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Abstract 

Teachers employ traditional readability measurements to estimate text difficulty when 

assigning textbooks to meet the students’ current proficiency level. The purpose of this 

study was to see if modern textbooks published by five major publishing companies in 

Sweden were more difficult to read according to traditional readability formula compared 

to textbooks published in the 90’s. This study also aims to investigate whether readability 

in textbooks was similar among the five publishers. The readability formula Flesch 

Reading Ease in Coh-Metrix was utilized to calculate text difficulty in textbooks intended 

for Swedish grade 7. The primary material used for this study consisted of 70 texts 

selected from textbooks from three different time periods and five different publishers. 

The results from the formula indicated that the modern textbooks, published in between 

2012-2016, were more difficult to read compared with the older ones. In addition, the 

results indicated that readability was similar among the different publishers. However, 

the study showed that modern textbooks published by Liber were easier to read in 

comparison with the older ones of this particular publisher. That modern textbooks have 

longer sentence structures and more complex syntax suggests increased expectations of 

7th graders’ reading abilities. 
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1. Introduction 

Since reading is central to education, there has for a long time been a wide interest in 

comprehensibility of written texts among linguists, teachers and researchers within the 

field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA). Selecting texts for Second Language 

Learners to match their proficiency level has challenged not only linguists but also 

teachers in their aim to help develop students’ reading comprehension skills. To support 

teachers and educators in their endeavours to find relevant teaching materials, linguists 

within the field use traditional unidimensional measurements such as readability, which 

is based on the syntactic complexity of a text (McNamara, Graesser, McCarthy, & Cai, 

2014, p. 79). This is done in order to calculate text difficulty when assigning proficiency 

specific books such as textbooks. According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the 

general definition of readability is “the ease with which a text may be scanned or read” 

(2016). However, in the settings of classrooms and publishing houses, the term 

readability suggests the difficulty level of a text as “an objective numerical score 

obtained by applying a readability formula” (Fry, 2002, p. 286). To measure readability 

in textbooks has in fact helped many teachers within the field of SLA in their attempt to 

select textbooks that are adequately challenging for students to continue their 

developing processes (Gupta, 2014; Gunning, 2002). 

Numerous studies on readability of different types of texts have been carried out to 

enhance our knowledge of text difficulty, but many of them concern readability in 

textbooks in countries other than Sweden. To mention some, Gupta (2014) investigated 

readability of texts in the primary grades in India. His findings showed a mismatch 

between the high expectations of textbooks provided by The National Council of 

Educational Research and Training set up by the Indian government to support school 

education and the reality of student abilities. Crossley, Louwerse, Philip & McNamara 

(2007) investigated the differences between the linguistic structures of sampled simplified 

texts and those of authentic reading texts to see if they differ. Findings indicated that the 

texts differed significantly but not in the manner predicted by the authors. The 

corresponding hypothesis was that, among several measured text characteristics, 

simplified and authentic texts would differ in terms of Polysemy and Hypernymy; 

however, findings indicated no difference. Also, some studies on readability in English 

textbook used in Swedish schools have contributed to our existing knowledge. Langeborg 

(2010) studied readability in four different English textbook series to evaluate whether 
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text difficulty progressed, in terms of calculated grade levels, within each textbook series 

as well as in assigned difficulty level of texts within the textbooks. Her results showed a 

general progression of text difficulty within book series; however, the average level of 

difficulty among the four series varied. Although Langeborg’s investigation concerns 

readability progression in several popular textbook series used in Swedish schools, her 

research does not investigate how readability in Swedish textbooks has developed over 

some period of time, which is what this study does. Unfortunately, there is little research 

on the development of readability in English textbooks used in Swedish schools since the 

90’s and up to today. Along with a much wider selection of textbooks offered by today’s 

publishers, there is a growing need for support for teachers in their process of selecting 

adequate textbooks for students. On account of this, this study aims to gain understanding 

of how difficult Swedish English textbooks have been, and in what direction readability 

is going by evaluating recent published textbooks. Apart from increased number of 

textbooks available for teachers in various forms, the learning situation is quite different 

for today’s students compared to twenty years ago. Children in early years are forced to 

interact with the English language on a much wider scale, which predictably increases the 

standard of the general proficiency level among today’s students. Additionally, the 

growing position of English in Sweden, and many other countries (Svenska 

språknämnden, 2004, p. 52), may be reflected in a decreased starting age of when children 

implicitly start to familiarize with the English language. For these reasons, it is of interest 

to investigate how the English textbooks respond to such development. Interestingly, 

Skolverket claims that the content in English textbooks, produced by major publishing 

companies in Sweden, is neither regulated by Skolverket nor regulated by any higher 

authorities, but rather, developed in cooperation between publisher and author. It is, for 

these reasons, of great interest to trace whether text difficulty varies in available textbooks 

from the 90’s up to recently published ones. This research is meant to enable teachers, 

material developers and publishers to evaluate readability in textbooks of the past and 

provide accurate indications that should be of interest in the development of future text 

and textbooks. Identifying the direction of text difficulty progression may, nonetheless, 

provide teachers with knowledge of a broader perspective of how readability, in textbooks 

intended for grade 7, has developed over some period of time.   
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1.1 Aim 

This study aims to trace the development of readability in English textbooks intended for 

Swedish grade 7 since the 1990s up to more recently published textbooks. In addition, the 

current purpose is to investigate if the textbooks differ between publishers in terms of 

readability. The following theoretical questions will be approached here: 

1. Are modern English textbooks used in Swedish schools for seventh grade more 

difficult to read than older textbooks intended for the same level? 

2. Is readability in textbooks similar among the five major publishing companies? 

 

1.2 Readability 

 

1.2.1 The Development of Readability Formulas 

Readability formulas have appeared in numerous studies since the first efforts to calculate 

text difficulty took place (Klare, 1984, p. 685). Although we today use developed 

computer tools such as Coh-Metrix to objectively measure readability and other text 

characteristics, researchers conducted classical readability studies as early as in the late 

19th century (DuBay, 2004, p. 10). Back then, educators designed a method to predict the 

difficulty level of texts that was based on vocabulary difficulty and sentence length 

(DuBay, 2004, p. 2). This method was not available for public use until the 1950s. By the 

1980s, information on how to measure text difficulty became more accessible, as 200 

readability formulas and over a thousand studies on the topic were published thus 

asserting the strong and theoretical validity of the formulas (DuBay, 2004, p. 2). At the 

time of the first readability formula, the focus was placed both semantic and syntactic 

factors as well as stylistic factors; however, over the years the focus shifted exclusively 

to semantic and syntactic factors (Klare, 1988, p. 16). Still today, the majority of 

traditional readability formulas are based on Syntactic and Semantic difficulty; the former 

usually measured by the sentence length in texts, while the latter estimated by the word 

length or counting letters or syllables (Fry, 2002, p. 287). Besides, some research 

advocates these formulas to most correlate with text comprehension, meaning readers’ 

understanding of texts (DuBay, 2006, p. 42; Gunning, 2003, p. 175). Since most 

readability formulas are highly objective, they can be measured by computers, and on all 

occasions, different computers using the same formula will get the same score for the 
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same text (Fry, 2002, p. 287). Such objectivity indicates a high reliability of the 

measurement. 

 

1.2.2 Why Readability Formulas? 

Many studies have emphasized the importance of comparing textbooks to assign a book 

that matches the student’s abilities demonstrated in an informal or formal reading 

assessment test (Fry, 2002, p. 287). The need for finding reading materials that match the 

student’s current ability levels should be of great importance for most teachers. Moreover, 

having too easy texts for students are problematic, as well as having too difficult ones. 

When texts are too easy, students will not be adequately challenged and they may become 

bored out, which will likely affect their motivation (McNamara et al., 2014 p. 9). 

However, “if the texts are too difficult students are overwhelmed, become discouraged, 

and turned out” (McNamara et al., 2014, p. 9). Individual differences in reading 

proficiency among students is always a challenge for teachers and readability 

measurements are not design to reduce such individual differences. Some students are 

eager to read demanding texts that are above their comfort levels and others need to build 

up self-confidence in reading and therefore have to be provided with texts that are easy 

for them to read and are not too laborious in terms of texts comprehension (McNamara et 

al., 2014, p. 9). In this sense, readability formulas provided by handy programs should 

rather be approached as an accessible tool providing support in teachers’ attempts to meet 

students at their current proficiency levels for a successful learning process. 

On a more theoretical level, readability formulas are in line with Vygotsky’s (1978) 

concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which prompt teachers to apply 

materials in their teaching at the level of optimal difficulty that bring out the most learning 

gain (Fry, 2002, p. 290-291; DuBay, 2004, p. 54). 

 

1.2.3 Advantages and Limitations of Readability Formulas 

As there are many advantages of readability formulas, one general benefit is that they are 

very easy to apply to estimate difficulty of textbooks, particularly recently, as many 

traditional readability formulas are provided by computer programs such as Coh-Metrix 

and LIWC. Apart from that, readability is a very convenient tool, numerous studies have 

indicated that readability critically determines not only how difficult a text is to read, but 

also how well the reader will understand and retain the information (Fry, 2002, p. 291; 

McNamara et al., 2014, p. 18). Readability demonstrates strength in terms of objectivity 



5 

and consistency, which also increases the reliability of this method to estimate text 

difficulty, which means that other programs or researchers will most likely obtain the 

same results (Fry, 2002, p 287; DuBay, 2004). Some critics claim that readability 

formulas do not provide exact levels of difficulty, and that these formulas are better 

deployed as indicators of progression of level of text difficulty of books (Gunning, 2003, 

p. 181). For this reason, readability formulas should be used more generally to estimate 

text difficulty rather than be perceived as a specific estimator (Fry, 2002; Bruce & Rubin, 

1988, p. 19). 

One main weakness of readability formulas is that they cannot provide a complete 

picture of text difficulty, as they only measure surface structures and only take certain 

syntactic structures into account. Therefore, to provide an accurate estimation of 

difficulty level of a passage or a text, the aspect of comprehension needs to be considered, 

whereas readability formulas can only measure some of the syntactic variables necessary 

for comprehension (Chall, 1988, p. 10). Some critics also argue that the readability of a 

text hinge on aspects of the reader’s mind such as cognition, not a formula (DuBay, 2006, 

p. 3). 

Another limitation of these formulas is that they cannot measure other influencing 

factors on text difficulty such as cohesion and genre. According to McNamara and 

colleagues (2014, p. 82), text and genre strongly influence the reader’s use of previous 

knowledge and deep cohesion. Also, readability formulas do not consider specific internal 

factors such as the reader’s social and cultural background (Bruce & Rubin, 1988, p. 19), 

and neither her motivation nor interests (DuBay, 2004; Bruce & Rubin, 1988, p. 8). 

 

1.2.4 A Focus on Flesch Reading Ease 

The formula used in the present study to measure readability is called Flesch Reading 

Ease (RDFRE), which is calculated by a computer program used for corpus studies called 

Coh-Metrix. Among hundreds of statistically measurable factors provided by Coh-

Metrix, the length of words and sentences, measured by Flesch Reading Ease, are two 

factors that in many studies have correlated with readers’ surface understanding of texts 

(McNamara et al., 2014, p. 79). The Flesch Reading Ease indicates a number in between 

0 to 100 and is based on sentence length and word length within the text. In general, 

readers experience that a text is easier to read when the score is high. 
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2. Material and Method 

2.1 Material 

The corpus consists of 70 texts, randomly chosen from 14 English textbooks, published 

by five major publishing companies in Sweden, all intended for 7th grade students. In 

order to avoid any subjective influence on the choice, the texts were not read prior to the 

selection. The materials used for this study represent three periods of time with 20 texts 

published in between 1994 and 1996 (period A), 25 texts published in between 2006-

2009 (period B) and 25 texts published in between 2012-2015 (period C). Because of the 

limited scope of this study, a sample of 5 randomly chosen texts from each book were 

analyzed. The number of samples for present study is in alignment with experts’ 

recommendation of a minimum of three to five samples for an indication of text difficulty 

(DuBay, 2006, p. 50; Klare, 1988, p. 31). 

 

2.1.1 The Five Major Publishing Companies 

Besides analysing the development of readability over the three time periods, this study 

aims to compare readability of the textbooks between publishers. For this reason, the 

sources studied were three textbooks by five major publishing companies in Sweden. 

Each of the five publishers is represented by one book from each time period, which 

allows us to analyze and compare the development of readability between them. 

However, this study analyzes three textbooks from each publisher except 

Studentlitteratur, which only offers two textbooks published in 2006 and 2016. The 

reason for that is that Studentlitteratur started publishing English textbooks for secondary 

school at the end of the 90’s (Kangaroo & Co), but replaced it with a recent published 

series, which also is part of the corpus of this study, called Magic!. Therefore, there was 

no textbook available for the analysis before Kangaroo & Co was published in 2006. In 

addition, this study is confined to examining reading ease in textbooks intended for grade 

7, partly due to the limited availability of textbooks and partly because limiting to one 

grade makes the textbooks comparable. Only for grade 7, one textbook from each of the 

three time periods from different publishers was available. By limiting the corpus of text 

intended for the same grade level, the data will be comparable since textbooks intended 

for different grade levels obviously will differ in text difficulty. 

The first publishing company to be presented is Sanoma Education, 

established in 1833. Sanoma Education is one of Europe’s leading learning companies 
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and provides print and digital learning solutions for primary, secondary and vocational 

education. They offer more than 1400 employers aiming to help students and teachers 

achieve better results in school. With help of new technology, they create teaching 

solutions that help enable children to make full use of their learning potential. (Sanoma 

Education, 2016) 

The second company considered here, Natur & Kultur, is a cooperative foundation 

without owners or shareholders. This allows the foundation to act independently. Natur 

& Kultur was founded in 1922 and aims to operate for tolerance, humanism and 

democracy by ensuring support, inspiration, education and knowledge. Natur & Kultur 

provides teaching materials for primary school, upper secondary school, and university. 

(Natur & Kultur, 2016) 

The third publisher, Studentlitteratur, was founded in 1963 and is one of Sweden’s 

most leading publishing companies. They offer teaching materials for primary school, 

upper secondary school and university. In their development of teaching materials, 

Studentlitteratur strives for offering teaching material based on empirical research with 

carefully pedagogically adopted materials for target groups. In order to develop inspiring 

materials for teaching purposes, they base their work on a close collaboration of 

representatives from schools, universities and employers from the field of teaching. 

(Studentlitteratur, 2016) 

Further, Gleerups, formed in 1826, is the fourth publishing company with the 

longest history of the five major publishers involved. Today, this company offers 

structured teaching materials with secured quality that are well adapted for content, 

syllabus and knowledge requirements. In cooperation with teachers and students, they 

design digitized and printed teaching materials for primary school, upper secondary 

school and university. (Gleerups, 2016) 

The last company to be presented, Liber, was founded in 1973 and is part of 

Infinitas Learning which is a concern composed of multimedia educational publishers 

that are among the most leading providers of engaging teaching materials for all ages in 

Europe. Their vision is to support individuals’ innate curiosity and desire for knowledge. 

As stated on their web page, their business concept is to design, refine and distribute 

printed and digitalized teaching materials to support the learning process of the 

individual. (Liber, 2016) 
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2.1.5 Introducing the Three Selected Time Periods of Published Textbooks 

In order to address the research questions of how readability, based on word and sentence 

length, has developed over some period of time, three main periods of publication years 

of textbooks were selected. It has to be mentioned that I previously conducted a smaller 

linguistic investigation of differences regarding readability in an older textbook, 

published in 1974, and a modern one published in 2013. The result of the investigation 

showed a difference in text difficulty, which inspired me to investigate the development 

of text difficulty in Swedish textbooks in a larger scope. For this reason, to be able to 

accurately trace the development of readability in English textbooks in Sweden since the 

90’s, which was the latest year by which one textbook was available by all publishers, to 

today, a period of published textbooks publishing period was added in between (period 

B: 2006-2009).  

It needs to be mentioned that the initial idea was to relate results to a common 

standard, namely the Common European Framework of References (CEFR). The 

Common European Framework provides a common basis for the elaboration of language 

syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe 

(Skolverket, 2009). Moreover, CEFR is grounded on language competences and skills 

through “can do” statements at six proficiency levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2). The 

Swedish public school implemented this system first in curricula 1980 (lgr 80), later in 

1994 (lpo 94) and 2000 (Hyltenstam & Österberg, 2010, p. 87): however, Skolverket is 

neither involved in the production of English textbooks, nor in how the CEFR levels are 

implemented in the textbooks. Investigation on whether the five major publishing 

companies included in study implement the CEFR levels in textbooks (or not) suggested 

that most of them did not use such levels. Instead, some of the publishers use national 

levels provided by Skolverket. Additionally, there were no signs of the CEFR levels in 

any of the textbooks used for this study. For this reason, relating results from this study 

to CEFR was not an option, as these levels were not present in any of the analyzed 

textbooks. 

 

2.1.6 Year of Publication Period A (1994-1996) 

Since English textbooks, used in Swedish teaching, are designed to cover the content 

stated in the syllabus particularly for the English subject, it is of interests to investigate 

what the syllabus, as part of the curriculum for each of the three time periods, expresses 

in terms of what types of readings students of 7th grade should be exposed to.  
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First Time 7, Wings 7 activity book, Get it Together: Reader 1, and A Piece of Cake 

were published based on lgr 80. However, since a more updated version of the Swedish 

curriculum was released in 1994 (lpo 94), the content, including texts, may have been 

influenced of both curricula. In Get it Together: Reader 1, the authors explicitly state that 

this book is developed based on lpo 94 (Cutler & Miller, 1994, p.3). 

 

2.1.6.1 What Does the Syllabus of 1980 Express About Content? 

As announced in lgr 80, students taking the English subject are out to read authentic, 

original, texts mixed with simplified texts. The texts must portray a variation of social 

and geographical surroundings. Students should read texts of gradually increased 

difficulty of words, phrases as well as grammatical constructions. (Skolöverstyrelsen, 

1980, p. 80) 

 

2.1.7 Year of Publication Period B (2006-2009) 

The five textbooks, PrimeTime Main 1, Spotlight 7, Kangaroo & Co, Top Up 1 and Just 

Stuff B were brought out when lpo 94 was still in use. 

 

2.1.7.1 What Does the Syllabus of 1994 Express About Content? 

Clearly stated in lpo 94, students are expected to, with the help of textbooks and other 

teaching aids, develop abilities in reading various kinds of texts based on experiences, 

information and knowledge. Concerning the knowledge requirement, in the end of 9th 

grade students are expected to have reached a level of understanding on which they can 

comprehend the main ideas of simple fictional and also descriptive and argumentative 

texts discussing familiar subjects. (Skolverket, 2000) Besides, teachers should present 

thrilling material that aims to inspire students to further readings outside school 

(Utbildningsdepartementet, 1994). 

 

2.1.8 Year of Publication Period C (2012-2016) 

Awesome 7, Wings 7, Magic! 7, Happy 7 and Good Stuff GOLD B are recently published 

textbooks based on the current curriculum established in 2011 (lgr 11). 

 

2.1.8.1 What Does the Syllabus of 2011 Express About Content? 

In terms of content of the English subject for 7th grade, the present syllabus released in 

2011 expresses a large focus on reception. Students are to develop individual strategies 
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for text comprehension based on form, content and aim. Furthermore, students are to 

demonstrate abilities in searching, selecting and judging English texts taken from internet 

or other electronic sources (Skolverket, 2011, p. 32). 

 

2.2 Coh-Metrix 

The computational tool Coh-Metrix was chosen to address the research questions about 

how readability in 7th grade English textbooks have developed over three time periods, 

from the 90’s to 2016. 

Recent developments in computational linguistics and discourse processing have 

enabled researchers to develop a wide range of sophisticated indices. These indices have 

been collected into a program called Coh-Metrix, which was invented at the Institute for 

Intelligent Systems at The University of Memphis (McNamara et al., 2014, p. 164). Coh-

Metrix scans text on over hundreds of indices of cohesion, language, and readability. 

Along with the above-mentioned sophisticated indices, Coh-Metrix also supplies 

researchers with a range of traditional measurements such as average word and sentence 

length, measured by the Flesch Reading Ease. The formula below was chosen for this 

study to determine readability, text difficulty, of analyzed textbooks. The Flesch Reading 

Ease formula is: 

 

Reading Ease Score = 206.835 – (1.015 x ASL) – (84.6 x ASW) 

(McNamara et al., 2014, p. 78) 

 

ASL is the average sentence length (number of words divided by number of sentences) 

and ASW is the average number of syllables per word (number of syllables divided by 

number of words) (McNamara et al., 2014, p.79). How to interpret readability scores is 

presented in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1. Interpretation Table for Flesch Reading Ease Score 

Reading 

Ease Score 

Style 

Description 

Estimated US 

Reading Grade 

Average 

Sentence 

Length 

Average Number  

of Syllables per 

100 Words 

     

90-100 Very Easy 5th grade <8 <123 

80-90 Easy 6th grade 11 131 

70-80 Fairly Easy 7th grade 14 139 

60-70 Standard 8th-9th grade 17 147 

50-60 Fairly 

Difficult 

10th-12th grade 21 155 

30-50 Difficult 13th-16th grade 25 167 

0-30 Very Difficult College graduate 29 192- 

     
(Klare, 1988, p. 21) 

 

Data were retrieved from the 15 textbooks that make up the primary source, with a 

random selection of 5 texts from each book. To be able to run the texts in Coh-Metrix, 

they had to be in digital form. Therefore, all texts, printed or digitalized, were typed on 

computers by hand. In this process, the identical version of the printed text was written 

in Textpad 8 in order to clean the texts. For the data to be valid as stipulated by Coh-

Metrix (McNamara et al., 2014, p.155), all texts were written in Textpad 8 in order to 

remove dirtiness within the texts such as left captions of removed pictures or odd page 

breaks. Each of these “dirt” elements has the potential to seriously subvert the analyses 

offered by Coh-Metrix (McNamara et al., 2014, p. 155). Following the cleaning process, 

all texts were emailed to Nia Dowell at Coh-Metrix, who ran the texts through their 

internal Coh-Metrix tool free of charge. The internal tool was used instead of the free 

online version of Coh-Metrix to avoid problems of having texts of too high word count 

for the free online version. Additionally, the free online version has only a limited number 

of textual features it can measure. Only complete running texts have been included in this 

study and not just samples from them since specialists recommend using complete texts 

for readability research as it gives more reliable results (Klare, 1988, p. 31). 

It needs to be mentioned that only the texts within the textbooks have been 

analyzed, leaving pictures, headlines, tables, short facts and other lists of items aside. See 

appendix D-H for detailed lists of what has been excluded from the analyses. 
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Additionally, by recommendations in instructions of how to use Coh-Metrix provided via 

email, some symbols and abbreviation were written out (e.g. “dollars” were written 

instead of “$” and “percentage” were written instead of “%”) in the corpus scanned by 

Coh-Metrix.  

Mean values and standard deviation of reading ease score for each textbook was 

calculated separately. It is important to stress that the mean readability score for a book 

cannot be interpreted as the readability score for the whole book since not all texts were 

analyzed. Therefore, the mean readability score for each book can only be applied to the 

five analyzed texts. 

The data provided by Coh-Metrix will be analyzed by conducting ANOVA 

(analysis of variance) tests, described in section 2.3. 

 

2.2.1 Limitations of Coh-Metrix 

This section aims to discuss the limitations of the method used for current study, Coh-

Metrix. The limitations mentioned below are similar to those of the traditional readability 

formulas, presented in section 1.2.3, but needs to be mentioned in this section too. 

Notwithstanding unidimensional measurements provided by Coh-Metrix, such as 

readability, are the ideal way of estimating text difficulty on a surface level, Coh-Metrix 

has some limitations. Because readability only measures the discourse or the written texts, 

this method does not consider the reader’s use of previous knowledge as it does not 

measure factors such as cohesion, which also influence the reader’s comprehension. 

(McNamara et al., 2014, p. 82). Other factors that Coh-Metrix does not measure are 

motivation and other individual cognitive factors that may influence how well a reader is 

able to comprehend a text. 

 

2.3 Statistical Analysis 

The data provided by Coh-Metrix will be analyzed by the statistical measurements means 

(M), standard deviation (SD) and by conducting ANOVA tests. ANOVA tests were 

conducted to determine if there were any significant or non-significant differences among 

means of readability scores of textbooks published in period A compared to textbooks of 

period C. Besides, ANOVA was used to identify the position of significant and non-

significant differences among the two independent categories used for this study: time 

periods and publishers. Furthermore, ANOVA was used to determine if readability in 

textbooks are similar among the five publishers. More specifically, the ANOVA test was 
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used to provide statistical data needed for answering the research questions of the present 

study (see section 1.1). 

 

2.4 Hypotheses 

To address the research questions presented in section 1.1, two hypotheses were formed. 

The first hypothesis was that modern textbooks of period C, published between 2012 and 

2016, would receive lower readability scores in comparison with textbooks in period A, 

foreseeing them to be more demanding for students to read based on length of words and 

sentences within the text. The second hypothesis was grounded on the assumption that 

modern textbooks were predicted to have lower readability score, to correspond to the 

rapid development of the English Language as an important means of international 

communication educational tool. The second hypothesis forecasted no significant 

differences in readability scores in textbooks among the five major publishers. 

 

3. Results 

The goal of the analysis was to find out if readability differed significantly between 

modern and older textbooks published in the 1990s (period A) respectively in the 21th 

century (period C). More specifically, the goal of this research was to investigate if 

modern textbooks received a significantly lower readability score to meet the 

expectations of them being more difficult to read. Also, the goal of this study was to 

investigate if readability in textbooks differed among the major publishing companies. In 

order to address this goal, ANOVA test was conducted. As mentioned in section 2.3, 

ANOVA was managed to analyze differences among the two independent variables: time 

periods and publishers. Firstly, textbooks of the two selected periods A and C (first 

independent variable), were compared with respective publisher of the selected textbooks 

(second independent variable) as shown in Table 2 below.  Secondly, the same procedure 

was repeated, but this time textbooks of periods B and C were contrasted in order to 

pinpoint differences of readability in periods and in publishers. 
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Table 2. Setup used for ANOVA (Standard deviations within brackets) 

 Liber Studentlitteratur Gleerups Natur & 

Kultur 

Sanoma 

Education 

Period A A Piece of Cake 

 

 

77.61 (6.82) 

 Get It Together 

Reader 1 

 

87.48 (4.04) 

Wings 7 

Activity Book 

 

91.23 (4.77) 

First Time 

 

 

81.50 (8.44) 

Period B Just Stuff B 

 

 

95.63 (4.78) 

Kangaroo & 

Co 

 

85.06 (6.64) 

 

Top Up Basic 1 

 

 

86.92 (7.06) 

Spotlight 7 

 

 

88.49 (8.16) 

PrimeTime 

Main 

 

88.94 (8.88) 

Period C Good Stuff Gold 

B 

 

93.06 (6.01) 

Magic! 7 

 

 

79.58 (8.16) 

Happy 7 

 

 

83.82 (7.76) 

Wings 7 

 

 

80.40 (10.51) 

Awesome 7 

 

 

78.71 (9.65) 

 

 

Since ANOVA used for calculation of the data provided by Coh-Metrix has a limited 

number of rows and columns (2-4), data from only two periods and two publishers was 

compared at a time. For this reason, several ANOVA calculations were conducted in 

different combinations of the two independent variables in an attempt to pinpoint which 

of the combinations showed significant differences in means of readability scores. It 

needs to be pointed out that Liber diverged from the other publishing companies, showing 

a development of readability in textbooks of opposite direction than expected. The 

modern textbook Good Stuff Gold B (M= 93.06; SD= 6.01), published by Liber in 2012, 

received a higher readability score and therefore constituted a decrease in text difficulty 

in comparison with A Piece of Cake (M= 77.61; SD = 6.82) published in 1994. This 

development was not expected and was not in line with the hypothesis of this study. 

 

 

3.1 Comparison of Readability in Periods A and C and in Publishers 

In order to determine if readability in time periods A and C and in publishers differed, 

several ANOVAs were conducted utilizing different combinations, presented below in 

Table 3. Table 3 shows calculation of periods (A and C) and the different combinations 

of publishers. 
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The result was as predicted. Modern textbooks, published in between 2012-2016 

(period C), consisted of more difficult texts more in comparison with the older textbooks 

published in the 90’s, seen in Table 2. However, findings showed that most of the 

textbooks did not differ significantly in readability. Yet, textbooks published by Gleerups 

and Natur & Kultur differed significantly (p = .04) in readability, progressing from easier 

to harder texts between period A and C. 

It needs to be pointed out, as previously mentioned, the only publisher that did not 

show higher difficulty level, lower reading ease score, in modern textbooks was Liber, 

which developed in the opposite direction. This was not expected and will be discussed 

further in section 4. Modern analyzed textbooks within period C from respective 

publisher, excluding Studentlitteratur (no data available) and Liber, showed lower mean 

values, see Table 2, meaning these textbooks tend to be more demanding to read. 

 

Table 3. Results of ANOVAs in periods A and C 

ANOVA (PERIODS + 
PUBLISHERS) 

MEASURE P-VALUE  

A:C + G:NK Reading ease score 0.04 / 1  
A:C + NK:SE Reading ease score 0.15 / 0.09  
A:C + L:NK Reading ease score 0.49 / 0.88  
A:C + L:SE Reading ease score 0.09 / 0.15  
A:C + L:G Reading ease score 0.05 / 0.92  
A:C + G:SE Reading ease score 0.36 / 0.12   
A:C + NK:SE Reading ease score 0.96 / 0.15  

 

 

As revealed by ANOVA, Gleerups and Natur & Kultur represent textbooks that differ 

significantly in readability in period A and C. More specifically, Happy 7 (M= 83.82; SD 

= 7.76), published by Gleerups in 2012, contains texts that are significantly more difficult 

(p = .04) in comparison with text in Get it Together: Reader 1 (M=87.48; SD= 4.04). As 

for Natur & Kultur, Wings 7 (M = 80.4; SD = 10.55), published in 2015, consists of 

significantly more difficult texts (p = .04) compared to text in Wings 7 Activity Book (M 

= 91.23; SD = 4.77), published in 1994. 

Surprisingly; however, there appear to be no significant dissimilarities in terms of 

readability in none of the other analyzed textbooks in period A and C. 

As predicted, findings showed no significant dissimilarities in readability among 

the four studied publishers in periods A and C, as shown in Table 3. Findings showed 

little dissimilarities in readability between publishers (Liber excluded), seen in Table 2, 
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but those differences were not significant, confirmed by the ANOVAs shown in Table 3. 

On account of the fact that ANOVA confirmed no dissimilarities in readability in 

publishers, some of the publishers, see Table 4, were combined bringing down the data 

for respective publishers into two categories of publishers. Combining publishers into two 

comparable categories was required because of the limited number of rows and columns 

for the ANOVA. In addition, it needs to be mentioned that because Liber showed such an 

unpredicted development in readability, see the left column in Table 2, the data 

representing Liber was excluded from below ANOVA calculations. 

 

Table 4. Results of ANOVAs with combined publishers in periods A and C 

ANOVA (PERIODS + 
PUBLISHERS) 

MEASURE P-VALUE  

A:C + G: (NK,SE) Reading ease score 0.06 / 0.40  
A:C + S: (G,NK) Reading ease score 0.05 / 0.07  
A:C + NK: (G,SE) Reading ease score 0.05 / 0.34  

 

 

Findings above showed no significant differentiation regarding readability between 

modern textbooks published in between 2012-2016 in comparison to older textbooks 

published in the 90’s. Moreover, a closer look of the modern textbooks published in 

between 2012-2016 (period C), findings showed little differences in average readability 

score among all analyzed textbooks, see Table 5 below, but those differences were not 

significant. 

 

Table 5. Reading ease score in modern textbooks excluding Liber (standard deviations within 

brackets) 

 Studentlitteratur Gleerups Natur & Kultur Sanoma 

Education 

Period C (2012-

2016) 

Magic! 7 

 

 

79.58 (8.16) 

Happy 7 

 

 

83.82 (7.76) 

Wings 7 

 

 

80.40 (10.51) 

Awesome 7 

 

 

78.71 (9.65) 

 

As previously mentioned, the average readability scores in the modern textbooks Magic! 

7, Happy 7, Wings 7 and Awesome 7 within period C showed no significant difference, 

ranging from 78.71 to 83.82, excluding Liber. 
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3.2 Comparison of Readability in Periods B and C and in Publishers 

In order to determine if readability in time periods A and B and in publishers differed, 

several ANOVAs were conducted in different combinations presented below in Table 6. 

Below table shows the different combinations used for calculations on differences in 

readability in periods B and C and in publishers. It needs to be mentioned that data 

representing textbooks by Studentlitteratur was accessible for these periods, and was for 

this reason included in results presented in this section. 

 

Table 6. Results of ANOVAs in periods B and C 

ANOVA (PERIODS + 
PUBLISHERS) 

MEASURE P-VALUE  

B:C + S:G Reading ease score 0.21 / 0.37  
B:C + S:NK Reading ease score 0.09 / 0.57  
B:C + S:SE Reading ease score 0.05 / 0.69  
B:C + G:NK Reading ease score 0.15 / 0.80  

 

Findings showed no significant differentiation in readability between analyzed textbooks 

of publication year in between 2007-2009 (period B) and of modern books of publication 

year in between 2012-2016 (period C). The results suggest no significant progression of 

text difficulty among any of the publishers, except Liber which was excluded from above 

calculations. However, by reasons of the small span in years between the periods, such 

findings were somewhat expected. Also in line with predictions, no significant 

differences in readability between publishers were exposed for the analyzed periods (B 

and C) at this stage of calculations. 

Because above ANOVAs showed no significant differences in readability among 

the publishers (see Table 6), the same procedure of combining data from two or more 

publishers used in section 3.2 was applied in the comparison of readability in textbooks 

between periods B and C. As indicated by ANOVA, significant differences in readability 

in textbooks of periods B and C become noticeable in the case when Sanoma Education 

was contrasted with Studentlitteratur, Natur & Kultur and Gleerups combined as one 

mixed publisher, seen in below table. As previously mentioned, among all five major 

publishing companies included in this study, Sanoma Education is the only one 

international company that publishes teaching materials mainly within Europe. Results 

showed that significant differences in readability between period B and C was shown in 

all cases when any of the four publishers were compared to a category of three mixed 

publisher. 
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Table 7. Results of ANOVAs with combined publishers in periods B and C 

ANOVA (PERIODS + 
PUBLISHERS) 

MEASURE P-VALUE  

B:C + SE: (S,NK,G) Reading ease score 0.01 / 0.92  
B:C + S: (SE,NK,G) Reading ease score 0.01 / 0.45  
B:C + NK: (SE,G,S) Reading ease score 0.01 / 0.84  
B:C + G: (S,NK,SE) Reading ease score 0.01 / 0.53  

 

Table 7 presents ANOVAs conducted in periods B and C with three mixed publishers 

combined in one category, in order to make the combination of the three comparable to 

one selected publisher. Results showed significant differences in reading ease between 

periods B and C among all publishing companies, except Liber which was not included 

in the calculations. The significant differences of decreased reading ease between periods 

B and C seems to be represented in all publishers; however, such significant differences 

was not noticed among all publishers in period A and C. This may suggest that since 

2006-2009, all publishers (Sanoma Education, Studentlitteratur, Gleerups and Natur & 

Kultur) have been producing textbooks of lower reading ease. Findings indicate that such 

significant progression of reading ease between periods B and C seems more noticeable 

in contrast to periods A and B, including a larger span of years. 

As expected, findings showed no significant difference in readability among the 

four studied publishers in periods B and C. This supports one of the two hypotheses for 

this study, that is, no significant differences in readability between examined publishers, 

see section 2.4. 

 

4. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate if modern textbooks intended for Swedish 

7th graders were more difficult to read compared to older textbooks published in the 90’s 

and whether these textbooks showed similar difficulty level regardless publisher. The 

level of text difficulty was measured according to the traditional readability formula 

Flesch Reading Ease. As hypothesized, findings show that modern textbooks consist of 

somewhat more difficult texts compared to textbooks published in the 90’s. Also, as 

hypothesized, readability is similar among the five major publishing companies in 

Sweden. However, generally, modern textbooks have not developed significantly in text 

difficulty since the 90’s. Such small progression of readability in the textbooks was 
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somewhat surprising as modern textbooks was predicted to mirror the rapidly growing 

position of English in Sweden that has been taking place recent years.  

Firstly, it must be mentioned that this study did not (nor was meant to) estimate 

precise difficulty levels of English textbooks intended for 7th grades, in that case a greater 

number of samples from each textbook would have been required. Rather, this study is 

meant to present a broader view of robust estimation on how textbooks have developed 

during the last 20 years in terms of difficulty. This study is meant to provide teachers and 

material developers with general knowledge on whether 7th graders are exposed to 

textbooks that consist of more advanced texts in comparison to what 7th graders read in 

the 90’s. It was for these reasons that unidimensional measurement, such as readability, 

was used for this study to provide a robust prediction of text difficulty rather than 

measurements of deeper levels of understanding, also provided by Coh-Metrix. Experts 

claim (McNamara et al., 2014, p. 79; DuBay, 2006, p. 3) that there are, in fact, 

multidimensional levels of understanding that emerge during a comprehension process, 

for which unidimensional measurements do not bring into account. However, to measure 

multidimensional levels of understanding, which strongly influence text comprehension, 

is beyond the scope of this study. Therefore, because this study measures texts on a 

surface level rather than measures processes within the reader’s mind, it is difficult to 

draw any precise conclusion from this study concerning how comprehensible the 

analyzed texts really are.  

Secondly, a factor that may have influenced the outcome of this study is the low 

number of samples representing each book. However, this may not have affect the 

outcome greatly, as confirmed by the low standard deviation numbers. It needs to be 

stressed that the average readability scores represent only the five selected texts, and not 

the entire book.  

 

4.1 Comparison of Readability in Periods A and C and in Publishers 

On average, modern textbooks consist of more difficult texts than what textbooks in the 

90’s did intended for the same grade. There are several possible reasons for this 

development. The fact that modern textbooks includes more difficult texts, demonstrated 

in this study, may not be very surprising to some, as 7th graders are presumably more 

exposed to English texts through various mediums of communication, outside the 

classroom. However, there seem to be surprisingly few studies that confirm this 

progression, which is rather alarming.  
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Firstly, publishers and authors aim to design textbooks content in order to meet the 

stated requirements in the curriculum. As mentioned in sections 2.1.6 and 2.1.8, the 

textbooks published within periods A and C are based on two, eventually even three 

different curriculums, lgr 80, lpo 94 and lgr 2011, which presumably have influenced the 

content in such textbooks. In contrast to lpo 94, which was released the same years as 

some of the analyzed textbooks from this period, lgr 11 expresses a rather clear focus on 

reception. Such explicit focus may have influenced the general level of text difficulty 

within the textbooks in terms of challenging students with more complex text to enhance 

students’ proficiency in text comprehension, as closely connected to reception 

(Skolverket, 2011, p. 32). 

Another reason for the progression of difficulty in modern textbooks, based on 

increased sentence and word length, involves teachers’, experts’ and material developers’ 

expectations of what difficulty level of texts students in 7th grade are expected to handle. 

Findings from this study suggest slightly increased expectation of 7th grade students’ 

reading abilities, hence exposing them to more difficult textbooks. However, a crucial 

aspect to consider is that publisher in cooperation with authors, responsible for the content 

in English textbooks in Sweden, may or may not be aware of the given readability level 

of the textbooks, since the very little amount of research done within this specific area. 

Since Skolverket does not act as an agent controlling the content in produced textbooks, 

it is therefore very important that authors and publishers are aware of what level of 

material they include in textbooks.  

In addition to above, the present study is intended to contribute knowledge of 

whether readability in textbooks used in Swedish schools is similar in textbooks from 

different publishers, since, according to some of the publishers, the selection of content 

in the textbooks is not regulated by Skolverket or any other institution. Findings of this 

study suggest that the level of readability in proficiency specific textbooks is not 

influenced by the choice of publisher.   

Surprisingly, Liber showed an unexpected development, progressing from more 

difficult to less difficult textbooks. Such unespected development, indicated by this 

study, raises questions and deserves further investigation. Among possible explanations 

for the unexpected progression of text difficulty demonstrated by Liber, one aspect that 

is likely to influence publishers and author’s decision of content in textbooks is to what 

extent book editors want their output read widely (Fry, 2002, p. 290). Lowering the 

readability in texts will make the textbook available for more readers, even manageable 
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for the stronger readers. This may be a possible explanation to why Liber demonstrates 

lower reading ease in modern textbooks. According experts within the field of 

readability, if a publisher wants to increase the readership and comprehension, they may 

also consciously lower text difficulty to be able to sell to a wider public. However, 

further examination of readability in a wider scope of textbooks published by Liber is 

required in order to confirm such speculations. 

Moreover, results showed the largest progression as regards difficulty among 

analyzed textbooks published within the periods 1994-1996, 2006-2009 and 2012-2016 

occurred between the last two mentioned. Potentially, this progression of text difficulty 

within textbooks mirrors the rapid development of the internet, occurring approximately 

within the same period of time. However, the scope of this study is too limited to 

confirm such links between the two phenomena. 

 

 

4.2 Suggestions for Further Research 

Firstly, validation of other readability formulas would be of interest, and presumably 

other formulas will indicate similar readability scores as the Flesch Reading Ease 

formula. Secondly, in order to validate the results from this study, it would be of interest 

to apply multidimensional measurements, provided by Coh-Metrix, to measure text 

cohesion, which strongly influences how comprehensible written texts are. To measure 

text cohesion would be a great complement to the results of this study, providing stronger 

indications of how comprehensible the modern textbooks are compared to older ones. 

Thirdly, another suggestion for further research would be to compare eventual changes in 

grades with readability in English textbooks to investigate if readability had any effect on 

reading grades. Lastly, to validate the indication of the surprisingly higher readability 

scores in modern textbooks by Liber, it would be relevant to by analyse more textbooks 

by this particular publisher. In addition, it would be interesting to complement the deeper 

analysis of Liber as publishers with interviews with the different textbooks authors to 

investigate their aims in terms of difficulty level of their textbooks. 
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Appendix A 

Analyzed textbooks published in period A (1994-1996) 

  

First Time 7  

The textbook First Time 7, published by Sanoma Education, is a base course with texts offered at 

two levels of difficulty; A and B levels. Generally, texts on the B level are slightly longer and 

more difficult than texts on the A level. As a complement to these texts, Tracks are offered at the 

end of the textbook for further reading, which are text of more creative kind. This textbook offers 

texts of various kinds in terms of content and form as well as presented word lists at the end of 

the textbook. Texts analyzed in this textbook are mostly fictional and factual, focused mostly on 

history, culture and community relations (Sanoma Education, 2016). For a list of all analyzed 

texts, see appendix D. 

  

Wings 7 Activity book 

Wings 7 Activity book, published by Natur & Kultur, is divided into six sections including texts 

of various length. Differently from many of the other analyzed textbooks, this one offers no 

individualization in terms of texts of different difficulty levels. Word lists are presented close to 

the texts in order to make them easily accessible for the reader. For a list of all analyzed texts, see 

appendix E. 

  

Get it together: 1 reader 

Get it together: 1 reader is designed to meet the new emphasis, expressed in the curriculum of 

1994 (lpo 94), on the importance of having students work together with teachers when deciding 

on how to cooperate for maximal learning progression. Furthermore, in this textbook, published 

by Gleerups, students encounter texts based on eight different topics: school, animals, food, 

adventure, London, the other side, relations, once upon a time and Scotland. Unlike many of the 

analyzed books, Get it together: 1 reader offers texts of approximately the same difficulty level, 

leaving no room for individual choices based student’s level of ability. Word lists are collected at 

the end of this textbook. For a list of all analyzed texts, see appendix G. 

 

A Piece of Cake 

A Piece of Cake was published by Liber and is designed in units in where each unit has three 

different types of texts, namely: Starters, Bits and pieces and Reading plus. Texts in Starters are 

more basic texts whereas texts in Bits and pieces provide the reader with information about 

different subjects that may be of interest for students in 7th grade. At the end of each chapter, the 

Reading Plus texts are mostly fictional aimed for pleasure reading while some are more difficult 

than the others. Word lists are collected at the end of this textbook. (Tholin, Eriksson, Linnarud 

& Voors, 1994, p. 3). For a list of all analyzed texts, see appendix H. 
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Appendix B 

Analyzed textbooks published in period B (2006-2009) 

  

PrimeTime Main 1 

Like many others of the textbooks analyzed here, PrimeTime Main includes texts on three levels; 

A, B and More-texts. While texts on the A level are easier, shorter and more focused on words, 

texts on the B level are slightly longer and more demanding, supported with word lists collected 

at the end of the textbook. In addition, texts on level B provide repetition of previously 

encountered grammar. In More-texts, students face slightly longer texts that are intended for 

students who need some extra challenge. (Sanoma Education, 2016) To see all texts that have 

been analyzed in this textbook, see appendix D. 

 

Spotlight 7 

According to the publisher Natur & Kultur (2016), Spotlight 7  is an easy-to-use textbook 

composed of modern texts consisting of words that students most likely previously have been 

exposed to in movies or on television. This textbook, like many of the others in this study, is 

divided into chapters. Each chapter starts off with two basic texts followed by a few selectable 

texts, Cool Reads, which are of varied length, genre and difficulty level (Natur & Kultur, 2016). 

Word lists are presented close to the texts in order to make them easily accessible for the reader. 

For a list of all analyzed texts, see appendix E. 

 

Kangaroo & Co 

As stated by the authors, Kangaroo & Co offers authentic texts that students of the same age in 

English speaking countries read. Besides authentic texts, this book offers fictional texts along 

with texts taken from English newspapers. Some texts have been simplified in order to avoid 

unnecessary difficulties and a word list is provided in connections to the texts to support the reader 

when unknown words appear. (Hedencrona, Smed-Gerdin & Watcyn-Jones, 2006) For a list of 

all analyzed texts in this textbook, see appendix F. 

 

Top Up 1 

Top Up 1 is an easier textbook adapted for students who need extra support. This textbook is 

based on several interesting and thrilling simplified texts, which will meet students of lower 

proficiency levels. Word lists are always presented in connection to the texts. To see all texts that 

have been analyzed in this textbook, see appendix G. 

 

Just Stuff B 

Just Stuff B is published by Liber and presents easy texts often with a twist at the end. This 

textbook is (as many others), based on chapters and each chapter starts off with a poem followed 

by The Drama, Just Listen, a longer text, Functional English-dialogue and lastly Just Basics. Word 

lists are presented in connection to the texts. To see all texts that has been analyzed in this 

textbook, see appendix H. 
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Appendix C 

Analyzed textbooks published in period C (2012-2016). 

 

Awesome 7 

In Awesome 7, published by Sanoma Education, students are able to read texts about two English-

speaking countries: Australia and India. As stated by the authors, the texts vary in difficulty and 

the first texts presented in each chapter are fairly short whereas the last text is longer and more 

challenging (Childs-Cutler, Gentili Cronholm & Nieman, 2016). The texts in this textbook offer 

a wide selection of genres such as short stories, dialogues, humour and biographies. Word lists 

are always presented in connection to the texts. To see all texts that have been analyzed in this 

textbook, see appendix D. 

 

Wings 7 

As claimed by the authors, Wings 7 aims to fulfil the knowledge requirements stated in the 

Swedish curriculum (lgr 11) published in 2011 (Frato, Cederwall, Rinnesjö, Davison Blad, Glove, 

& Glover, 2015; Skolverket, 2011). This textbook comprises texts of varied genres such as 

dialogues, reportage and abstracts from different teenage books. The texts vary in length and 

difficulty and include word lists in connection to each text. This textbook, published by Natur & 

Kultur, is also available in a digitalized version that is identical with the textbook, which is the 

version that has been used for this study. For a list of all analyzed texts in this textbook, see 

appendix E. 

 

Magic! 7 

Magic! 7, published by Studentlitteratur, is a thematic textbook with mixed text types. This 

textbook offers text of three levels of difficulty. Texts on B level are generally more challenging 

than texts on A level. Word lists are always presented in connection to the texts. This textbook is 

also available in a digitalized version that is identical with the printed textbook, which is the 

version that has been used for this study. To see all texts that have been analyzed in this textbook, 

see appendix F. 

  

Happy 7 

Happy 7, published by Gleerups, is developed to function as a base-kind of teaching material 

designed to meet the requirements in the current curriculum published in 2011. Composed of 

inspiring and engaging texts, this textbook is set to awake students’ motivation to read (Gleerups, 

2016). Happy 7 comprises texts of three difficulty levels: A, B and C, where texts on level A are 

easier than text on level C. This textbook is available in printed and digitized version. In the latter 

version, which has been used for this study, a glossary list is available for each text. For a list of 

all analyzed texts in this textbook, see appendix G. 

 

Good Stuff B Gold 

Designed to cover the content stated in lgr 11, Good Stuff B Gold intends to function as a 

supportive base book for teachers in the classrooms (Liber, 2016). This textbook, published by 

Liber, is made up of texts of two tracks; one base level of green texts and one more advanced 

level of yellow texts. The texts cover topics such as: money, food, Schools, free time and horror. 
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Because Liber believes that students need to work with complete texts, most of the texts in Good 

Stuff B Gold are uncut original texts. In this textbook, a word list is presented in connection to 

each text. This textbook is available in two versions: printed and digitized, for which the digitized 

version has been used in this study. For a list of all analyzed texts in this textbook, see appendix 

H. 
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Appendix D 

Texts analyzed in books by publisher Sanoma Education with limitations 

 

Only texts on the pages mentioned below in the tables have been included in the study, whether 

or not the chapter continues on the following page(-s). 

 

Included in the analysis are: 

 First paragraphs written as full sentences, whether in bold or italics or not. 

 

Excluded in the analysis are: 

 Headlines and sub headlines 

 Captions to illustrations 

 Names introducing a person’s turn in dialogues 

 Name of authors and signatures 

 Any additional information included in pictures, tables or squares. 

 Tasks and exercises for the reader 

 Written instructions for the reader 

 Short facts and lists of items  

 Tables and illustrations 

 

First Time 7 

Level:  Title:   Pages: 

B  O Come All ye Faithful  32-33 

B  Just Like in Italy  50-51 

A  The stars are born  60-61 

Extra  Fire!   88-89 

 

PrimeTime Main 1 

More  The bedstead   16-17 

B  An American hero  30-31 

B  Let’s face it…   54-55 

A  This land is my land  60-61 

  The time machine  68-71 

 

Awesome 7 

Not available  The Girl Who Stood Up for Education 18-20 

  Humphrey, the African Grey  36-39 

  The Forest Man of India  56-59 

  Selfie Horror Story  68-69 

  Dance, Dance, Dance  82-86 
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Appendix E 

Texts analyzed in books by publisher Natur & Kultur with limitations 

 

Only texts on the pages mentioned below in the tables have been included in the study, whether 

or not the chapter continues on the following page(-s). 

 

Included in the analysis are: 

 First paragraphs written as full sentences, whether in bold or italics or not. 

 

 

Excluded in the analysis are: 

 Headlines and sub headlines 

 Captions to illustrations 

 Names introducing a person’s turn in dialogues 

 Name of authors and signatures 

 Any additional information included in pictures, tables or squares. 

 Tasks and exercises for the reader 

 Written instructions for the reader 

 Short facts and lists of items  

 Tables and illustrations 

 

Wings 7 Activity book 

Level:   Title:   Page(-s): 

Not available  Hair   48-50 

  The Long-tailed Family  58-59 

  The whole truth - or just a yolk? 79-82 

  Jamie’s Story   113-116 

  A Great but Tragic Expedition 155-157 

 

Spotlight 7 

Cool Reads  The Secret of Shadow Ranch  36-37 

B  The Skateboard  52-53 

Cool Reads  The Journey   77-79 

Cool Reads  The Black Rhino Adventure  93 

  Thank You, M’am  116-118 

 

Wings 7 

Not available  New Listening Habits  20-21 

  Letter to the Editor  36-37 

  Poppy’s room   58-59 

  Teenage Life in Britain: Joshua Lord 128-129 

  Yeah, Good cover, Innit?  117-122 
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Appendix F 

Texts analyzed in books by publisher Studentlitteratur with limitations 

 

Only texts on the pages mentioned below in the tables have been included in the study, whether 

or not the chapter continues on the following page(-s). 

 

Included in the analysis are: 

 First paragraphs written as full sentences, whether in bold or italics or not. 

 

 

Excluded in the analysis are: 

 Headlines and sub headlines 

 Captions to illustrations 

 Names introducing a person’s turn in dialogues 

 Name of authors and signatures 

 Any additional information included in pictures, tables or squares. 

 Tasks and exercises for the reader 

 Written instructions for the reader 

 Short facts and lists of items  

 Tables and illustrations 

 

Kangaroo & Co 

Level:  Title:   Pages: 

Xtra  Mom Named Me Forrest  34-36 

Xtra  Freaky Friday   55-56 

  Maybe You’ll Be the Next Queen of England74-76 

Xtra  The “Accident”  87-90 

Xtra  Hawaii Holiday  123-125 

 

Magic! 7 

A  Grey Owl   33-34 

B  World Cup Fever  38-39 

A  Frankenstein   45-46 

A  The Horse Whisperer  56-58 

B  London Crime   72-74 
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Appendix G 

Texts analyzed in books by publisher Gleerups with limitations 

 

Only texts on the pages mentioned below in the tables have been included in the study, whether 

or not the chapter continues on the following page(-s). 

 

Included in the analysis are: 

 First paragraphs written as full sentences, whether in bold or italics or not. 

 

 

Excluded in the analysis are: 

 Headlines and sub headlines 

 Captions to illustrations 

 Names introducing a person’s turn in dialogues 

 Name of authors and signatures 

 Any additional information included in pictures, tables or squares. 

 Tasks and exercises for the reader 

 Written instructions for the reader 

 Short facts and lists of items  

 Tables and illustrations 

 

Get it together: 1 reader 

Level:  Title:   Page(-s): 

Not available  Animal Talk   21-23 

  Iggie’s House   97-99 

  The Cello   83-85 

  The Sea-bird   56-58 

  The Sunday Roast  40-43 

 

Top Up 1 

Not available  Easy Money   50 

  The truth about Santa Claus  86-87 

  Benazir’s Surprise  108-109 

  Missing Person  116 

  Panic in the Lift  136 

 

Happy Year 7 

C  A Meeting with Aliens  Not available 

A  Red Nose Day 

B  Shop Till You Drop 

B  The Empty School 

C  The Ultimate Adventure Holiday 
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Appendix H  

Texts analyzed in books by publisher Liber with limitations 

 

Only texts on the pages mentioned below in the tables have been included in the study, whether 

or not the chapter continues on the following page(-s). 

 

Included in the analysis are: 

 First paragraphs written as full sentences, whether in bold or italics or not. 

 

 

Excluded in the analysis are: 

 Headlines and sub headlines 

 Captions to illustrations 

 Names introducing a person’s turn in dialogues 

 Name of authors and signatures 

 Any additional information included in pictures, tables or squares. 

 Tasks and exercises for the reader 

 Written instructions for the reader 

 Short facts and lists of items  

 Tables and illustrations 

 

       A Piece of Cake 

Level:  Title:   Page(-s): 

Starter  Thoughts before High School 12-14 

Reading plus  Gibraltar-The Rock  36-38 

Reading plus  The Surfing Competition  53-55 

Reading plus  New Friends on Oahu  69-70 

Starter  A Visit to a Native American Reservation 108-109  

 

Just Stuff B 

Not available  Old Pot- New Computer  8-9 

  Our First Jump  38-39 

  Salange and Brother Love  48-49 

  Fame Thing   68-69 

  Through the night  88-89 

 

Good Stuff GOLD B 

B  The Lucky Penny  14-16 

A  My Great Idea   24-25 

A  From A Balloon  56-57 

A  A Crazy Argument  94 

A  The Long Wait  106-107 
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