

be difficult to learn and perhaps other words would be easier. For example, the word 

salade (salad) or chauffeur (chauffeur) could be considered to have a low learning 

burden for students with French as the L1. Another example is the words haus (house) 

and maus (mouse) in German. These words could also be considered to have a low 

learning burden for students with German as the L1 (Lexiophiles, 2011).  

Furthermore, in order to explain in an easier way, and discuss an approximate number 

of words to know, the term word family could be a simpler term and unit to use in some 

situations. The term word family helps to systematize the learning and teaching of 

vocabulary. Within a certain word family, the headword is the base form of the word, 

then there are the prefixes and suffixes, the inflected forms, and the closely related 

forms (Lundahl, 2014:334-335). One example of a word family is the following: 

Communicate (headword), communicates, communicated, communicating, 

communicable, communicative, communicatively, communicator. Furthermore, the 

number of words one needs to learn is a question that might be difficult to answer, 

partly since the language develops continuously. Nation (2013) claims that a native 

speaker of English knows approximately 20,000 word families. However, Nation (2013) 
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also mentions that proper nouns are not included in this count and this number seems to 

be slightly low since word families include numerous derived family members. 

Furthermore, Milton (2009) explains that in order to communicate independently, a 

beginner needs know a minimum of 2000-3000 words. The beginner will continue to 

learn and require a broader vocabulary when continuing the studies of the language 

(Milton, 2009:240). Nation (2013) explains that to know how many words a learner 

should know by the time they finish senior high school, the teacher needs to work out 

how many words that will actually be useful for the learner (Nation, 2013:14).  

Nation continues and divides the language into three kinds of vocabulary, depending on 

frequency level. These groups are: high-frequency words, mid-frequency words and 

low-frequency words. High-frequency words should be the first words to focus on when 

it comes to learning a second language, since these words are the most common and 

used in many situations and contexts. Nation (2013) states that the high-frequency 

words contain around 2000 word families. And, your, would, friend, play, and the are 

some examples of high frequency words. These words do not always mean something 

on their own, however, in a sentence they contribute a great deal to the sentence and the 

meaning of the sentence. Furthermore, compared to the high-frequency words, the mid-

frequency words contain 7000 word families and the low-frequency words ”make up 

only a very small proportion of the running words. These words consist of technical 

terms for various subject areas and words that we rarely meet in our use of the 

language” (Nation, 2013:18-19). Schmitt (2008) claims that a large vocabulary is 

necessary in order to use the English language as satisfactorily as possible. A 

vocabulary with at least 8000-9000 word families is necessary for reading, and 

approximately around 5000-7000 word families are needed for speaking. Stæhr 

(2008:140) seems to agree with Schmitt (2008) and suggests that there should be a 

general aim for learners to know at least 8000-9000 word families. Stæhr (2008) states 

that a major role of how well one can use the language is connected to the size of the 

vocabulary that one knows (Stæhr, 2008:148).  
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Furthermore, another thing to consider when learning vocabulary, is whether it is 

beneficial for the students to use their first language when learning a second language. 

Nation (2013) explains that using  glossary seems to be positive to some extent, in terms 

of improving the understanding of language. Glossaries that are connected to certain 

texts are most useful, since the students will learn words in a context at the same time as 

they learn the new words to add in their vocabulary (Nation, 2013:371-372). Harmer 

(2015) agrees with Nation (2013) and explains that the thought of using only the second 

language might not help the students, since some words are too difficult and students 

are on different levels in their learning of a language. Harmer (2015) also claims that it 

may make the students more uncomfortable, and the teachers ”might deny them 

techniques that will help them learn English” (Harmer, 2015:50). 

According to Nation (2013), it would be beneficial for the students if they were allowed 

to translate into any other language that they know. As mentioned earlier, if the first and 

second language are closely related, the burden of learning the language is not that 

heavy. Nation (2013) claims that teachers should help the students and explain 

similarities in patterns and rules between the first language and the second language, in 

order to make it easier for the students to learn the second language (Nation, 2013:45). 

These connections between the first and second language often give the students aspects 

of the words’ meaning, and therefore, make it easier to remember the word as well. 

However, Harmer (2015) explains that it is a difficult balance between helping and not 

helping, in terms of translations, especially since the first language is not the same for 

every student. Harmer also explains that if a teacher overuses translations, the learners 

will not be exposed to English to the same extent, and therefore, the translations should 

only take place in terms of glossary (Harmer, 2015:50). Skolverket (2011a) suggests 

that teachers and students should use the English language as much as possible during 

the lessons. On the other hand, translations into any first language are not mentioned as 

something negative either. In Sweden, there is a growing number of people with other 

first language than Swedish. Therefore, one cannot take for granted that every student 

wants to translate into Swedish. However, most of the textbooks in Sweden with 

translations into another language translate into Swedish (Skolverket 2011a).  

#14



  

    2.2.3 Academic vocabulary  

Coxhead (1998) claims that in some contexts and in some situations, there might be a 

need for variation, in terms of English vocabulary. In academic texts and in formal 

situations, another vocabulary might be needed and important for learners to know. 

There is a list of academic words with word families, published by Coxhead (1998), 

which is known as the Academic Word List (AWL). This is not a list that is connected to 

the frequency words that are mentioned above. The words in the AWL are common in 

academic texts, and not as common in any other texts. The AWL presents the most 

common academic words that learners need to know (Coxhead, 2000:1). The list 

consists of ten sublevels where AWL 1 contains the most common academic words, and 

AWL 2 contains the next most common academic words, and so it continues up to AWL 

10. Every sublevel between AWL 1 and AWL 9, contains 60 word families. AWL 10 

only consists of 30 word families (Coxhead, 2000). Some example of words in the AWL 

are the following: analysis (AWL 1), assistance (AWL 2), concentration (AWL 4), 

inhibition (AWL 6), appreciation (AWL 8) and invoked (AWL 10) (Text Inspector, n.d.). 

In order to make the AWL, a corpus of academic English was analyzed. The vocabulary 

found in different areas of specialization was classified, and from that classification, the 

AWL was made (Nation, 2013: 289-291).  

Furthermore, the academic vocabulary is considered as important in our modern society. 

In order to continue to study at a higher level than senior high school, an academic 

vocabulary is needed. An example of a situation where one uses the academic 

vocabulary is in an interview for an employment (Nation, 2013:293). Students who are 

learning the English language for academic purposes should learn academic vocabulary 

in connection to learning the high-frequency vocabulary. Nation (2013) claims that 

”[k]nowing the 2,000 high-frequency words and the Academic word list will give close 

to 90% coverage of the running words in most academic texts” (Nation, 2013:303). 

Nation (2013) claims that every student regardless of program, should be learning high-

frequency vocabulary and academic vocabulary. However, since there are several areas 

of specialization, and students need different vocabularies depending on their future, 

they might need different types of academic vocabulary as well. A student that is 

studying to become a nurse might need another vocabulary than a student that is 
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studying to become a truck driver, since they will have different professions in the 

future. Furthermore, textbooks should be similar to one another in terms of vocabulary 

levels and language use, although, with some small variations in connection to their 

future professions, in terms of different technical and academic words (Nation, 

2013:296-297).  

2.3 The Common European Framework of Reference in Sweden 

The CEFR (The Common European Framework of Reference) was published in 2001 

and it is the result of a collaboration between the Council of Europe and the Association 

of Language Testers in Europe (ALTE). The CEFR includes six reference levels which 

are used to describe the language proficiency of learners. The purpose of the CEFR is to 

be a guideline for language teachers in different educational systems. The purpose is 

also to raise and reflect on questions about how and why one learns a language, and 

what each learner is able to do, connected to the CEFR levels (Harmer, 2015:94-95). 

Furthermore, the Council of Europe and the CEFR have inspired a large number of rules 

and guidelines in the current syllabus for English, in senior high school (Figueras 

2012:478). All across Europe, the CEFR is used as a basis for the development of 

English language teaching and ELT textbooks. The CEFR and the six reference levels 

have also introduced a way to explain language proficiency (Council of Europe, 2001:1, 

22-25).  

These reference levels are divided into three levels, each with two more sublevels in 

order to make it easier to present the proficiency level, and easier to understand the 

framework. The first three levels are: basic user (A), independent user (B) and 

proficient user (C) (Council of Europe, 2001:23-24). Each of these have two more 

levels which result in a scale that looks like this: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. Each level 

presents the level of the English language that a learner knows and what the learner is 

capable to do with the language (Council of Europe, 2001:21).  
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Table 1: Overview of the CEFR levels.  

                          (Harmer, 2015:95). 

Table 1 above shows how Skolverket (2016b) and Harmer (2015:95) describe the levels. 

The Council of Europe (2001) describes the different levels and what is needed for each 

level. According to the Council of Europe (2001), to be a proficient user (C-level), the 

student has to understand everything that is heard or read, and must be able to 

summarize content from different types of sources, discussions, present and express 

oneself spontaneously, for example.   

To be an independent user (B-level) for example, the student has to understand both 

abstract and concrete topics. The student can interact with native speakers as well as 

with students studying the language. To be a basic user (A-level), the student can 

understand sentences and expressions related to basic, common relevance, for example 

explaining a direction to a shop for another person. The student can communicate in a 

simple, direct way and use simple everyday terms and expressions. The Council of 

Europe (2001) explains that in order to make oneself understood in both a formal and an 

informal situation, a larger vocabulary is needed. Since different types of vocabulary are 

needed for different situations, a C-level student has a larger vocabulary than a B-level 

and an A-level student (Council of Europe, 2001:24).  

When assessing and grading students’ knowledge of a language in Swedish schools, 

several ’steps’ are used to describe the specific level of language knowledge. Each step 

is formed to meet the expectations of the Swedish educational system, and the CEFR 

levels as well (Skolverket, 2011a). In order to connect and compare to assessments of 

the English language abroad, the connection to the CEFR levels is relevant. According 

A  
Basic user

B 
Independent user

C  
Proficient user

      /     \       /     \      /      \
A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C3

Breakthrough Waystage Threshold Vantage Effective 
operational  
proficiency 

Mastery
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to Skolverket (2007), students who are studying English 5 in Sweden, should be at level 

B1. Some students might be at level B2, in terms of the CEFR levels. For English 6 the 

students should be on level B2, and for English 7, students should be on level B2 or 

perhaps C1. These different levels connected to the courses in English also describe that 

the language becomes more challenging the longer you study the English language as a 

subject (Skolverket, 2011a, Skolverket, 2007).  

An example follows, where it is possible to see the differences in terms of vocabulary 

between the CEFR levels: 

A1: again 

A2: spare 

B1: escape 

B2: abandoned  

C1:  spine 

C2:  grin  (Text Inspector, n.d.)  

Furthermore, in terms of levels in the textbooks, in this study, this means that the 

highest number of tokens should be in level A1, since every word is counted each time 

it appears, and words from level A1 are more common and simpler. These words are 

mostly high frequency words. However, this would mean that the number of tokens 

should decrease for each higher level of the CEFR. In that case, the B1 level should 

consist of a higher number of tokens than the B2 level, for example. There should also 

be a clear difference between the levels B2 - C1 and C2, since the students are not 

expected to reach the level of C1 or C2 in the course English 5. However, the results 

should show a small number of C1 and C2 as well, since the students need a slightly 

higher level than where they currently are, in order to develop their English language 

(Krashen,1982:16). However, Lev Vygotskij’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD),  

shows that this slightly higher level is different for each student (Lundgren, Säljö & 

Liberg, 2014:305).  
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3 Material and method 

3.1 Material 
For this research, the main material is four different English language teaching 

textbooks that have been investigated and compared. 

The textbooks are the following:  

• Viewpoints 1, written by Linda Gustafsson and Uno Wivast. 

• Viewpoints vocational, written by Linda Gustafsson and Uno Wivast. 

• Blueprint A, version 2.0, written by Christer Lundfall, Ralf Nyström and Jeanette 

Clayton.  

• Blueprint vocational, written by Christer Lundfall, Monica Möller and Ted Sunhede 

Fulk.  

These textbooks are designed for Swedish students who study English as a second 

language, in senior high school, in the course English 5. These four textbooks are 

actually two sets of textbooks. The first set of textbooks comes from the publisher  

Gleerups. The other set of textbooks comes from the publisher Liber. These two 

publishers are members of the organization The Swedish Association of Educational 

Publishers. They aim at developing textbooks for education, according to their policy of 

high quality in educational materials (The Swedish Association of Educational 

Publishers, n.d.).  

These four textbooks were published in 2013, 2014, and 2017, which means that they 

were written to meet the current criteria in the Swedish syllabus for English 5, and used 

in Swedish senior high schools. They are also designed for the same English course: 

English 5. English 5 is the first course of English in senior high school, and this course 

is mandatory for every student. Above this level there are the courses English 6 and 

English 7, although, they are not mandatory for every student on every program in 

senior high school.  
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The table below shows an overview and general information about the textbooks. 

Table 2. General information about the textbooks. 

Table 2 above contains general information about the textbooks. Each textbook consists 

of the index, foreword, chapters with texts and tasks, guidelines and text credits.  There 

are also illustrations in the books, and translations of the most difficult words in the 

texts that the students should read or listen to. For the corpus in this study, only the 

chapters with texts and tasks are included. However, the textbooks consist of a different 

number of sections. Blueprint vocational has 27362 tokens and is the textbook with the 

smallest number of tokens, however, it contains the highest number of sections. The 

sections in Blueprint vocational tend to be shorter than in the other textbooks, and it is 

also the textbook that contains the most illustrations. Furthermore, every textbook 

consists of texts and tasks that are connected to each other. They are structured in the 

way that there is firstly a text that the students should read or listen to, then the tasks are 

connected to the specific texts. These texts and tasks are divided in the analysis of this 

study, since this might  show different results. For example, texts or tasks might contain 

different numbers of words. Furthermore, for this study, the texts and tasks were written 

and digitized into a corpus so that a computer could read the words. This corpus was 

read and corrected, followed by an analysis with the tool Text Inspector (see below).  

  

           

Vocational
/non-
vocational

Publisher Publication 
year

Pages Number of 
words/
tokens in 
the corpus

Number of 
sections in 
the books

Blueprint 
vocational

Vocational Liber 2014 272 27 362 38
Blueprint A 
.Version 2.0 

Non-
vocational

Liber 2013 336 42 588 37

Viewpoints 
vocational

Vocational Gleerups 2017 240 47 824 20
Viewpoints 
1

Non-
vocational

Gleerups 2017 264 53 077 21

The 
compiled 
corpus

1112 170 851 116
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Furthermore, in order to make it clearer and easier to show and remember the 

differences between the textbooks throughout the study, they will be called the 

following:  

* Blueprint Vocational (Liber) = L vocational. 

* Blueprint A, version 2.0  (Liber) =  L non-vocational.  

* Viewpoints Vocational (Gleerups)  = G vocational.  

* Viewpoints 1 (Gleerups)  = G non-vocational.  

3.2 Data analysis  
This research is a quantitative, corpus analysis, since there are results in terms of 

numbers and statistics when presenting the results of the usage of Swedish and 

vocabulary levels. In order to analyze the different topics and themes in the textbooks, 

aside from numbers and statistics, a lexical, and qualitative method is used as well. The 

results are divided into different subsections based on the research questions. This 

section describes how each part of the analysis has been accomplished. The table below 

serves as an overview for the different parts of the analysis.  

Table 3: Overview of the different parts of the analysis.  

Parts analyzed Method Comparing

Topic analysis Texts, Tasks Swedish syllabus as 
guidance for 
comparing topics

comparison of the 
textbooks

Swedish analysis Texts, Glossaries, 
Tasks

counting the 
Swedish words + 
calculating the 
number of Swedish 
words per thousand 
words. 

comparison between 
the textbooks. + 
comparison between 
texts and tasks

Vocabulary 
analysis

Texts, Tasks counting tokens + 
analyzing them in 
terms of AWL and 
CEFR-levels

comparison between 
the textbooks + 
comparison between 
texts and tasks
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    3.2.1 Topic analysis  
In order to analyze whether the textbooks have different topics or not, the content of the 

textbooks has been compared. These contents have been compared in connection with 

the topics that the current syllabus suggests one could include in the English language 

teaching. According to Skolverket (2011a), topics that are suggested and could be 

included in the teaching are social and working life, political, social and cultural 

conditions, fiction and facts and, relationships, living conditions, values and ethical 

issues. However, it is not mentioned or suggested how much one should work with any 

topic (Skolverket, 2011a). Furthermore, the texts and tasks were combined for this 

analysis since the tasks are connected to each specific text, and therefore, connect to the 

same main topic. Almost every chapter of each textbook introduces the chapter and 

states a main topic by introducing or clearly stating the topic. However, each chapter 

with its texts and tasks combined was read and analyzed. Then they were placed in 

groups of topics that the syllabus suggests one should work with in the English 

language teaching. Then the analyzed textbooks were compared to produce results. The 

results show the number of chapters in the textbooks, in connection to the percentage of 

the topics that are covered. Therefore, the index, appendices and text credits are not 

included in the topic analysis, since these parts do not contribute to answer the research 

questions or the analysis. 

    3.2.2 Analysis of the use of Swedish  
In order to analyze the number of Swedish words in the textbooks, all the Swedish 

words in the corpus were counted. The English and Swedish words were counted, 

followed by a calculation of how many Swedish words were used per thousand English 

words. The textbooks are of different lengths in terms of tokens, and this calculation 

allows the author to make a valid comparison of the use of Swedish words despite the 

different lengths of the textbooks. To count this, the following calculation was made: 

Swedish words÷total number of words in the corpus x 1000= the number of Swedish 

words per thousand words. For example: if a corpus contains 100 Swedish words and 

the total number of words in that corpus would be 2000 words, it would be calculated as 

follows: 100/2000 x 1000= 50. The result would show that the corpus contains 50 

Swedish words per thousand words.  
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Furthermore, since possible differences may occur and may be clearer if texts and tasks 

are divided, they have been analyzed separately. The texts with connected glossaries 

were analyzed first, and then the tasks were analyzed, followed by a comparison. There 

was also a comparison between the textbooks and their number of Swedish words in 

total, in order to see differences between the textbooks as well.  

As explained in Section 2.2.2, Swedish is not the first language of every student in 

Sweden. Even if Swedish is the most commonly used language in Sweden, the number 

of students with other first languages than Swedish is increasing. However, for this 

study, the author has chosen to focus on translations into Swedish. The author chose this 

focus since Swedish is the language that the analyzed textbooks use in terms of 

translations and glossaries.   

    3.2.3 Vocabulary analysis 
The texts with connected glossary were analyzed separately at first, and the tasks were 

analyzed separately as well, in order to make it even more clear if and where the 

differences occur. After that, a comparison between the textbooks was made as well. For 

this vocabulary analysis, all the Swedish words were excluded. Some of the words in 

Swedish are similar to English words, and therefore, the tool Text Inspector (see below) 

could have collected some of the Swedish words as English words, or they would have 

been listed as ’unlisted’ by the analyzing tool. Therefore, the Swedish words are not 

included in this part of the analysis. However, all the chapters in the four textbooks 

were included in the research. The textbooks also consist of guidelines, appendices, 

indexes, forewords and text credits and these were not included in the analysis.  

Furthermore, when counting the words and analyzing the corpus, the unit of tokens was 

used. That means that every word is counted, even if it occurs more than once, as 

explained in Section 2.2.1. The other unit that could have been used is the unit of types. 

Types is used to count each word only once, even if it occurs several times. The reason 

for using tokens instead of types could be discussed. Firstly, when analyzing texts in the 

tool Text Inspector, the whole corpus cannot be analyzed at once due to a limitation in 
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the number of characters that can be analyzed at the same time. To use the unit of types, 

the whole corpus must be analyzed at once, which is not possible when using the tool 

Text Inspector. Therefore, using types could show an unreliable result, partly since the 

author would have to do a lot of counting and compiling. The counting and compiling 

would have been time consuming, and the time was not enough. However, the author 

was not able to find another tool that could analyze the whole corpus at once either. 

Therefore, tokens were considered to be used instead. 

Secondly, in terms of connections to the CEFR levels and the AWL, the use of types and 

tokens could be discussed as well. In terms of Nation’s word families, it would have 

been possible to compare and discuss word families when using types, in connection to 

the AWL. However, word families could not be discussed in connection to the CEFR 

since words from the same word family can be found in different CEFR levels. In that 

case, types would not have been more beneficial when discussing the CEFR levels. 

Furthermore, types and tokens would present different results. When Text Inspector 

analyzed the corpus, it presented numbers as results of the analysis. These numbers do 

not indicate if it is different words, or if the same words are counted several times.  

Using types as a unit would show each word once. When using tokens, words are 

counted each time they occur, causing some numbers to increase. The numbers increase 

especially if some words are common in one textbook. This would affect the results and 

not give the other textbooks a fair assessment in that sense. If one textbook tends to use 

a more varied language, this difference would be more distinct if types were used and 

not tokens. The third research question asks about the CEFR levels and the levels of the 

AWL. However, for this analysis, the textbooks are of different lengths. This is a 

problem that affects the use of types as a unit. Since the textbooks are of different 

lengths they do not have the same fair chance to involve the same number of types in 

total and therefore it would not be fair to compare the texts. In order to present a valid 

and reliable result when using types, the texts should be of equal lengths (Kettunen, 

2014). This problem with the different lengths of the texts is also explained in Section 

2.2.1. Furthermore, in the analysis, the total numbers of tokens have been taken into 

account and the unit of percentage has been used in order to give each textbook a fair 

assessment. It is also explained in Section 2.3, that it could be expected that some CEFR 
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levels would have a higher number of words than the other CEFR levels, due to the use 

of tokens as a unit. The research question asks for differences and similarities which can 

be presented when using tokens, even if types could have shown another result. The unit 

of tokens also presents levels and usage of vocabulary (Berg, 2014). As long as one is 

aware of how the use of tokens affects the results and the author presents this, tokens 

will show differences and similarities as well and thereby answer the research question 

about differences and similarities, which the research question asks for.   

Furthermore, another reason for using tokens is that the second research question 

specifically asks for the total number of occasions that Swedish words occur in the texts 

and tasks. In this case, the research question asks for the proportion of Swedish words 

in comparison to the English words in the corpus, and this is something that types could 

not have shown in the same way as tokens. In that sense, the research question asks for 

a result of tokens and not types. These reasons explain why the unit of tokens was more 

appropriate than using the unit of types. 

Furthermore, the analysis was performed using the tool called Text Inspector (n.d.), 

which is a professional web tool available on the Internet. Professor Stephen Bax 

established Text Inspector, which is a tool that helps people to analyze the vocabulary 

content of texts. Text Inspector analyzed the corpus and presented results, such as how 

many tokens there are in the texts in total, how many tokens from the corpus that belong 

to each CEFR level, and each level of the AWL. Furthermore, for this study, Text 

Inspector was used to analyze the corpus made from texts and tasks in the four 

textbooks, in terms of the CEFR levels and the AWL. The Text Inspector also counted 

the tokens for each level of the CEFR and the AWL. However, in order for the tool to 

analyze and place words in a specific level of the CEFR and the AWL, the tool 

compares and connects the corpus with lists, such as the Academic Word List (AWL), 

which is mentioned in section 2.2.3. The English Vocabulary Profile (EVP) is also used 

to analyze, compare, and determine the CEFR level of each token in the corpus. The 

EVP is based on collected examination scripts from all over the world, and collected by 

Cambridge University Press (Text Inspector, n.d.).    
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Furthermore, the tool listed some of the words as ”unlisted”, which means that they are 

numbers, personal names or missing in the database (Text Inspector, n.d.). Since tokens 

were used as a unit, it could be expected that the CEFR levels A1, A2, and B1 would 

have the highest numbers in total in the results. This would be due to the fact that every 

word is counted each time it appears, and therefore, common words  would affect the 

results.  

           

    3.3 Validity and reliability  
The validity and reliability of research should always be questioned to be certain that 

the study is reliable, and that the research truly investigates what was meant to be 

examined. Internal validity and external validity can affect each other in a study. For 

example, one could increase the internal validity by reducing external factors that might 

affect the study. This study is valid and reliable in the sense that the textbooks that are 

analyzed are meant to be used by students in senior high school, and written to meet the 

current criteria of the syllabus and the curriculum. The publishers of the textbooks are 

members of the organization The Swedish Association of Educational Publishers, with 

high aims for the quality of the textbooks. However, the external validity may be 

questioned since only a total of four textbooks are included in this investigation. Several 

sets of textbooks would perhaps give different results. Other textbooks could also be 

different in terms of translations into Swedish (Lantz, 2015:42-43). In terms of internal 

validity, the study is valid and reliable since the tool Text Inspector that was used for 

analyzing the CEFR levels and academic vocabulary, was made for that particular 

purpose. 

The reliability of this study is strong since the measurements, tools and corpus would be 

the same even if someone else would conduct the exact same research. This study is 

based on methods, numbers and statistics, which makes it easy for the author to be 

objective which is important for a study to be reliable (Lantz, 2015:40-42).  

    3.4 Ethical considerations, problems and limitations  
Since this research is a corpus and lexical analysis, there has been no ethical 

consideration regarding persons in general. However, one ethical consideration for this 

#26



  

study has been the copyright law. That law functions as a protection for the publisher. 

The content of the textbooks is not allowed to be published without approval from the 

publishers. This research does not introduce or present any texts from the textbooks, and 

therefore, that is not a problem or a limitation either. The texts are only for private use 

and not published in this study, and therefore, the consideration of copyright is no issue 

(Denscombe, 2010:76). However, researchers should always show the truth in the study 

and not include any incorrect or false information. That means that even if the results 

are unexpected, the truth of the results are presented to the reader. Everything that is 

relevant for the study is presented in the essay.   

One problem that occurred during the investigation was the time it took to convert the 

material into digital form. Furthermore, even if spelling was checked, every word was 

turned into digital form by hand. This means that there might occur some spelling 

errors, even though the texts have been read several times to find errors. This means that 

there is a small risk that there are some errors which slightly might affect the results. 

However, these possible errors would be so small, and would not affect the results in a 

way that would make the results invalid or unreliable.  

Furthermore, in order to make the results more general and representative, an in-depth 

research is needed. To make that possible, more time and a larger number of textbooks 

are needed for the study. A wider research could present other results and possible 

differences would be clearer, and it would be possible to make claims and assumptions 

about the differences to a greater extent.  

4. Results and discussion  
This section answers the research questions and contains the results of the analysis of 

the corpus and the textbooks. The textbooks were analyzed and compared as described 

in Section 3.2.1 Topic analysis, 3.2.2 Analysis of the use of Swedish, and 3.2.3 

Vocabulary analysis.  
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 4.1 Topic analysis  

The first research question: ”What differences and similarities are there between 

vocational and non-vocational English language learning textbooks in terms of topics 

covered?”, will be answered in this subsection. The textbooks with the combined texts 

and tasks were read and compared to the topics that Skolverket (2011a) suggests could 

be the basis, and worked with in English language teaching, and the course English 5 

which these textbooks aim for. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 4 

below.  

Table 4: The number of chapters and proportion of textbook covering each main topic.  

As explained in Section 3.1, in order to make it easier to remember and see the 

differences between the textbooks, they are called the following: L vocational 

(Blueprint vocational), L non-vocational (Blueprint A, version 2.0), G vocational 

(Viewpoints vocational) and, G non-vocational (Viewpoints 1).  The letter L and G 

describe the publisher of the textbooks: Liber and Gleerups.  

Topics
Textbooks Social and 

working 
life

Political, 
social and 
cultural 
conditions 

Fiction 
and facts

Relation-
ships, 
living 
conditions, 
values and 
ethical 
issues

Totals  
(all four 
textbooks)

L 
vocational 

n chapters 10 5 7 16 38

% textbook 26.3 13.2 18.4 42.1 100

L non-
vocational

n chapters 3 9 7 18 37

% textbook 8.1 24.3 19.0 48.6 100

G 
vocational

n chapters 5 2 1 12 20
% textbook 25.0 10.0 5.0 60.0 100

G non-
vocational

n chapters 1 3 3 14 21

% textbook 4.8 14.3 14.3 66.6 100

#28



  

First of all, the textbooks consist of different numbers of sections, as can be seen in 

Table 4. This means that the author has to look at the numbers of topics covered in 

percentage. However, the results show that there is a clear focus on relationships, living 

conditions, values and ethical issues in each textbook. Some of these sections could, at 

the same time, be connected to the political, social and cultural conditions, although, the 

main focus is on relationships, living conditions, values, and ethical issues. Therefore, it 

may be considered that each textbook, regardless of vocational or non-vocational 

approach, has the main focus of relationships, living conditions, values and ethical 

issues. 

Secondly, there is a difference in topics regarding the vocational and non-vocational 

textbooks. The vocational textbooks have more sections with the topic of social and 

working life, than the non-vocational textbooks. This difference is clearer when looking 

at the percentage. Comparing the textbooks from the same publisher, Table 4 presents 

that L vocational consists of 26.3% of social and working life, while L non-vocational  

consists of only 8.1% with the same main topic. The same results can be shown 

concerning G vocational and G non-vocational. G vocational contains 25.0% of social 

and working life as a main topic, while G non-vocational contains only 4.8% of the 

same main topic. However, in G vocational, there is a section called Why we work.  Any 

similar section cannot be found in any of the non-vocational textbooks or in the other 

vocational textbook either. The G non-vocational has a fictional section called 

Fairytales with a twist, which cannot be found in the vocational textbook from the same 

publisher. 

Furthermore, there is a difference concerning the topic political, social and cultural 

conditions. As shown in Table 4, the L non-vocational consists of a higher percentage 

connected to that topic, compared with the other textbooks, which is more of a 

difference between all the textbooks and not the types of textbooks. Another difference 

between the textbooks in general is the focus on the topic fiction and facts. L vocational 

and L non-vocational have similar percentages in terms of fiction and fact as main topic. 

L vocational contains 18.4%, and L non-vocational contains 19.0%, as shown in Table 
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4. However, this similarity is not the same for the other textbooks. G non-vocational has 

14.7% and G vocational only consists of 5.0% of the main topic fiction and facts. 

The results show that there are both differences and similarities between the textbooks 

in general. The most distinct similarity between the textbooks is the focus on the topic 

relationships, living conditions, values and ethical issues. The most distinct difference is 

the fact that the L non-vocational consists of higher percentage connected to the topic 

political, social and cultural conditions, than the other three textbooks. Graeske (2013) 

suggests that differences between these types of textbooks might be due to the aim and 

purpose of students’ education and their future profession. The different focus, with the 

vocational textbooks consisting of a higher proportion of the topic social and working 

life, could possibly be due to the fact that parts of vocational education are specified for 

the future professions (Skolverket, 2016b). These results agree with Nassar’s (2015) 

study, which claims that vocational and non-vocational textbooks are different in terms 

of texts and structure. However, the effects of different approaches on topics in the 

textbooks, result in that the textbooks do not consist of the same number of chapters 

connected to each topic. On the other hand, Skolverket (2011a) does not state any 

number or statistics in terms of how much every topic should be addressed in the course 

English 5. These topics are suggestions made by Skolverket (Skolverket, 2011a). 

Furthermore, the one distinct difference is the varied focus on the topic social and 

working life. However, other differences are relatively small, and therefore, one is not 

able to claim that there are large differences between the two types of textbooks. There 

seem to be differences in general between all the textbooks as well.  

   4.2 Analysis of the use of Swedish 

This subsection answers the following research questions: ”What differences and 

similarities are there between the textbooks in terms of translations into Swedish? On 

how many occasions in the texts, glossaries and tasks, do Swedish words appear in the 

textbooks? Does any type of textbook contain a larger number of Swedish words?” For 

this analysis, glossaries are connected to the texts. Glossary and translations of words 

are connected to the texts in order for students to understand the words in the right 

context. However, for this analysis, the texts and tasks are divided and analyzed 
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separately, followed by a comparison. When the words were counted, the calculation 

described in Section 3.2.2 was used. The calculation is used in order to present the 

number of Swedish words per thousand words in the corpus. Table 5 is presented below 

and contains the results concerning Swedish words in the textbooks.  

Table 5: The number of Swedish tokens in each textbook.  

The highest number of Swedish words in total are found in G non-vocational. However, 

the smallest number of Swedish words in total is found in L non-vocational, which only 

contains one single Swedish word throughout the entire section with texts, and 105 

Swedish words in the section with tasks. There is a glossary in that textbook as well, 

although, the explanations of the words are in English and not in Swedish. L non-

vocational is different from the three other textbooks in that sense. This is a distinct 

difference, which affects the calculation of Swedish words per thousand words in total 

as well. As shown in Table 5, L non-vocational contains 2.5 Swedish words per 

thousand words in total, while the other three textbooks contain around 60 Swedish 

words per thousand words in total.  

Furthermore, concerning the different sections of the textbooks, Table 5 presents that in 

general, the texts consist of more Swedish tokens than the tasks. The reason for that is 

probably because the glossaries are included in the text sections and not in the tasks. 

However, L vocational consists of 107.2 Swedish words per thousand words, which 

means that this textbook contains the largest number of Swedish words per thousand 

words in the texts. The L vocational textbook seems to contain more Swedish words in 

the text section than the other textbooks. The next largest number of Swedish words in  

Text 
n words/1000 
words

Task 
n words/1000 
words

Text & Task 
combined 
n words/1000 
words 

Number of 
Swedish tokens 
Text/Task  
(Total)

L vocational 107.2 13.7 61.1 1488/185 
(1673)

L non-
vocational

0.04 6.42 2.5 1/105 
(106)

G vocational 87.1 30.9 60.7 2226/679 
(2905)

G non-
vocational 

81.5 28.9 59.2 2495/649 
(3144)
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the texts is found in G vocational, which contains 87.1 Swedish words per thousand 

words. Furthermore, Table 5 also presents the highest number of Swedish words in the 

tasks. G vocational contains 30.9 Swedish words per thousand words, which means that 

this is the textbook with the largest number of Swedish words in the tasks. G non-

vocational follows and includes the next highest number of Swedish words in the task, 

with 28.9 Swedish words per thousand words. L vocational only contains 6.42 Swedish 

words per thousand words and a total of 105 Swedish words through the section with 

tasks. The smallest number of Swedish words, both in total and after calculating 

Swedish words per thousand words in tasks, is found in L non-vocational.  

Furthermore, these results show that there is a difference between the textbooks in 

general, in terms of Swedish words. However, the highest number of Swedish words in 

total can be found in G non-vocational, and the lowest number of Swedish words is 

found in L non-vocational. That means that in terms of the total number of Swedish 

words, both the lowest and highest numbers are found in the non-vocational textbooks. 

The most similar textbooks in terms of Swedish words are the G vocational and the G 

non-vocational textbooks. The results concerning Swedish words in the textbooks show 

that the largest number of Swedish words can be found in three of the four textbooks. 

There is a distinct difference between these three textbooks and the L non-vocational 

textbook, in terms of translation into Swedish. Furthermore, the largest differences seem 

to be between the textbooks in general and not between the two types of textbooks . It 

could be claimed that textbooks in general contain Swedish words because some 

students might need the translations into Swedish. Even if the texts provide a context, 

the meaning of the word might be more understandable with a translation. Therefore, a 

translation into Swedish might be beneficial in that sense (Nation, 2013:371-372). 

However, the L non-vocational does not contain a large number of Swedish words, as 

the other three textbooks. Perhaps that is due to the balance that Harmer (2015) 

explains. Harmer (2015) states that there is a difficult balance between helping and 

using another language too much. This textbook might be a test to see how well 

students learn without the translations into Swedish.  
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Furthermore, the Swedish words might also help in terms of understanding and learning 

the rules of language. The allowance of Swedish words and drawing parallels between 

the rules of languages may also be a way of lowering the learning burden (Laufer, 

1997:153). However, the number of Swedish words in a textbook may also vary due to 

regulations by the publisher or there might be a purpose, decided by the publisher of the 

textbook. Whether that is the case cannot be stated in these results, since a higher 

number of publishers and their textbooks would be needed in order to answer such 

speculation.  

If one were to use types as a unit, instead of tokens, the results would have shown the 

exact sorts of Swedish words that were used. Even if a common Swedish word would 

appear several times, it would only be counted once. That would have shown if there 

tends to be any variation in the use of Swedish words. However, the research question is 

asking for the proportion of Swedish words in comparison to the English words, and for 

that purpose, using the unit of types would not have been more beneficial. Types would 

not show the exact number of Swedish words that were found. The use of tokens 

presents a proportion of Swedish words, which the research question asks for. 

4.3 Vocabulary analysis  
In the following two subsections, the following research questions will be answered: 

”What differences and similarities are there between the textbooks in terms of 

vocabulary levels, and the use of vocabulary? Does any textbook contain a larger 

number of academic words? Does any textbook contain a different level of vocabulary 

in terms of expected CEFR levels?”  

The vocabulary of the textbooks has been analyzed and compared for this study. For this 

analysis, the texts with glossary have been analyzed separately first. Then the tasks have 

been analyzed separately as well, as described in the Section 3.2.3. The Swedish words 

are not included in this part of the analysis, also described in Section 3.2.3. The analysis 

of vocabulary is divided into subsections. In 4.3.1 Academic word list, the analysis and 

results of academic language in the textbooks are presented. In the subsection 4.3.2, the 

different CEFR levels of the textbooks are presented. 
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4.3.1 Analysis of academic vocabulary 
The words in the textbooks have been analyzed with the tool Text Inspector. As 

described in Section 2.2.3 Academic vocabulary, the Academic word list contains ten 

levels with the most common academic words. Table 6 below presents the results of the 

analysis of academic words in the textbooks.  

Table 6: Percentage of academic vocabulary in the textbooks.  

In Table 6 above, the total number of AWL tokens are presented. With 1360 AWL 

tokens, L non-vocational is the textbook that contains the highest total number of 

academic tokens. As Table 6 displays, L non-vocational, G vocational and G non-

L vocational L non-
vocational

G vocational G non-
vocational 

Text  
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

AWL 1   
16.57

  
14.56 15.16

  
17.54

  
14.47

  
18.74

  
14.21

  
18.28

AWL 2
20.29

  
16.49

  
16.54

  
19.24 

  
14.79

  
25.45

  
13.30

  
28.43

AWL 3   
9.71

  
16.49 10.72 19.38  7.39 9.09

  
10.75 10.58

AWL 4   
10.86 20.53 13.48

  
13.15

  
13.78

  
13.43

  
12.20

  
12.09

AWL 5   
9.14 5.09  9.80  5.09

  
13.61 8.81  7.10  7.55

AWL 6
9.43  7.19  7.81  7.07

  
10.08 6.01 

  
10.38  5.63

AWL 7
5.43 7.02 8.42  7.64

  
10.59  7.41

  
10.20  7.14

AWL 8
7.43  7.37  9.04  4.52  5.04  3.50  9.65  3.02

AWL 9
6.57 3.86  7.04  4.67 6.72  4.76  9.11  5.08

AWL 10
4.57  1.40  1.99  1.70  3.53  2.80  3.10  2.20

TOTAL 
(Tokens)

350 570 653 707 595 715 549 728

n AWL/
1000 
words 

25.2 41.8 24.6 42.3 23.0 31.5 17.7 32.0

Total 
AWL in 
textbook

920 1360 1310 1277

Total 
textbook  

n AWL/
1000 
words

35.8 32.0 29.2 25.6
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vocational are quite similar in terms of the total number of AWL tokens. However, with 

920 AWL tokens in total, L vocational is the textbook which contains the lowest number 

of academic words. L vocational includes 350 academic tokens in the texts, compared to 

the three other textbooks that include 653, 595 and 549 academic tokens. However, L 

vocational is the textbook that contains the highest number of academic tokens per 

thousand words in the total textbook. The textbook that contains the lowest number of 

AWL tokens per thousand words in the whole textbook is G non-vocational.  

As seen in Table 6, in general there are more academic words in the tasks compared to 

the texts. The numbers of AWL words per thousand words is quite similar between L 

vocational and L non-vocational, both in terms of the texts and the tasks. The smallest 

number of academic words per thousand words in texts is 17.7, and that number belongs 

to the G non-vocational textbook. G non-vocational and G vocational contain similar 

numbers of AWL tokens per thousand words, in the section with tasks.  

Furthermore, in terms of the different AWL levels, the textbooks are quite similar in 

general. However, there is a distinct difference between the textbooks in AWL 4. As 

presented in Table 6, in AWL 4, the L vocational has a proportion of 20.53% academic 

tokens in the tasks, compared to the other textbooks which have proportions between 

10.86 - 13.48 percent. The following words were found in the textbooks and each word 

belongs to AWL 4: attitude, access, code. In AWL 10, the L vocational contains a larger 

proportion of academic tokens of this level compared to the other textbooks. Assemble 

and colleague are two words from AWL 10 that were found in the textbook L 

vocational.  

These results show that in terms of total number of academic tokens, L non-vocational 

and G vocational contain the highest numbers of academic tokens. However, in terms of 

AWL per thousand words, L vocational and L non-vocational contain the highest 

proportion. L vocational is the textbook which stands out when looking at the levels of 

AWL. In AWL 4 and AWL 10, L vocational has a higher percentage of AWL tokens than 

the other textbooks. Furthermore, the differences seem to be more general between each 

#35



  

of these four textbooks, and the differences between the two types of textbooks are 

slightly small.  

Coxhead (1998) claims that different focus, and different situations and purposes result 

in various vocabulary, and the fact that the differences are more general may be due to 

the fact that regardless of program students need academic vocabulary (Nation, 2013: 

296-297). Graeske (2013) and Lee (2007) also explain the differences in vocabulary. 

However, the results of Graeske’s study and Lee’s study showed that the non-vocational 

textbooks contain a larger number of academic words. Those results are not consistent 

with the results of this study. Furthermore, the results shown in Table 6, in terms of the 

levels AWL 4 and AWL 10, might be the result of these various types of academic 

vocabulary that the students on the different programs need in their future profession. It 

might be the result of the fact that it is four different textbooks from two different 

publishers with different texts and tasks.  

The author wants to compare each textbook’s proportion of academic words, and 

therefore, the unit of tokens is more beneficial. However, if the unit of types would have 

been used instead, it would have been possible to state any diversity between the 

textbooks and the use of academic words. This would give another result, since the 

tokens now mean that each word is counted every time it occurs. This might affect the 

results in the sense that common academic words are counted each time they are used, 

and would make the number of academic words increase instead of presenting a lower 

number and the particular variation of words that occur. Using types would have 

presented if any textbook has a broader vocabulary and it would have enabled a 

comparison with Nation’s word families. However, the textbooks are of different 

lengths and that is a small problem when using types as a unit, as mentioned in Section 

2.2.1 (Kettunen, 2014). The research question asks if any textbook contains a larger 

number of academic words, and this is something that tokens answer to a greater extent 

than types.  

#36



  

4.3.2 Vocabulary analysis and the CEFR 
The vocabulary in the textbooks has also been analyzed in terms of the CEFR levels.  

Table 7 shows each of the six levels of the CEFR connected to the tasks and the texts in 

the textbooks. As shown in Table 7, the texts and tasks are divided and analyzed 

separately in this part of the analysis. This is also explained in Section 3.2.3 Vocabulary 

analysis.  

Table 7: Percentage of tokens for each CEFR level, in the textbooks. 

In Table 7 above, the results of the analysis of the textbooks in connections to the CEFR 

levels are presented. The levels of the CEFR connected to the Swedish school system, 

are explained in Section 2.3 Common European Framework of Reference in Sweden. 

Firstly, there are no large differences in terms of the texts and tasks, and the textbooks 

are quite similar in percentage of the levels A1, A2, and to some extent in level B1. 

However, when looking at Table 7, there is a distinct difference in tokens between B2 

and C1. As Table 7 shows, every level from A1 up to level B2, contains many tokens for 

each level, then something happens at level C1. The difference between B2 and C1 is 

distinct in terms of number of tokens, and that concerns each of the four textbooks. L 

L vocational L non-
vocational 

G Vocational G non-
vocational

Text 
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

Text 
%

Task 
%

A1   
59.42

  
62.13

  
61.83

  
61.82  62.17

  
64.02

  
61.60

  
64.15

A2   
12.51

  
13.29

  
12.66

  
12.42  12.37

  
12.67 11.87

  
12.42

B1
 8.04  8.99  8.21  9.10  7.33  7.43  7.14  7.98

B2
 5.79  4.63  5.34  6.29  5.26  4.18  5.34  4.93

C1
 1.37  1.32  1.15  1.26  1.09  0.66  1.11  0.75

C2
1.01  0.47  1.03  1.17  1.25  0.60  1.26  0.74

Unlisted   
11.86  9.17  9.78  7.94

  
10.53 10.44

  
11.68  9.03

TOTAL
(Tokens)

12392 13297 26222 16260 23332  21587 28128 21805

Total 
tokens 
in this 
analysis

25689 42482 44919 49933
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vocational includes the largest proportion of C1 tokens in both the texts and tasks. Two 

examples of C1 tokens found are the words worthless and fulfilling. L vocational 

contains 1.37% C1 tokens in the texts and 1.32% in the tasks. Furthermore, for the C2 

level, both of the non-vocational textbooks contain the largest proportion of C2 tokens 

in the tasks and texts. The C2 tokens are for example conscience and integrity. 

However, these differences in terms of C1 and C2 tokens are quite similar between the 

four textbooks. The differences that occur between the types of textbooks are small.  

Secondly, L non-vocational contains the highest percentage of B1 tokens in both texts 

and tasks. The lowest percentage of B1 tokens in texts is found in G non-vocational, and 

the lowest percentage of B1 tokens in tasks is found in G vocational. Concerning the 

level of B1, the textbooks G vocational and G non-vocational contain the lowest 

percentage of B1 tokens. B1 tokens found in the textbooks are for example concentrate 

and education. Thirdly, the results show that concerning the B2 level, L non-vocational 

contains the highest number of tokens in percentage, in terms of the tasks. The L 

vocational contains the highest percentage of B2 tokens in the texts. The lowest 

proportion of B2 tokens in percentage can be found in G vocational, concerning both 

texts and tasks. B2 tokens found in the textbooks are for example code and personality.  

Furthermore, the results show that the textbook that contains the highest proportion of 

B1 tokens is the L non-vocational textbook. However, the differences are small and the 

textbooks are quite similar. Concerning each textbook, there is a distinct difference 

between tokens in level B2 and C1. From level A1 up to level B2, the proportion of 

tokens seems to decline at the same time as the CEFR level increase. Englund (2006) 

claims that textbooks, such as these ones in this study, are designed to meet the criteria 

of the syllabus (Englund, 2006:20). These textbooks aim for the course English 5, 

which should be at the level of B1 in terms of the CEFR levels (Skolverket, 2007). In 

terms of the B1 level of the CEFR, these textbooks are quite similar. The textbooks are 

also similar in terms of the other CEFR levels. These results seem to agree with some of 

the results in Larsson’s (2017) study that shows that the textbooks were appropriate in 

terms of the CEFR levels.  
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Furthermore, in order to develop the language, the students need a slightly higher level 

of English than the level of English they currently know (Krashen, 1982:16). This 

means that the students need a small challenge in order to develop the language. In 

terms of  the CEFR levels, this means that there should be a small number of C1 and C2 

tokens as well. The C1 and C2 tokens would serve as the slightly higher level of English 

which Krashen (1982) mentions. However, the slightly higher level could be different 

for each student. How many C1, and C2 tokens that each student can understand and 

apply to their vocabulary, depends on their current knowledge of the language 

(Lundgren, Säljö & Liberg, 2014:305). The results also display that the largest number 

of tokens is found in level A1 and A2, which agrees with Krashen's claims (Krashen, 

1982).  

Furthermore, as mentioned earlier in the results, the usage of types as a unit would have 

resulted in different numbers and different results. Since the tool Text Inspector was 

limited in that sense that the whole corpus could not be analyzed at once, types could 

not be used as a unit. The amount of time was not enough for the author to make 

calculations and compiling. However, the lengths of the textbooks are different, and that 

affects the use of types as a unit as well, as mentioned in Section 2.2.1. In order to 

present a valid and reliable result in terms of types, the texts should be of equal lengths 

(Kettunen, 2014). Furthermore, if types would have been used, the numbers would 

probably not be as high in level A1 and A2 or the other levels. Types would have 

measured each word only once and presented the sorts and variations of words instead. 

Since the unit of tokens is used, even common words are counted each time they appear, 

which makes the number of the lower levels of the CEFR, and the AWL increase. 

Tokens do not allow one to see the sort or variation of words that are used in the 

textbooks, and therefore, one is not able to draw any conclusions whether if any 

textbook contains a broader vocabulary. A textbook with a broader vocabulary could be 

considered to be more or less beneficial for the students, since even more types of 

English words would occur in that case. That would have made it possible to compare 

the textbooks in another way. Perhaps one could have investigated if a textbook with a 

broader vocabulary actually would be more beneficial for the students, or not. 

Furthermore, the research question was about the expected CEFR levels and this is 

#39



  

something that the unit of tokens can present as well, since the author is aware of the 

effects on the results when using tokens instead of types. Tokens can also be used to 

present the language use (Berg, 2014).  

5. Conclusion 
In this study, the aim was to investigate differences between vocational and non-

vocational textbooks in terms of topics covered, translations into Swedish, and levels of 

vocabulary. The topics were analyzed in connection to the syllabus for course English 5, 

and the texts and tasks were formatted into a corpus. The Swedish words were counted, 

and then the corpus was analyzed with the tool Text Inspector. Text Inspector analyzed  

the academic words and the CEFR levels in the corpus. The results of this study showed 

that there are some differences between the textbooks. However, the differences are 

more general than connected to the two types of textbooks. The differences between the  

two types of textbooks were quite small. However, one of the differences between the 

types of textbooks was that vocational textbooks have a higher number of sections with 

the main topic of social and working life, while the non-vocational textbooks have a 

higher number of the topic fiction and facts. These four textbooks are quite similar in 

terms of Swedish words, except for L non-vocational which has a distinct smaller 

number of Swedish words. Furthermore, the results show that the textbooks seem to be 

quite similar in terms of the academic words  and the CEFR levels as well.  

The pedagogical implication that can be drawn from the results in this study is that the 

textbooks are quite similar in most ways, with some small differences. Each textbook 

seems to meet the criteria of the syllabus and the expectations of the CEFR and 

Skolverket. However, it is not possible to say whether one textbook is better in any way. 

Furthermore, teachers should consider that small differences between textbooks may 

occur, and therefore, additional material could be used in order to be sure that students 

receive and learn English as successfully as possible. Teachers could also consider 

varying their use of the textbooks, for example the use of Swedish varies between the 

textbooks. Teachers could also choose to use both types of textbooks and vary their 

usage of them, since the textbooks are both similar and dissimilar in some ways.  
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Future studies should aim to increase the collection of textbooks investigated. A greater 

study with a larger number of textbooks from several publishers could result in other 

numbers and results of the study. Another future study could be to investigate how 

useful the vocational textbooks are for students on different vocational programs, for 

example mechanics, tourism and health care. The usage of the unit types could also be a 

part of future studies in order to present other numbers and statistics, such as if any 

textbook uses a broader vocabulary than another textbook, and if that would be 

beneficial or not. However, a deeper research is needed where one can study the 

textbooks in depth, to make sure that every student regardless of program acquires the 

English language in the most beneficial way.  
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