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Abstract

This paper presents the iRead4Skills framework of textual complexity, a novel
approach to text difficulty tailored to low-literacy adult native speakers. Recognizing
the pivotal role of literacy in personal and professional development, this framework
addresses the challenges of identifying and adapting texts for this demographic.
Integrating lexical, syntactic, and cohesion features, the framework delineates three
levels of text complexity — Very Easy, Easy, and Plain — roughly aligned with the
CEFR levels A1, A2, and B1. It bridges theoretical research and practical application
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by combining quantitative and qualitative measures, ensuring a robust and
contextually relevant analysis of textual complexity. Key contributions include the
framework’s alignment with authentic texts, language-specific adaptations for
French, Portuguese, and Spanish, and its validation by experts in Adult Learning and
Vocational Education and Training. By framing complexity as a continuum, it
accommodates the heterogeneity of low-literacy adults while providing a scalable tool
for educators and researchers. Practical applications of the framework encompass
innovative tools such as a text complexity evaluation system and a writing assistant
for text adaptation, addressing gaps in suitable reading materials for low-literacy
adults. This research offers valuable insights for cross-linguistic studies on text
complexity, paving the way for future exploration in literacy and text complexity
trameworks.

Keywords: Textual complexity, complexity features, literacy, reading skills
Résumé

Cetarticle présente le cadre de complexité textuelle iRead4Skills, une approche
novatrice de la difficulté textuelle adaptée aux adultes locuteurs natifs peu
alphabétisés. Reconnaissant le role essentiel de la littératie dans le développement
personnel et professionnel, ce cadre aborde les défis liés a l'identification et a
I'adaptation des textes pour ce public. Intégrant des caractéristiques lexicales,
syntaxiques et de cohésion, le cadre définit trois niveaux de complexité textuelle :
Tres facile, Facile et Accessible, globalement alignés sur les niveaux Al, A2 et B1 du
CECR. 1l relie 1a recherche théorique a la pratique en combinant des mesures
quantitatives et qualitatives, garantissant une analyse robuste et contextuellement
pertinente de la complexité textuelle. Parmi les principales contributions, citons
'alignement du cadre avec des textes authentiques, des adaptations spécifiques au
francais, au portugais et a 'espagnol, et sa validation par des experts en apprentissage
des adultes et en formation professionnelle. En considérant la complexité comme un
continuum, il s’adapte a ’hétérogénéité des adultes peu alphabétisés tout en offrant
un outil évolutif aux enseignants et aux chercheurs. Les applications pratiques du
cadre englobent des outils innovants tels quun systeme d’évaluation de la complexité
textuelle et un assistant d’écriture pour l'adaptation de textes, comblant ainsi les
lacunes en mati¢re de supports de lecture adaptés aux adultes peu alphabétisés. Cette
recherche offre des perspectives précieuses pour les études interlinguistiques sur la
complexité textuelle, ouvrant la voie a de futures explorations des cadres de littératie
et de complexité textuelle.

Mots clés : Complexité textuelle, caractéristiques de complexité, littératie, compétences
en lecture

Resumen

Este articulo presenta el marco de iRead4Skills para la complejidad textual, un
enfoque novedoso para la dificultad textual, adaptado a hablantes nativos adultos

58



Framework of Textual Complexity for Low-Literacy Adults. .. Raguel AMARO et al.

con bajo nivel de alfabetizaciéon. Al reconocer el papel fundamental de la
alfabetizacion en el desarrollo personal y profesional, este marco aborda los desafios
de identificar y adaptar textos para este grupo demografico. Integrando
caracteristicas léxicas, sintacticas y de cohesion, el marco define tres niveles de
complejidad textual: Muy Facil, Facil y Claro, aproximadamente alineados con los
niveles Al, A2 y Bl del MCER. Conecta la investigacion tedrica con la aplicacion
practica mediante la combinacién de medidas cuantitativas y cualitativas, lo que
garantiza un analisis solido y contextualmente relevante de la complejidad textual.
Entre sus contribuciones clave se incluyen la alineacién del marco con textos
auténticos, las adaptaciones lingtifsticas especificas para francés, portugués y espanol,
y su validacion por expertos en aprendizaje de adultos y formacién profesional. Al
enmarcar la complejidad como un continuo, se adapta a la heterogeneidad de los
adultos con bajo nivel de alfabetizacion, a la vez que proporciona una herramienta
escalar para educadores e investigadores. Las aplicaciones practicas del marco
abarcan herramientas innovadoras, como un sistema de evaluacion de la complejidad
textual y un asistente de escritura para la adaptacion de textos, que abordan las
deficiencias en materiales de lectura adecuados para adultos con bajo nivel de
alfabetizacion. Esta investigacion ofrece informacién valiosa para los estudios
interlingtifsticos sobre la complejidad textual, allanando el camino para futuras
exploraciones en marcos de alfabetizaciéon y complejidad textual.

Palabras clave: Complejidad textual, caracteristicas de la complejidad, alfabetizacion,
habilidades lectoras

Resum

Aquest article presenta el marc iRead4Skills de complexitat textual, un nou
enfocament de la dificultat dels textos adaptat a parlants nadius adults amb baixa
alfabetitzacié. En reconexier el paper fonamental de Dalfabetitzacié en el
desenvolupament personal 1 professional, aquest marc aborda els reptes d’identificar
1 adaptar textos per a aquest grup demografic. Integrant caracteristiques lexiques,
sintactiques 1 de cohesiod, el marc delinea tres nivells de complexitat textual (Molt
facil, Facil i Clar), alineats aproximadament amb els nivells A1, A2 i B1 del MECR.
Uneix la recerca teorica i Paplicacié practica combinant mesures quantitatives i
qualitatives, garantint una analisi robusta 1 contextualment rellevant de la complexitat
textual. Les contribucions clau inclouen I’alineacié del marc amb textos auténtics,
adaptacions especifiques de cada llengua per al frances, el portugues i el castella, i la
seva validacié per part d’experts en aprenentatge d’adults i educacié i formacioé
professional. En emmarcar la complexitat com un continu, s’adapta a ’heterogeneitat
dels adults amb baixa alfabetitzacié alhora que proporciona una eina escalar per a
educadors 1 investigadors. Les aplicacions practiques del marc de treball inclouen
eines innovadores com ara un sistema d’avaluacié de la complexitat textual i un
assistent d’escriptura per a 'adaptacié de text, que cobreixen les mancances en
materials de lectura adequats per a adults amb baix nivell d’alfabetitzacié. Aquesta
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investigacié ofereix informacié valuosa per a estudis interlinglistics sobre la
complexitat textual, preparant el cami per a futures exploracions en marcs
d’alfabetitzacié 1 complexitat textual.

Paraules clau: Complexitat textual, caracteristiques de complexitat, alfabetitzacio,
habilitats lectores

Introduction

roficiency in reading is essential for individuals to thrive in today’s

world, reading being an essential component of literacy. High levels

of literacy, encompassing oral reading fluency, reading
comprehension, spelling, and writing, are strongly associated with
numerous life benefits, including better employment opportunities and
improved health habits (Street, 2005; OECD, 2013a). The significance of
literacy and its role in society have been increasingly acknowledged as
fundamental for achieving a decent quality of life. Literacy is regarded as
a social practice, wherein individuals use their reading and writing skills in
contexts that are relevant to their personal and professional development
(Stromquist, 2006; OECD, 2021). The Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) further underscores the

connection between low literacy levels, unemployment among adults and
social exclusion (OECD, 2013a).

The concept of literacy has evolved considerably over time. Initially
limited to the notion of alphabetization, it expanded to encompass diverse
perspectives based on specific societal contexts (Street, 2005). For an
individual, achieving literacy is a complex issue, better described as a
process than a state, i.e., an ongoing effort that needs to be trained and
developed throughout life rather than a permanent or stable condition.

This understanding of literacy as a continuum of proficiency, varying
from individual to individual, has driven discussions about what can
enhance literacy in the adult population. Consequently, numerous adult
learning (AL) programs with a strong emphasis on literacy as a basic skill
have been developed. These programs aim to improve the qualifications
of individuals with little or no formal education, enabling them to adapt
to the demands of modern society and align with the principles of lifelong
learning. However, identifying suitable reading materials for this
demographic — particularly authentic and appropriate texts with low
complexity — remains a significant challenge.
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This was the challenge that motivated the iRead4Skills project.
Recognizing the importance of reading practices and skills, the project
seeks to promote the development of reading skills through the
development of an intelligent system that evaluates text complexity and
suggests appropriate readings for adults with low literacy levels, as
supported by influential studies (Doronilla, 1996; Street, 2005). Moreover,
the iRead4Skills project addresses a concern still frequently raised by
professionals in AL centers: the difficulty of finding suitable materials for
adult learners with low literacy and the impact of this gap in the motivation
and success of this target population. Additionally, the project aims to
develop a writing assistant to help create or adapt texts to appropriate
levels of complexity and establish an open-access database serving as a
catalogue of reading materials (books, magazines, newspaper articles, etc.)
classified by complexity level. Ultimately, the goal is to facilitate access to
suitable texts, thereby encouraging reading practices among low-literacy
adults, fostering their personal and professional development. The
successful accomplishment of the project requires several essential steps,
ranging from the identification of the target audience and their needs to
developing the intelligent system via Natural Language Processing and
machine learning techniques.

The project’s central aim is, thus, the definition of a linguistic
framework for textual complexity tailored to low-literacy adults. This
paper presents this framework, detailing the motivations behind its
elaboration and the methodology employed.

To guide this effort, the study is driven by the following research
questions: i) what are the most relevant linguistic features in gauging
textual complexity in texts, for this target population? i) how to design a
framework of textual complexity specifically for low-literacy adult native
speakers of Portuguese, French, and Spanish?

These questions lay the foundation for the development of the
iRead4Skills framework.

Conceptual overview

The foundational concept of lifelong learning is that literacy operates
on a continunm. Individuals occupy different points along this continuum,
with variations between them (Goodman, 1996; Hanemann, 2012;
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OECD, 2021; UNESCO, 2020). This notion also assumes that an
individual’s position on the continuum can shift, either upward or
downward, implying an inherent potential for progress. This perspective
not only supports the idea that someone with low literacy today can
achieve higher literacy in the future but also reframes the understanding
of what it means to be literate. In fact, determining whether the process
of advancing along this continuum ever truly ends is challenging, as the
“finishing line” continually evolves in response to societal and personal
changes.

In this context, literacy is conceptualized as an information-
processing  skill encompassing oral reading fluency, reading
comprehension, spelling, and writing. It is not merely a binary attribute
that individuals either possess or lack; instead, it represents a spectrum of
proficiency. However, the correlation between high levels of schooling
and high literacy within a population remains elusive (Scribner, Cole, 1981;
Rothes, Queirds, 2021). While a society with high levels of formal
education may not necessarily exhibit higher literacy levels, schooling and
specialized training address the core competences that literacy entails.

To detine literacy comprehensively, it must be considered within its
societal context (Street, 2005). This approach to literacy assumes that
social practices are mediated by texts (and vice versa) within a specific
temporal and spatial context (Barton ¢z /., 2000). In this view, literacy is
perceived as it is practiced in everyday situations (Fransman, 2005).
Consequently, understanding what it means to be literate is essential for
addressing the challenge of defining text complexity and its manifestations
in texts.

Complexity, defined as the inherent quality that hinders the process
of retrieving meaning, can also be conceptualized as a continuum
(Cunningham, Mesmer, 2014). From this perspective, a linguistic feature
can occupy various points along a complexity scale. For instance, linguistic
features' and values such as tense and mood (Gillie, 1957; Carreiras ez al.,
1997) or syntactic structures with several dependencies (MacGinitie,
Tretiak, 1971; Frazier, 1985) are likely to be related to complexity. This
aligns with Dahl’s (2007) interpretation of linguistic complexity, which

" Feature is here understood as a characteristic that is relevant for determining or inferring patterns
or classes.
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measures complexity based on the amount of information embedded in
specific linguistic productions.

However, understanding how complexity manifests in texts, and
measuring it objectively are two distinct challenges. Some approaches
adopt a quantitative analysis of complexity, for instance relying on
readability formulas (Goldman, Lee, 2014; Hiebert, 2011). Readability
refers to the properties of a text that influence a reader’s ability to identify,
understand, interpret, and engage with printed or written materials, which
depend on both intrinsic text features and reader-related factors (Bailin,
Grafstein, 2016). Other approaches take a qualitative perspective,
addressing the limitations of quantitative methods by simulating how a
reader perceives and comprehends a text, for instance, through text
schema (Anderson, 1995), mental reading models, story grammars, etc.
(Hatley, 2013).

Another crucial consideration is the potential to apply these
approaches as a one-size-fits-all’. Frequently, they overlook the unique
characteristics of specific population groups, or individuals, which can be
significant. For instance, in reading, non-native speakers of a language
often face greater grammar-based challenges compared to native speakers
(Heilman ez 4/, 2007). Similarly, children typically exhibit lower reading
proficiency than adults, primarily due to their limited reading experience
(Mesmer ¢f al., 2012). In fact, reading habits tend to become richer and
more advanced with age (Flor ¢7 /., 2013).

Additionally, linguistic competence and language also differ
significantly. These differences are evident between native and non-native
speakers, as well as between adult and child native speakers. Consequently,
assessing the reading proficiency of an adult native speaker using the same
metrics applied to second-language learners or children can yield
misleading results.

Understanding textual complexity as a subjective phenomenon
requires acknowledging the idiosyncrasies of readers. This means
recognizing that readers possess varying levels of literacy, which directly
influence their interactions with texts.

The complexity framework we propose addresses text complexity in
relation to low-literacy adult native speakers and examines how this
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complexity manifests or can be detected in texts. We posit that the most
effective approach combines both qualitative, and quantitative measures,
as these methods are complementary. Quantitative measures lack “real
meaning” until they are interpreted within a qualitative context (Hiebert,
Pearson, 2014). Conversely, qualitative approaches are inherently holistic
and somewhat impressionistic, as they do not explicitly identify the
specific complexity features being considered (Pearson, Hiebert, 2014). By
integrating these measures, we do not only enhance the validity of results
but also provide an innovative method for identifying and analyzing text
complexity features that remain unexplored (Hiebert, Pearson, 2014;
Goldman, Lee, 2014).

Methodology

This section outlines the methodology employed to develop a
framework for textual complexity tailored to low-literacy adults. In
alignment with the overarching goals of the iRead4Skills project, the
methodology comprised three key steps:

i.  Compiling and evaluating existing guidelines and frameworks
relevant to text readability and complexity assessment and,
from there, identifying the pertinent descriptors related to the
assessment of reading skills and text complexity.

ii. Proposing an initial framework for three levels of text
complexity suitable for adult native speakers with low literacy
skills. This framework, aligned with the project’s objectives,
included the collection of specific linguistic features to provide
a detailed and objective characterization of the targeted text
complexity levels.

ii.  Implementing a focus group with professionals with expertise
in adult education to validate the proposed framework. Their
teedback was used to refine and further adjust the framework
to ensure its relevance and applicability.
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Figure 1. General process

Analysis of guidelines and frameworks

To define the different textual complexity levels relevant for low-
literacy adults, we conducted a review of existing frameworks and
benchmarks related to adults’ key competences such as language skills and
linguistic competence, which included descriptors for literacy and reading
skills. Four key documents were analyzed to achieve a cross-linguistic
understanding of reading proficiency: the Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (CEFR, 2020); the Programme for
the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) (OECD,
2013b); the Can Do Project — Association of Language Tests in Europe
(ALTE) (ALTE, 2002); and the Benchmark of Key Competences in Adult
Education and Training (Valente, 2021), from the Portuguese National
Agency for Qualification and Vocational Education and Training
(ANQEDP), which assesses language-related skills in adults attending AL

Centers.

These four literacy frameworks were chosen based on their
prominence in language assessment, relevance to adult literacy, and
alignment with the project’s goals. The decision was informed by a
systematic review of the existing literature, focusing on frameworks widely
recognized for addressing the complexities of adult literacy across
disciplines. Additionally, given that the project is conducted within the
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contexts of Portuguese, French, and Spanish languages, this linguistic and
cultural dimension played a significant role in framework selection to
ensure applicability and relevance across these language communities.
While other frameworks exist, we prioritized those offering the most
comprehensive and adaptable approaches suitable for our particular
multilingual context.

In analyzing these referentials, special attention was paid to the initial
levels described, for two primary reasons: Firstly, the broad and intricate
concept of literacy and the varying proficiency levels outlined in these
documents make it difficult to determine which frameworks are
appropriate for individuals with low literacy. Unlike formal schooling
levels, there is no universally established formula or index to assign a
literacy level to individuals.

Consequently, our approach frames low literacy within the context
of societal life (Street, 1993; Fransman, 2005). From this perspective,
literacy is assessed in terms of its pragmatic goals (e.g., argumentation,
conveying of news, etc.), and the contexts in which it is practiced (e.g.,
professional, familial, formal, etc.). These factors both shape and are
critical to evaluating an individual’s literacy level.

Unlike political and institutional actors, who often define literacy in
quantifiable and instrumental terms — as a skill measurable across
populations and correlated with employment, economic growth, and
productivity — we acknowledge these associations as reminders of the real
consequences of low literacy, but do not build our work on them. A
sociocultural perspective, as well as language-specific one, is here
considered, with the aim of seeing our object of study through a critical
lens that values culturally-situated literacy practices, particularly among
marginalized adult learners.

Secondly, considering literacy as a flexible and scalable concept led
us to recognize that adults with low literacy are not confined to a single
proficiency level. Instead, variability and heterogeneity within this
population must be acknowledged, as low literacy encompasses a range of
incremental levels. The initial levels outlined in the analyzed benchmarks
align with the literacy skills and text genres/types expected for adults with
low literacy. For instance, in the CEFR framework, the B2 level — the level
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immediately above those considered in this project (A1-B1) — describes an
individual capable of “reading articles and reports concerned with contemporary
problems in which the anthors adopt particular attitudes or viewpoints” (CEFR, 2020,
117), which requires advanced reading skills. Conversely, Pre-Al
corresponds to an early stage of alphabetization and very basic reading
skills, prior to autonomous reading activities. Thus, reading proficiency at
these extremes is not relevant to the target population of low-literacy
adults. From the analysis of the existing benchmarks and frameworks, the
CEFR levels A1, A2 and B1 were identified as relevant for our framework.
The focus, therefore, was on understanding the characteristics of each
level and determining what adaptations were necessary to make them
suitable for low-literacy adults.

Complexity levels initial proposal

The textual complexity characteristics associated with each level
were compiled from the four documents analyzed and adapted to low-
literacy contexts. To minimize reliance on subjective descriptions, the
properties described in the frameworks (e.g., ‘Simple texts used in everyday
contexts to perform familiar tasks”) were mapped, whenever possible, to
objective linguistic properties (e.g., “verbs in simple indicative tenses”). These
teatures thus serve as specific descriptors for each level.

Given that our target audience consists of native speakers, and that
most existing frameworks are designed for second- and/or foreign-
language learners, the compiled descriptors were tested against authentic
texts to: 1) assess prototypicality (l.e., whether a given feature occurs
frequently or rarely within and across levels); ii) determine whether the
presence of a given feature contributes to complexity or does not
significantly affect it; and iii) identity additional features not described in
existing frameworks.

This process also contributed to the development of the project’s
corpus. The goal was to provide an initial validation of the proposed levels
and descriptors through the analysis of texts and the identification of the
level-specific descriptors within them. We followed an 7z tandem approach
in which one team selected and initially classified the texts, while another
team validated the classifications. This collaborative workflow allowed for
constant communication and iterative refinement of both tasks. As a
result, the teams developed a clearer understanding of which texts
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corresponded to the proposed levels, leading to more efficient corpus
compilation and validation. Additionally, involving multiple contributors
in each team reduced the impact of individual bias.

The classification and validation process involved the following steps:

1. Preliminary classification: A text was initially assigned to one
of the three levels, based on a “first glance” assessment of its
complexity.

ii.  Validation process: The validation team reviewed the text by
checking the presence of descriptors corresponding to the
initially assigned level, as well as descriptors from other levels,
if present. A table was created to code the occurrence of the
descriptors across the three levels (0=not observed; 1=
observed). The total number of observations was used to
determine whether the text was appropriately classified,
required reclassification to a different level, or should be

discarded.

As part of this process, a fourth complexity level, termed “More
Complex” was introduced. This level established an upper threshold for
complexity in relation to the levels targeted by the project.

This procedure resulted in an initial proposal for describing the three
relevant levels for the project, including a detailed set of associated
features for each level. Starting with the proposal developed for
Portuguese, the project team — comprising experts in linguistics,
complexity assessment, and low-literacy contexts — extended the
framework to the project’s other target languages, French and Spanish.

Expert validation

To further validate the devised complexity framework, we collected
input from teachers and trainers from AL centers in Portugal, France,
Belgium, and Spain. Given the expertise of these professionals and their
experience teaching and addressing the challenges faced by low-literacy
adults, we consider this validation process essential for the success of

pl‘O]CCt.

The selection of these validation teams was deliberate to include
educators from natural sciences and mathematics because adult literacy in
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these disciplines often presents unique challenges related to content-
specific language and literacy demands. These trainers, although not so
versed in language-teaching, continue to bring classroom experience and
knowledge of disciplinary discourse and instructional practices, which
complements our expertise. Their involvement ensures that the
frameworks is not only theoretically sound but also applicable within adult
literacy settings across diverse content areas.

The wvalidation process involved gathering insights on text
complexity and its descriptors through focus groups of experts for each
language. These experts were recruited from AL and VET centers in
Belgium, France, Portugal and Spain, where they worked as teachers in
various fields, including languages (French, Portuguese or Spanish),
natural sciences, mathematics, ICT, among others. The input of these
professionals was obtained through discussions following a standardized
protocol across the three languages. The process consisted in three main
steps:

1. Preparatory task (approximately 1 hour): prior to the first
focus group meeting, participants were assigned a task
(administered as an online survey, cf. Monteiro et al., 2023)
designed to wvalidate and gather their opinions on the
descriptors. The task included 1) a brief presentation of the
complexity levels targeted by the project, without disclosing
the associated descriptors, and ii) a random presentation of the
descriptors, with the participants tasked to match each
descriptor to one (and only one) of the presented complexity
levels. To ensure accessibility for participants without a
background in linguistics or grammar (e.g., mathematics
teachers), the descriptors were paraphrased using minimal
specialized terminology and accompanied by one or more
illustrative examples. Participants were asked to complete the
survey within 10 days of receiving it.

2. Focus group session 1 (approximately 1.5 hours): the first
focus group session aimed to discuss the descriptors and the
results of the preparatory task. Before the session, the
preparatory task results were analyzed to create a table
categorizing descriptors. The session included 1) covering the
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concepts of complexity, text complexity, and readability, as
well as the framework’s complexity levels; ii) short exercises
using texts that did not perfectly align with the descriptors to
stimulate discussion; 1) a detailed discussion of the
preparatory task results and the complexity level descriptions,
focusing on descriptors that showed low agreement among
participants during the preparatory task.

3. Follow-up session & focus group session 2 (approximately 0.5
hour): Following the analysis of the discussions in the first
focus group sessions, participants were consulted to confirm
the finalized version of the complexity level descriptions. The
final descriptors for each level, incorporating feedback from the
focus group discussions, were sent to participants along with
example texts for each level. Participants were invited to
validate the finalized descriptors or suggest minor adjustments.

Lastly, it is important to note that, in addition to the validation stages
involving AL trainers, AL students also participated in later phases of the
validation process. Given the complexity of the earlier stages, which were
focused on the conceptual development of the framework, the input of
AL trainers was prioritized due to their pedagogical expertise and
tamiliarity with instructional design. However, in subsequent stages, which
centered on assessing the framework’s practical applicability, feedback was
gathered from AL students, who represent the project’s primary audience.
These later validation phases, while essential to the overall project, fall
outside the scope of this paper.

Results and discussion

In this section, we present the results obtained following the
previously presented methodology. The analysis conducted through the
integration of existing guidelines and frameworks and textual features
culminated in the definition of three distinct complexity levels: Very Easy,
Easy, and Plain. These levels aim to categorize texts based on their
accessibility to readers with varying degrees of literacy.

A comprehensive description of each level is provided. The
descriptions serve not only as a classification framework but also as a
foundation for understanding the factors that contribute to text complexity.
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These levels were developed with a focus on textual elements that impact
comprehension, including lexical, syntactic, and cohesion features.

Through this approach, the iRead4Skills framework offers a
nuanced perspective on text complexity, bridging theoretical insights with
practical relevance, and aligning with language-specific needs for French,
Portuguese, and Spanish. This section provides an in-depth discussion of
these findings, their implications, and their applications, supported by
detailed descriptors and expert validation.

iRead4Skills text complexity levels

The analysis of existing guidelines and frameworks, together with
the collection of features from authentic texts, resulted in three different
levels of text complexity: Iery Easy, Easy and Plain. These can be briefly
described as presented in Table 1.

Level name | Brief description

Texts that are fully or almost fully understood by everyone,
Very including people with very low schooling (i.e., that did not
Easy tinish primary school (ca. 6th year)) and almost no reading
experience.

Texts that are fully or almost fully understood by people with
low schooling (i.e., that completed primary school but do not

Easy have more than the 9th year) and with poor reading
experience.
Texts that are understood the first time they are read by
Plain people who completed the 9th year and have a functional-to-

average reading experience.
Table 1: Complexity levels informal description

It is important to note that, in these informal descriptions, each level
refers to a specific educational stage, providing a more objective and
familiar reference framework for validation purposes. However, the aim
is not to characterize the readers themselves, but rather classify the texts,
suggesting the education level most appropriate for texts of a given
complexity level. As further discussed below, the complexity levels are
defined based on textual complexity.

The elaboration of the descriptions was also grounded in the notion
that complexity in texts can pose three types of comprehension challenges
for readers: superficial, knowledge and content problems (Beck ez 4,
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1984). Superficial problems pertain to strictly linguistic issues, such as
complex syntactic structures or inconsistent use of conjunctions within
the text. Knowledge problems are linked to an extralinguistic dimension,
arising from the reader’s lack of prior knowledge about the topic(s)
addressed in the text. Lastly, content problems stem from the way ideas
are structured, interwoven, and presented within the text, that is, how the
text is organized and conveyed. Contradictory concepts, counterintuitive
conclusions and ideas that are difficult to infer can create significant
comprehension challenges for readers.

Building upon these textual problems, our proposal analyzes textual
complexity across four dimensions: lexical-conceptual aspects, syntactic
structures, verb forms and cohesion. These dimensions differ from those
outlined in existing benchmarks for reading proficiency, which target a
different audience. For instance, non-native speakers tend to experience
complexity related primarily to grammatical issues (Heilman ez a/, 2007).

The lexical-conceptual dimension is the most relevant dimension in
our proposal. Lexical comprehension difficulties are the first to arise when a
reader engages with a text (Harley, 2013). As highlighted in the literature
from its eatly stages (e.g., Lively, Pressey, 1923, to Pireli et al, 2023), the
ability to understand a text is severely impaired if the reader does not know
the meaning of the words it contains. Several studies demonstrate a direct
correlation between lexical coverage and reading comprehension (Schmitt ez
al., 2011; Hu, Nation, 2000; Laufer, 2020), showing that achieving a 70%
level of comprehension requires knowing between 95% to 98% of the words
in the text (Schmitt e# 2/, 2011). This means that even a very small proportion
of unknown words in a text can significantly hinder comprehension.

Low-literacy adult native speakers, while proficient and exposed to
a variety of language usages and contexts, have access to a broader range
of constructions than children or second-language learners. However,
readers with higher proficiency in reading “formal texts”, that is, those
with more developed and diverse reading practices, encounter fewer issues
with specific syntactic structures compared to low-literacy readers’.

* Besides readet’s frequency of contact with the passive voice, the reasons behind the complexity-
inducing nature of this feature can vary: Harley (2013) states that, in order to process the passive
voice, the reader must firstly process the equivalent in the active voice and then convert it back to
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Consequently, the framework we propose considers syntactic readability
measures, such as sentence length, as contributors to text complexity,
alongside qualitative manifestations of complex syntax.

Regarding cohesion, our proposal examines referential cohesion
through anaphoric relations and the temporal markers within the text
(Fang, Pace, 2013; Glenberg ¢# al., 1987).

Finally, verb forms and verb constructions are a distinct dimension
in our framework. Although these could be viewed as part of the lexical
and syntactic domains, we argue that verb forms integrate aspectual,
temporal and modal information that pertain to verbal morphology alone,
thus contributing to complexity in a unique way and deserving
independent consideration in this work’.

Following this approach, and as outlined below, each level
encompasses detailed descriptions that also consider language-specific
characteristics. This implies that some features defining each level may vary
between the languages targeted by the project (French, Portuguese, and
Spanish).

Very Easy level

Short (approximately 50 words) and simple texts for the purpose of performing
tamiliar tasks OR short and simple texts introducing new information (e.g., didactic
texts).

Typically, simple and everyday concepts. It is assumed that the speaker has
limited access to communication domains. Ideally, the topic is presented eatlier.
Basic communication contexts: basic day-to-day (transport schedules/lists,
menus/general instructions, price information); family/personal communications;
simple/basic information.

Absence of figures of speech.

Basic lexicon (active lexicon): known words and simple expressions memorized
and used in everyday matters (e.g., transport, food, family, work). Frequent and
concrete main and copulative verbs and frequent and concrete nouns, that is,
concepts/ideas with a higher level of concreteness than abstraction. Rare affixation
(except frequent affixes such as FR dé; -age, PT -mente; SP -mente, -cion, re-).

the passive voice. On the other hand, Ambridge ¢ a/. (2016) highlights the semantic properties of the
verb, namely its thematic roles (B-roles), as facilitating or aggravating factors in the processing of the
passive voice, with verbs with thematic roles of Agent-Verb-Theme as easier to process than verbs
with roles Theme-Experiencer.

> This understanding is even more pertinent when considering languages with high verb inflectional
paradigms.
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Short periods with simple conjunctions and in direct word order (Subject-Verb-
Object).

Rare auxiliary verbs (except for copulative verbs) and few anaphoric
references: the referential chain is complete and does not occur in an elliptical
way (e.g., “Tina doesn’t like her because she’s not nice’ vs. “Tina doesn’t like her
for [-] not being nice’.).

Coordination structures (Noun Phrase & Noun Phrase, Adjective &
Adjective...): copulative, disjunctive and adversative conjunctions are admitted.
Some frequently used subordination structures (subordinate temporal
adverbials, for example), except for those less frequent (reduced adverbials of
infinitive), are admitted.

Occurrence of some periphrastic constructions, more usual and therefore
more decipherable (e.g., FR: aller a, penser a, venir de, jouer de, parler de; PT: estar a,
comegar a, andar a, deixar de, acabar de, ir, SP: estar a, empezar a, ir a, dejar de, acabar de).
No compound tenses.

Indicative verb tenses. Personal Infinitive and Gerund are admitted.

Simple temporal location. Temporal cohesion is given by means of temporal
adverbs or connectors (today, tomorrow, before, after ...) and not by verb tenses
(e.g., ‘She left before John arrived.” vs. John arrived when she had already left’).
Easy Level

Short texts (approximately 150 words) that are interesting for readers to inform
themselves, or in moments of leisure, or with the purpose of carrying out tasks.
Some presence of abstract concepts (such as feelings, states of mind,
religiosity, qualities, and defects, etc.). Concepts linked to the world personally
and professionally familiar to the reader.

Usual communication contexts: work context (specific instructions); media
(news of interest, e.g., sports); commercial communication (ads).

Commonly used figures of speech (e.g., ‘the prices skyrocketed’).

Basic lexicon (active lexicon) and expanded passive lexicon with frequent
words. Main and copulative verbs and frequent nouns in different domains
where the reader routinely interacts or is interested in. Some affixation, frequent
and productive prefixes, and suffixes (e.g., FR: ex: re-, dé-, in-, micro-, -age, -tion, -
ment, 116, P’ -agem, -cao, -eiro, -mente, -ade, -issimo, -inba, -ice; SP: -aje, ~cion, -ero, -mente,
-isimo, -igar, -sub, super-, in-).

Short periods, with coordinated conjunctions and most of the subordinate
conjunctions, both in direct (Subject-Verb-Object) and indirect word order.
Subject relative subordinate clauses are admitted, but not object clauses (e.g.,
‘The boy who hugged his mother.” vs. “The boy who his mother hugged.’).
Subordinates with Indicative, Subjunctive, and Infinitive are admitted.

Verbs in simple tenses, including simple future (but not frequently). Some
periphrastic constructions such as the passive voice (especially in the
Indicative) are admitted. Compound tenses are present (e.g., FR: Plus-que-
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parfait (avait mangé); PT: Pretérito Mais que Perfeito Composto (finba comido); SP:
Pretérito Pluscuamperfecto (babia conido)).

More complex temporal references in linear sequence are present. Temporal
cohesion can be given via verb tenses. The reader can link different parts of the
text and make a global sense of them.

Plain Level

Texts of different sizes (approximately 250 words) and on varied topics of
interest to the reader for information or leisure.

Varied concepts, not necessarily familiar to the reader. More contact with the
online world. The reader can infer at a more complex level (e.g,, infer opinions
from opinion texts), including at a multimodal level, with texts and information
in less common formats (e.g., infographics).

Various communication contexts: leisure (stories; travel diaries, fiction);
professional (reports, instructions); media (reportage, opinion articles); online
(forums) communication contexts.

Varied lexicon to express subjects in any of the communication domains.
More active lexicon, due to diverse contact and familiarity. Presence of
polysemic words. Occurrence of frequent foreign words and borrowings (e.g.,
timing, hobby, show). Nouns that express both concrete and abstract concepts to
describe situations, reactions, emotions, thoughts, etc. are admitted. Some
frequent domain-specific verbs and nouns, describing trendy situations, or
situations known to the reader, occur. Some specific main and auxiliary verbs
are admitted. The occurrence of most affixations (e.g., FR: a-, auto-, co-, ex-, inter-
, Sur- -able, -esse, -eur, -iste; P1: -ite, -itude, -ume, -vel, -oso, -ismo) is admitted, except
for erudite and less frequent affixes. Presence of frequent compound words
which can have their meanings retrieved from each component. The reader can
infer the meaning of derived words and some more frequent and non-idiomatic
compound nouns.

Longer periods, with simple and compound sentences and a greater vatiety of
conjunctions and syntactic order.

Some high-frequency irregular verbs are admitted. Presence of modal verbs,
with uses and meanings in common expressions and in unusual contexts.
Indicative, Subjunctive and Imperative and Conditional moods, both in the
active and in the passive voice, are admitted. FR: Passive structures with se faire,
PT and SP: Passives with -se.

Complex temporal reference in non-linear sequence. The reader can infer
information (albeit basic) that is not explicit in the text.

Table 2: iRead4 S kills Complexity Levels General Description

Descriptors and features

As reflected in the previous section, our proposal considers the
tollowing aspects in the analysis of text complexity:
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- length of the text (e.g., short; long),

- purpose of the text (e.g., performing familiar tasks; provide
information on leisure),

- domains and topics addressed by the text (e.g., everyday concepts;
technical information),

- communication contexts in which the text is typically used (e.g.,
daily activities; media such as opinion articles; literature),

- conceptual range covered by the texts (e.g., simple everyday
concepts; familiar abstract concepts; domain-specific concepts),

- lexicon used (i.e., the actual set of words occurring in the text),

- type of sentences used (e.g., simple, direct; long, coordinated; long,
subordinated),

- type of verb inflection and constructions used (e.g., verb
periphrases, compound tenses, modal verbs),

- structure of the text (e.g., temporal sequences, argumentation).

The lexical-conceptual aspect considered the traditional measures of
lexical rarity (word frequency and the presence of simple/complex words),
as well as lexical density and the relationship between lexicon complexity
and complexity of the ideas expressed in a text. It is understood that atypical
wordings contribute to rendering a text more abstract (Fang, Pace, 2013).
Figurative language 1s also accounted for and measured as a factor inducing
complexity, as it imposes an additional cognitive processing load (Fang,
Pace, 2013; Harley, 2013). The complexity of figurative language at lexical
level can be assessed based on the concreteness of the words used. Less
abstract concepts are generally harder to process cognitively than concrete
ones, especially for low-literacy readers, as concrete concepts have a
material referent in the real word, whereas abstract concepts do not (James,
1975). However, familiar abstract concepts (e.g., love, happiness), are not
typically difficult to understand.

The syntactic structures aspect of our framework considers
traditional readability measures — such as sentence length — as contributors
to complexity, as well as qualitative manifestations of complex syntax,
such as non-linear structures and frequent or intricate subordination and
coordination. Moreover, specific features such as the passive voice are
considered complexity-inducing elements. Sentences constructed using
the passive voice are often associated to more formal texts (Street,
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Dabrowska, 2014). Structures such as verb periphrases and modality
constructions are similarly analyzed for their potential to increase text
complexity.

The rich verb inflection systems of the target Romances languages
in this project necessitated an independent measure. Verbs complexity was
analyzed in relation to tense and mood. For instance, common and simple
verb forms, such as the infinitive or the present indicative, are considered
less complex, while less common verb moods, such as the subjunctive, or
compound verb forms, are more challenging for readers. These forms can
express temporal shifts and hypothetical constructs that impose additional
cognitive processing demands. Verbs are, therefore, regarded as highly
flexible linguistic manifestations capable of generating complexity in
particular ways. For instance, verb forms inflected in the present tense, or
the infinitive mood are seen as simple when compared to compound
forms or the subjunctive mood, regardless of the verb’s frequency or
conceptual weight. This is primarily because many complex verb forms
are relatively rare or associated with specific genres (e.g., the pluperfect
tense is linked to literary discourse). Additionally, these forms often create
temporal spaces that involve intricate temporal relations (e.g., “John had
eaten the cake when Mark opened the door”), making it more challenging
to conceptualize the situation described.

In line with this, verbal periphrases, commonly used in romance
languages such as Portuguese and Spanish, were also included in our
tramework. These expressions are typically composed of an auxiliary verb,
a preposition, and a main verb in the infinitive (e.g., “to be about to/to
start to” + Verb Infinitive). Despite their compound nature, several verbal
periphrases were considered generally easy for most readers (e.g. passé
composé in French or verbal periphrases expressing the future - aller/ir/+
infinitive, cf. Appendixes II, III and IV). The way tense and aspect are
encoded — whether through verb inflection, adverbs or verbal periphrases
— suggests a hierarchy of complexity that aligns with Dahl’s (2007) view of
textual complexity. According to Dahl (2007), the complexity of a
linguistic unit is determined by the amount of information it encodes: the
more information it contains (e.g., grammatical gender marking; tense,
aspect), the more complex the unit becomes. In this regard, verb inflection
often condenses more linguistic information into a single unit, whereas
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verbal periphrases “distribute” this information across multiple units,
making inflected forms more complex than periphrases.

Regarding cohesion, its absence in a text can lead to significant
reading difficulties. A lack of cohesion often arises when the connections
between sentences within a paragraph — or between paragraphs — are
unclear. These links are frequently conveyed not through explicit
conjunctions, but implicitly through nouns, verbs, adverbs, and other
linguistic features. Another key aspect of cohesion is the use of referential
devices, such as pronouns, which depend on accurate identification of
their antecedents. This can be challenging when multiple potential
referents exist or when the referent is distant in the text. Our proposal
focuses on referential cohesion, specifically examining anaphoric relations
and the use of temporal markers within texts (Fang, Pace, 2013; Glenberg
et al., 1987).

Considering all these factors, our framework primarily evaluates
complexity qualitatively, using descriptors that concretely refer to specific
manifestations of complexity. However, a quantitative dimension is also
considered, particularly in relation to text length.

As outlined in the methodology section, the analyzed aspects of
complexity were further detailed into 81 concrete descriptors or features,
grouped into 12 categories (see Appendix I): text size; purpose;
communication context; conceptual diversity; concreteness; vocabulary/
lexicon subset; morphology; morphosyntax; syntax; textual cohesion:
pronouns, anaphora and ellipsis; textual cohesion: temporal references;
and style. These descriptors were derived through text analysis conducted
by the project team and subsequently validated by experts in AL and VET,
to ensure their appropriateness for the target audience.

In addition to informing the final set of descriptors and validating
the detailed description of each level, expert participation allowed us to
better understand the contribution of feature frequency to text
complexity. Contrary to the assumption that higher frequencies of the
complexity-inducing phenomenon would consistently increase text
complexity, discussion with the experts revealed that this was not
universally true. Certain features were found to contribute to complexity
regardless of their frequency of occurrence in a text.

78



Framework of Textual Complexity for Low-Literacy Adults. .. Raguel AMARO et al.

However, there are exceptions perceived as operating on a continuum
of frequency. These are:

- degree of concreteness of words (descriptors 20, 21)
- foreign words (descriptors 35, 36, 37)

- relative clauses (descriptors 53, 54, 55, 50)

- passive voice constructions (descriptors 57, 58, 59)

These descriptors can be classified within the categories of lexical-
conceptual features (the first two) and syntactic structures (the latter two). The
results for the first two descriptors are consistent with the notion that very
small thresholds of unfamiliar words in a text can hinder comprehension (Hu,
Nation, 2000; Schmitt e# a/, 2011). In other words, when considering lexical
complexity, there exists a limited margin for understanding abstract and
unfamiliar words within a frequency continuum. Conversely, the latter two
descriptors, of a syntactic nature, align with traditional readability frameworks
(Dale, Chall, 1948; Flesch, 1948; Gunning, 1952; Kincaid ¢# a/.,, 1975; Lorge,
1948; McLaughlin, 1969; Spache, 1953), where complexity is gauged by the
frequency of their occurrence within a text.

The complete descriptions of the three complexity levels for the
three languages, along with the full set of descriptors associated with each
level, are provided in Appendix II (French), Appendix III (Portuguese)
and Appendix IV (Spanish).

Conclusion

This paper presents a comprehensive framework for analyzing text
complexity tailored to low-literacy adult native speakers, developed within
the scope of the iRead4Skills project. The findings and methodology
detailed herein contribute significantly to advancing the understanding of
textual complexity, offering a multifaceted approach that integrates both
quantitative and qualitative dimensions to address the challenges faced by
this specific population. The framework’s focus on real-world applications,
including the creation of tools for assessing and adapting text complexity,
underscores its relevance in promoting literacy and reading practices among
low-literacy adults.

This framework’s main contribution lies in the integration of
linguistic, syntactic, and cohesion features into a detailed classification
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system covering three complexity levels: Very Easy, Easy, and Plain. By
incorporating insights from existing frameworks, linguistic theory,
authentic text analysis, and experts in AL and VET, the proposed
framework addresses gaps in current research, particularly concerning the
needs of adult learners with limited formal education. Unlike many
traditional readability metrics, this framework accounts for the nuanced
challenges experienced by low-literacy adults, such as lexical-conceptual
issues, syntactic structures, and cohesive markers. These dimensions align
with the real-world contexts in which literacy is practiced, making the
framework not only theoretically robust but also practically applicable.

Another key contribution is its description of language-specific
characteristics of French, Portuguese, and Spanish. The research
presented here highlights the variability in complexity features and their
manifestations, offering valuable insights for cross-linguistic studies of
text complexity. The validation process, involving teachers and trainers,
highlichted the importance of aligning theoretical descriptors with
practical relevance, fostering a framework that is both academically
rigorous and user-friendly for practitioners.

The framework proposed underscores the importance of viewing
text complexity as a continuum, reflecting the diverse literacy needs and
capacities of low-literacy adults. By framing complexity as a scalable
concept, the research acknowledges the heterogeneity within this
population, providing a flexible tool for educators and researchers alike.

Moreover, the creation of leveled texts with carefully controlled
complexity aims to address a key challenge identified by the project: the
lack of suitable reading materials for adults with low literacy. At the same
time, these texts are designed to engage the target population etfectively.
This approach aligns with the concept of a reader’s optimal difficulty level
— an idea related to Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development — which
suggests that there is a specific level of text difficulty that keeps readers
both interested and appropriately challenged. While this concept is often
applied to second language learners, research demonstrates its effectiveness
in promoting learning without causing frustration (Chiang, 2015).

In practical terms, the framework contributes to the development of
innovative tools, including an intelligent system for evaluating text
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complexity and a writing assistant for adapting texts to appropriate levels
of difficulty. These tools hold the potential to transform literacy education
for adults, addressing a critical gap in the availability of suitable reading
materials. By fostering greater engagement with texts, the framework and
its associated tools aim to enhance reading practices, supporting the
personal and professional development of low-literacy adults.

This research also opens new avenues for further exploration.
Future studies could expand the framework to additional languages,
investigate its applicability to other target populations, or explore its
integration with emerging. Additionally, longitudinal studies tracking the
impact of the framework and its tools on literacy outcomes could provide
valuable evidence of their effectiveness.

Furthermore, since the elaboration of this work, the results from
PIAAC’s 2023 Survey of Adults Skills were released. According to this
latest survey, Portugal, France, and Spain all ranked below the OECD
average in adult literacy proficiency. Portugal, in particular, occupied the
penultimate position among all participating countries, and all three
countries experienced a decline in adult literacy levels over the last decade
(OECD, 2024a). These findings underscore the continued relevance and
urgency of the present research in addressing low literacy among adult
populations in these countries.

Additionally, it is important to highlight that the descriptions of
proficiency levels in PIAAC’s framework, which served as one of the
foundations for the development of our complexity levels and descriptors,
were slightly revised (OECD, 2013b). The new descriptions are longer and
include more content-specific elements. For example, at the first
proficiency level (below Level 1), there are now explicit references to the
consistency of word usage and how this consistency contributes to the
overall meaningfulness of the sentence. At the sentence level, the
adjacency of concepts and the way they relate to one another are also
considered (OECD, 2024b). These revisions, which emphasize the
internal coherence and semantic connectivity of texts — in contrast to the
previous ones, which focused more on the tasks readers were expected to
perform at each level and how information was presented in the text as a
whole —, align with the approach and findings presented in this paper.
However, the levels and descriptors proposed in this work remain
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significantly more detailed, offering a richer and more fine-grained
characterization of text complexity. This ensures that our framework
continues to provide a valuable and highly relevant tool for addressing the
specific needs of low-literacy adult readers.

In conclusion, the iRead4Skills framework represents a relevant
advancement in the study of text complexity, bridging the gap between
theoretical research and practical application. By addressing the unique
challenges faced by low-literacy adult native speakers, this framework
contributes to a deeper understanding of literacy as a continuum and
provides a valuable resource for educators, researchers, and policymakers
striving to enhance literacy outcomes worldwide.
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Appendix I

Category

Descriptor (complexity level)

text sige

D=

The text has up to 50 words. (Very Easy)
The text has up to 150 words. (Easy)

The text has up to 250 words. (Plain)

The text has up to 500 words. (+Complex)

purpose

The text serves the purpose of performing common/familiar tasks (e.g.,
instruction to buy bus tickets, usage instructions on product labels) (Very
Easy)

The text serves the purpose of presenting a new topic (e.g., initiatory text on
the importance of recycling). (Very Easy)

The text is interesting for the reader to inform him/herself in moments of
leisure (e.g., sports chronicle, daily news). (Easy)

The text to learn/perform new tasks (e.g., instructions on how to use the
company email). (Easy)

The text can be about varied topics of interest to the reader for information
or leisure. (e.g., nature magazine article). (Plain)

communication context

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15

. The text is used in academic or scientific contexts (e.g., essays, reports,

The text is used in everyday communications (e.g., transport schedules, lists,
menus, general instructions, item price information, personal communication,
etc.). (Very Easy)

The text is used in work contexts or media contexts (e.g., work
communication or instructions, news, ads, sports). (Easy)

The text is used in leisure contexts (e.g., literature and fiction, reportage,
opinion articles). (Plain)

The text is used artistic contexts (e.g., literature, poetry). (Plain)

The text is used in specialized contexts (e.g., formal professional
communication, online forums). (Plain)

academic papers) (+Complex)
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conceptual diversity

16.

17.

18.

19.

The text refers to concepts of everyday activities. (e.g., food, housekeeping,
clothes). (Very Easy)

The text refers to concepts related to domain-specific uses (e.g., work, sports,
hobbies). (Easy)

The text refers to concepts that require readers to puzzle together pieces of
information. (e.g., stars, volcanos). (Plain)

The text refers to multifaceted or new concepts. (e.g., black matter, brain
development, statistics). (+Complex)

concreteness

20.

21.

22.

23.

The text is mostly composed of words that refer to concrete objects (e.g.,
chair, apple, hammer, computer). (Very Easy)

The text has a minor percentage of words that refer to common abstract
ideas (e.g., happiness, imagination, love). (Easy)

The text uses words that refer to abstract concepts and ideas (e.g., aging,
reasoning, loyalty). (Plain)

The text uses words that refer to multifaceted and/or domain-specific
abstract concepts and ideas (e.g., poetry, democracy, nuclear fusion).

(+Complex)

vocabulary/ lexicon subset

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

The text does not use abbreviations, except the frequent forms of treatment.
(Very Easy)

The text uses common abbreviations after explanation in the text. (Easy)
The text uses common abbreviations. (Plain)

The text does not use acronyms or initialisms. (Very Easy)

The text uses acronyms and initialisms that are commonly known, i.e., that
can be understood in isolation. (Easy)

The text uses acronyms and initialisms after describing them. (Plain)

The text uses all types of acronyms (+Complex)

The text has words and simple expressions of everyday matters, using
frequent and commonly known nouns. (Very Easy)

The text has frequent words and expressions that can refer to everyday
matters but also to other specific domains or to work/professional matters.
(Easy)

The text has words and expressions less known that refer to specific
domains. (Plain)

The text has words and expressions that refer to specific domains, specialized
jargon or archaic terms. (+Complex)

The text has no foreign words, except those very common and widely
known. (Very Easy)

The text has common foreign words, but these are not the majority in the

text. (Easy)
The text uses common foreign words frequently. (Plain)

The text has polysemic words (i.e., words that can have more than one
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39.

meaning and can be ambiguous), but these are not the majority in the text.

(Plain)
The text has highly polysemic words (i.e., words that can have more than one
meaning and can be ambiguous). (+Complex)

morphology

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.
47.

The text has common compound words or transparent compound words
(words or expressions whose meaning can be easily understood by combining
the meaning of the parts). (Very Easy)

The text has common compound words whose meaning can be more or less
understood by combining the meaning of the parts. (Easy)

The text has compound words whose meaning cannot easily be understood
by combining the meaning of the parts). (Plain)

The text has diverse compound words whose meaning cannot easily be
understood by combining the meaning of the parts. (+Complex)

The text has derived words, with common and familiar prefixes and suffixes,
but these are not the majority in the text. (Very Easy)

The text has derived words with frequent prefixes and suffixes, but these are
not the majority in the text. (Easy)

The text has derived words, with varied suffixes and prefixes. (Plain)

The text has derived words with less common suffixes and prefixes.
(+Complex)

morphosyntax

48.

Verb Moods and Tenses (language-dependent: cf. Appendixes II, III and
IV):

verbs in the Infinitive (Very Easy)

verbs in the Indicative Present (Very Easy)

verbs in the Indicative Past Imperfect (Very Easy) verbs in the Indicative
Past Perfect (Very Easy)

verbs in the Indicative Pluperfect (+Complex)

verbs in the Indicative Simple Future (Easy)

verbs in the Gerund (Easy)

verbs in the Imperative (Very Easy)

verbs in the Conditional (Easy)

verbs in the Subjunctive Present (Plain)

verbs in the Subjunctive Past Imperfect (Easy)

verbs in the Subjunctive Future (Plain)

verbs in the Compound Past Perfect Indicative (Plain)

verbs in the Indicative Compound Pluperfect (Plain)

verbs in the Indicative Compound Future (Plain) verbs in the Subjunctive
Compound Past Perfect (Plain)

verbs in the Subjunctive Compound Plusperfect (Plain)

verbs in the Subjunctive Compound Future (Plain) common auxiliary verbs in the
Indicative tenses (Easy) expressions with common modal and aspectual verbs in
simple tenses (Easy)

expressions with the auxiliary verbs in compound tenses (+Complex)
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49.

50.

51.

Most of the sentences in the text are short and direct or combined through
frequent and familiar connectors. (Very Easy)

The text has sentences that are combined through coordination and
subordination connectors. (Easy)

The sentences in the text are frequently combined through coordination and
subordination connectors, and sometimes with less common connectots.

(Plain)

g P2 The sentences in the text are long and composed of several other sentences
IS combined through coordination and subordination connectors. (+Complex)
™ I53. The text has relative sentences related to the subject of the sentence, but these
are not the majority of the text. (Very Easy)
54. The text has relative sentences related to the subject of the sentence. (Easy)
55. The sentences in the text frequently include relative sentences related to the
subject of the sentence. (Plain)
56. The sentences in the text frequently include relative sentences related to the
subject or the object of the sentence. (+Complex)
57. The majority of the sentences in the text are in the active voice. (Very Easy)
58. The text has sentences in the passive voice. (Easy)
59. The text has sentences in the passive voice, including common impersonal
and specific passive constructions. (Plain)
60. The text has simple sentences and in the basic linear order (subject-verb-
complements). (Very Easy)
61. The text has simple sentences not in the basic linear order (subject-verb-
complements), but these are not the majority of the text. (Easy)
62. The sentences of the text are not necessarily in the basic linear order (subject-
verb-complements). (Plain)
63. The sentences of the text have diverse linear orders (subject-verb-
complements; verb-complements-subject, etc.). (+Complex)
64. The text has few or none omitted elements. (Very Easy)
E 65. There are repeated elements instead of pronouns. (Very Easy)
§ g § 66. The text has some omitted elements. (Easy)
< § §07. The text uses pronouns. (Easy)
S & §68. The text has omitted elements. (Plain)
£

69.

The text uses pronouns and related words to indicate what is being referred.

(Plain)

70.
—
<
X
S 2L
S
.\’\
s g2
\Q
2§73
=R

The text has simple and linear temporal sequence or location, expressed by
common temporal adverbs or connectors. (Very Easy)

The text has a linear temporal sequence or location, expressed by temporal
adverbs or connectors and by verb tenses. (Easy)

The text can have a non-linear temporal sequence or location. (Plain)

The text has diverse and non-linear temporal sequences or locations.

(+Complex)
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style

74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
30.
31,

The text does not use figurative senses. (Very Easy)

The text uses common figurative senses. (Easy)

The text uses less common figurative senses. (Plain)

The text uses uncommon figurative senses. (+Complex)

The text uses only comparison, personification, and hyperbole. (Very Easy)
The text uses metonymy, familiar metaphors. (Easy)

The text uses non common metaphors. (Plain)

The text uses diverse figures of speech. (+Complex)
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Appendix II - iRead4Skills Complexity Levels for French

1) Description des niveaux
NIVEAU 1 — TRES FACILE

Textes courts et simples jusqu’a environ 50 mots, visant a accomplir des taches habituelles
(ex : horaires de transport, étiquettes de produits, communications personnelles).

Concepts du quotidien avec de nombreuses références a des objets concrets (ex : chaise,
pomme, ordinateur).

Mots simples et fréquents, avec une absence de mots étrangers, d’abréviations et
d’acronymes a 'exception des formes tres fréquentes (ex : Internet, Mme).

Présence d’expressions et mots composés fréquents (ex : grand-meére, pomme de terre) mais
affixation rare, a exception des affixes tres fréquents (re-, -ment, -tion).

Phrases courtes et simples, parfois composées a I'aide de conjonctions fréquentes et
familicres (ex : ez, mais).

Les phrases et propositions suivent ’ordre de base sujet-verbe-complément, méme si un
complément de temps ou de lieu peut parfois se trouver avant le sujet (ex : Hier, j'ai pris le train.).

Textes principalement écrits au présent de ’indicatif et au passé composé, avec
utilisation des périphrases verbales pour décrire le futur proche (aller + infinitif), le passé
récent (venir de + infinitif) et le présent progressif (ézre en train de + infinitif). Présence de
Pimpératif et de linfinitif présent. Le gérondif est également admis. Pas ou tres peu de
phrases a la voix passive.

Chaine référentielle compléte et produite au moyen d’éléments répétés ou d’anaphores
pronominales, mais uniquement avec des pronoms personnels sujet (ex : Je comprends bien

Maria parce qu’elle parle fort.).
Pas d’ellipse (ex : Jean préfere la voile et sa seur préfere le kayak. vs Jean préfere la voile ; sa seenr, le kayak.).

Cadre spatio-temporel simple et linéaire. La cohérence temporelle est donnée au moyen
d’adverbes ou de connecteurs temporels courants (ex : aujourd’hui, demain, avant) et non par
les temps verbaux (ex : Elle est partie avant ['arrivée de Jean. vs Elle était partie et Jean est arrivé.).

Absence de figures de style.
NIVEAU 2 — FACILE

Textes courts d’environ 150 mots, permettant au lecteur d’accomplir des taches
habituelles, de s’informer ou se distraire pendant son temps libre (ex : presse
quotidienne, information de proximité, courtes fictions).

Concepts du quotidien ou liés a un domaine spécifique proche du lecteur (sport,
travail, loisirs) et présence d’idées abstraites courantes (ex : sentiments, états d’esprit,
qualités et défauts).

Mots et expressions fréquents qui peuvent se référer au contexte professionnel (ex :
réunion, lundi, sortie) avec quelques abréviations et mots étrangers courants (ex : &z, rdy,
email).
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Présence d’acronymes et de sigles passés dans le langage courant (SNCF, EDF, CDD,
PDG).

Utilisation d’expressions et mots composés dont le sens peut étre compris en combinant
le sens des parties (ex : sac a dos, non-fumenr). Présence de mots dérivés contenant des affixes
courants (ex : dé-, in-, -age, -ité, -eur).

Phrases simples et composées, pouvant s’éloigner de l'ordre de base sujet-verbe-
complément avec la présence de tous types de compléments circonstanciels.

Présence de propositions subordonnées relatives, temporelles et causatives introduites par
des connecteurs fréquents (ex : gui, que, quand, comme, parce que, si).

Utilisation de la plupart des conjonctions de coordination (ez, zais + done, car, o).

Variété de temps verbaux et de modes : imparfait, futur simple, passé composé et plus-
que-parfait de I'indicatif, présent du subjonctif, conditionnel de politesse (ex : je voudrais,
vous pourriez), infinitif passé, gérondif. Le passé simple est admis lorsque conjugué a la 3eme
personne de singulier. Phrases a la voix passive et structures passives avec se faire a 'indicatif.

Chaine référentielle suivie au moyen d’anaphores pronominales (tous types de pronoms).
Tres peu d’ellipses.

Cadre spatio-temporel plus complexe mais toujours en séquences linéaires. La
cohérence temporelle peut étre assurée par les temps verbaux (ex : Piero était parti guand la
police est arrivée.).

Utilisation de mots au sens figuré si le sens est courant (ex : Ja nuit tombe en hiver) et de
quelques figures de style : comparaisons, métonymies et métaphores courantes (ex : grand
comme une montagne, prendre un verre, suivre un chemin différent).

NIVEAU 3 — ACCESSIBLE

Textes de tailles variées, jusqu’a environ 250 mots, visant a présenter un nouveau sujet,
une nouvelle tiche ou a s’informer sur des sujets variés dans les contextes
professionnels, médiatiques, artistiques et de loisirs (ex : lecture plaisir).

Présence de concepts complexes traités de maniére introductive et d’idées abstraites
(ex : vieillissement, loyante).

Mots et expressions liés a des domaines spécifiques (travail, média, arts, loisirs) mais
non spécialisés ou académiques.

Utilisation d’abréviations, sigles et acronymes apres explication dans le texte (ex : Parti

Socialiste (PS)).

Nombreux mots dérivés avec une grande variété d’affixes, sauf quelques affixes tres peu
courants (ex : méga-, géo-, -(i)fier).

Expressions et mots composés dont le sens ne peut pas étre compris en combinant le sens
des parties, mais qui restent concrets ou courants (ex : zroisiéme dge, reg-de-chaussée vs ¢d et I,
année-lumiere, d tout bout de champ).

Phrases simples et composées, suivant une grande variété d’ordres syntaxiques.
Présence de propositions subordonnées relatives, temporelles et causales introduites par
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des connecteurs variés (ex : dont, avant que, apres que, a cause de, alors). Utllisation de toutes
les conjonctions de coordination.

Présence de presque tous les temps et modes, a Iexception des passé antérieur,
subjonctif passé, subjonctif imparfait et impératif composé. Phrases a la voix passive et
structures passives avec se faire.

Ellipses fréquentes et utilisation d’anaphores pronominales et nominales (ex : Jean est
boulanger. 11 a repris I'échoppe de son pére. Cet enfant du pays est la fierté du village.).

Cadre spatio-temporel complexe et séquences temporelles non linéaires, le nombre
de temps différents par phrase reste néanmoins limité (ex : Les médecins ont analysé les réponses
de patients ayant subi une crise cardiaque. 1ls ont ensuite confirmé que la graisse est 'aliment le plus
dangerenx. vs Apres avoir analysé les réponses de patients ayant subi une crise cardiaque, les médecins ont
confirmé que la graisse est l'aliment le plus dangerenx.).

Utilisation de mots au sens figuré méme si le sens est peu courant (ex : ## mantean de neige)
et présence de nombreuses figures de styles : comparaisons, métonymies, métaphores,
personnifications (ex : Les maladies se cachent partoud) et hyperboles (ex : Cette valise pése une tonne.).

2) Tableau de niveaux

Trés
Facile

Descripteurs Facile|Accessible

complexe+

Le texte peut contenir jusqu’a 50 mots.

Le texte peut contenir jusqu’a 150 mots.

Taille

Le texte peut contenir jusqu’a 250 mots.

R BEESE I \ N e

Le texte peut contenir jusqu’a 500 mots.

Trés

Facile Facile|Accessible

Descripteurs

complexe+

Le texte est pour accomplir des taches
5 habituelles/quotidiennes (e.g. cuisine, horaires
de bus, infos pratiques).

Le texte est pour accomplir des taches
6 |quotidiennes (e.g. notices d’utilisation,
tutoriels).

But Le texte est pour s’informer pendant son temps
7 |libres (e.g. presse quotidienne, information de
proximité, météo locale).

Le texte est pour présenter un nouveau sujet ou
apprendre des nouvelles taches.

Le texte est pour s’informer sur des sujets
variés ou des lectures de plaisir.
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Descripteurs

Domaine/
contexte

Communications quotidiennes (e.g.

10 .
horaires de transport, menus).

11 |Contextes de loisirs (fiction,
reportages).

Facile]

[ Accessible

complexe+

12 |Contextes professionnels, médiatiques
et artistique.

13 |Contextes spécialisés et académiques.

Descripteurs

Facile

Accessible|

complexe+

14|Du quotidien (e.g. nourriture, ménage,
vetements).

Concepts liés a un domaine spécifique (e.g.

15 . .
travail, sports, loisirs).

Concepts

Concepts qui exigent de rassembler
différents éléments d’information (e.g.
concepts complexes, texte introductif
(volcans, étoiles)).

16

Concepts a multiples facettes ou nouveaux

17 N . .
(e.g. la maticre noire, les statistiques).

Descripteurs

Conerétude

Le texte a principalement des objets

18 .
concrets (e.g. pomme, ordinatenr)

Facile

Accessible

complexe+

Le texte a quelques idées abstraites

19 L
courants (e.g. bonbeur, amour, imagination).

Le texte contient idées et concepts

20 abstraits (e.g. vieillissement, loyante).

Le texte est pour présenter un nouveau

21 sujet ou apprendre de nouvelles taches.

Le texte a textes et concepts abstraites a
multiples facettes e/ou spécifiques a un
domaine (e.g. poésie, démocratie, fusion
nucléaire).

22

Descripteurs

Mots et expressions de la vie quotidienne,

23] .
simples et fréquents.

[ Accessible

complexe+

Lexique

o4 Mots et expressions fréquents qui se réferent

au contexte professionnel (Jundi, réunion, sortie).
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Mots et expressions qui se réferent a des

25 domaines spécifiques.

Jargon spécialisé et termes archaiques

26 (génome, monlf).

Pas de mots étrangers, sauf mots largement

27 )
connus (internet).

Peu de mots étrangers, et ces mots sont

28 .
courants (email).

Nombreux mots étrangers (marketing,
feedback, lowcos?).

Pas d’abréviations, sauf formes trés
fréquentes (Muwe., prof.).

31|Abréviations courantes (kzz., g., rdv., svp.).

29

30

Abréviations apres explications dans le texte
(millilitre (ml..)).
33|Pas d’acronymes.

32

Acronymes et sigles passés dans le langage
courant (SNCF, EDF, CDD, PDG).
Acronymes et sigles apres explication (Parti
socialiste (PS)).

Tous types de acronymes et sigles (ADN,
UNESCO, UNICEF).

34

35

36

. Trés . .
Descripteurs Facile|Accessible

complexe+

Pas ou peu de mots dérivés et affixes tres
fréquents (re-, -ment, -tion).

Présence de mots dérivés et affixes
courants (dé-, in-, -age, -ité, -eur).

Affixes variés (auto-, anti-, co-, ex-, inter-,
39\mini-, pre-, sou(s)-, sur-, -able, -aire, -esse, -ien, -
iste, 1ie).

40|Affixes peu courants (méga-, géo-, -(i)fier).

37

38

Morphologie Expressions et mots composés fréquents
A1|(grand-mere, pomme de terre).

Expressions et mots composés dont le
42|sens peut étre compris en combinant le
sens des parties (sac d dos, non-fumenr).
Expressions et mots composés dont le
sens ne peut pas étre facilement compris
en combinant le sens des parties (#roisicme
age, reg-de-chanssée).

Expressions peu fréquentes (¢d ¢t la, année
Iumiére, a tout bout de champ).

—_

nominale

43

44
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Descripteurs Facile|Accessible|

complexe+

Phrases simples, dans ordre de base sujet-
objet-complément.

45

Quelques phrases simples ne suivant pas
46 [Pordre base (i.e. avec compléments de
temps et de lieu).

Ordre
nyntaxique

Phrases simples e composées et variété

47 d’ordre syntaxique.

Descripteurs Facile|Accessible

complexe+

Phrases/Propositions couttes et
directes ou combinées a I'aide de
connecteurs fréquents et familiers (ez,
1ais).

68

Peu de propositions subordonnées
relatives, temporelles et causales.
Connecteurs fréquents (quz, que, quand,
comme, parce que).

Prépositions combinées a I'aide de
connecteurs de coordination et

70 |subordination (done, si).

Connecteurs variés (dont, avant que, apres
que, a canse de, alors).

Prépositions combinées a I'aide de
71|connecteurs parfois peu fréquents (e.g.
1algre).

69

Phrases/
Propositions

Majorité de phrases longues et
72|complexes + présence de connecteurs
eu fréquents (e.g. étant donné que).

Descripteurs Accessible]

complexe+

73|Pas ou tres peu de phrases a la voix
passive.

1V oix

- Phrases a la voix passive et structures
passwe 7

passives avec ‘e faire’.

75|Phrases a la voix passive a I'indicatif.
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Descripteurs Accessible|

complexe+

76|Présences d’éléments répetes a place des
pronoms.

77 ‘Tres peu de ellipses (Mare azme la voile, sa

Cohésion sanr le kayak.).
texctuelle | 78| Anaphores pronominales.

79|Ellipses fréquentes.

Anaphores pronominales et nominales
80|(Jean est boulanger. 1/ a repris ['échoppe de son
¢re. Cet enfant du pays est la fierté du village)

Trés

Facile| Facile Accessible

Descripteurs

complexe+

Cadre spatio-temporel linéaire avec
81|adverbes et connecteurs courants
(aujourd hut, demain, avan?).

Séquences spatio-temporelles non-

Cobésion ..
. linéaires avec adverbes, connecteurs et
Spatio- 82 R .
temps verbaux (Piero était parti quand la
temporelle

Police est arrivée).

Séquences spatio-temporelles non-
83[linéaires avec divers temps verbaux
utilisés.

Trés

Descripteurs Facile|Accessible

complexe+

84| Pas de mots au sens figuré.

Utilisation de mots courants au sens figuré

85 (la nuit tombe en hiver.)

Utilisation de mots peu courants au sens
tiguré (un manteau de neige.).
Personnifications, hyperboles et
métaphores.

Style
86

Tout type de figures de styles + métaphores
non courantes.

87

97



Framework of Textual Complexity for Low-Literacy Adults. .. Raguel AMARO et al.

Appendix III - iRead4Skills Complexity Levels for Portuguese
1) Descrigao dos niveis
NIVEL 1 - MUITO FACIL

Textos curtos e simples até cerca de 50 palavras, com o objetivo de desempenhar tarefas
do quotidiano ou de apresentar nova informagao (ex.: textos didaticos).

Conceitos simples do dia a dia, com o topico da comunicacdo a ser apresentado
inicialmente. Contextos bésicos de comunicacdo: quotidianos (horarios de transportes/
listas/ menus/ informagido de preco de um produto), comunicagdes pessoais (cartas,
mensagens).

Palavras simples e frequentes, comummente usadas em contextos do dia a dia
(transporte, comida, familia, trabalho). Uso predominante de palavras concretas que fazem
referéncia a objetos concretos no mundo real (wa¢a, cadeira, fogao).

Auseéncia de abreviaturas, siglas e estrangeirismos, a exce¢ao daqueles muito frequentes
(znternet, hamburger).

Palavras compostas comuns (conve-flor, guarda-chuva).
Palavras com afixos frequentes (infeliz, calmamente, trabalhador).

Frases curtas e simples, utilizando conjun¢des simples ¢ na ordem direta (Sujeito-
Verbo-Complemento).

Estruturas de coordenagio frequentes (copulativas, disjuntivas e adversativas) estdo
presentes (ex.: O Rui ¢/ ou a sua irma foram a festa, mas o Jodo nao foi).

Estrutura de subordinagio frequentes estido presentes (ex.: oracao subordinada adverbial
temporal — Desde que voltou, O Rui ndo dormin).

Uso predominante da voz ativa.

Textos utilizam tempos verbais no modo Infinitivo, Indicativo e Imperativo,
nomeadamente o Presente, e Pretéritos Perfeito e Imperfeito. Ocorréncia de construgdes
perifrasticas comuns como estar/ comecar/ andar + a + infinitivo ou deixar/ acabar + de +

infinitivo.

Niao figuram tempos compostos, a excecao do Futuro que ¢ transmitido através de 7 +
infinitivo.

Cadeia referencial completa sem omissio de elementos, com repeticio em vez da
utilizagao de pronomes (ex.: O Rui gosta da Maria, porque a Maria ¢ simpatica).

Localizagdo temporal linear, dada por advérbios e conjungdes simples (ex.: ontens, 0 Rui
foi a praia. Os bombeiros chegaram depois da policia).

Auséncia de figuras de estilo.
NIVEL 2 — FACIL

Textos curtos até 150 palavras, que sdo interessantes para o leitor se informar/aprender
algo novo ou para momentos de lazer.
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Conceitos mais especificos, mas do interesse do leitor (profissional, desporto, hobbies).
Contextos de comunicag¢ao profissionais e dos media (ex.: instru¢do profissional, noticias,
anuncios, desporto).

Palavras e expressdes frequentes que fazem referéncia a assuntos do dia a dia, mas
também a outros ambitos mais especificos (ex.: curso, ano escolar). O texto contém
algumas palavras que referem ideias abstratas mais frequentes (felicidade, imaginacao, carinbo).

O texto utiliza abreviagoes comuns, depois de as ter explicado (ex.: /itro — I/ metro — m).
O texto apenas utiliza siglas e acrénimos conhecidos (CP, IVA, RTP, SIC, TVI).
Uso de estrangeirismos menos frequentes (site, souventr).

O texto utiliza palavras compostas comuns com o seu sentido a poder ser compreendido
pela combinacgao das duas partes (deulos de sol, mal-educado, meia-idade, maus-tratos). Palavras
com afixos menos frequentes (pré-coginbado, embalagem, finissino).

Frases simples e complexas através de conjungdes coordenadas e subordinadas (ex.: os
miisicos estavam tocando, mas poucos clientes onviam. Quando pararam de tocar, apenas um senhor se
manifestor). Uso de oragoes relativas de sujeito (ex.: O senbor que vive na casa ao lado onvin o
barulho). O texto pode conter frases apresentadas numa ordem nio linear (Complemento-
Verbo-Sujeito) (ex.: A escola, chegaram os antocarros da visita de estudo). Possivel uso da voz
passiva.

Uso de modos e tempos verbais variados.

Uso de tempos verbais compostos e de expressoes vetbais com ter/poder/ dever
(posso/ devo/ tenho de gostar de bolo). Modos Conjuntivo, Condicional e Gerundio.

Expressoes com os verbos permanecer, querer, poder, conseguir em tempos simples (ex.:
permanega calmo, queria almogar, consigo 7r). Utilizagdo do Futuro simples (ex.: ele gostard de te
ver).

O texto tem alguns elementos omitidos e utiliza pronomes (ex.: Ex gostava da Maria vs.
Gostava da Maria/ Mas ela nao gosta dele).

Sequéncia ou localizagdes temporais lineares, dadas através de advérbios de tempo ou
conjungoes mas também por tempos verbais (ex.: el estd a caminho e a festa jd comegon).

Figuras de estilo frequentes sdo utilizadas.

O texto faz uso da metonimia (ex.: beber um copo), assim como metaforas familiares (ex.:
O meu pai tem olhos de aguia).

NIVEL 3 — CLLARO

Textos com cerca de 250 palavras sobre varios tépicos, sejam estes de informacio ou
lazer, com os leitores a conseguirem sair fora da sua zona de conforto.

Conceitos variados que necessitam de ser interligados para a sua compreensao total
(ciéncia, politica).

Contextos comunicativos variados: lazer (literatura, reportagens); artes (poesia);
contextos especializados (fjruns online, comunicagao profissional formal).
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Palavras e expressdes menos frequentes que fazem referéncia a Ambitos especificos
(ex.: doenga cardiaca, artéria, tratamento). As palavras remetem para conceitos mais abstratos
(envelhecimento, razao, fidelidade).

Utilizacao de siglas e acronimos nao conhecidos pelo leitor juntamente com o nome a que

se referem (ex.: Organizacio das Nagoes Unidas (ONU), Instituto Piblico (IP)).
O texto utiliza abreviagdes comuns, sem explicacao prévia (ex.: 7z, k7, g., 1, Exmo.).

Uso de estrangeirismos comuns frequentemente (ex.: Znk, hobby, marketing, mail, gay). O
texto contém palavras que sio ambiguas e/ou pouco frequentes. (ex.: inferno, representar,
forma, paciente).

Palavras com sufixos e prefixos variados (ex.: nervosismo, lavavel, curiosidade, altitude, superpoder,
preconceitnoso).

Frases frequentemente combinadas através de conjungdes coordenativas e
subordinativas e, por vezes, com conjun¢des menos comuns (ex.: apesar da confusao provocada
pelos animais a solta, a situagao foi controlada sem os animais serem atropelados.) Presenga frequente
de ordem nio linear de constituintes(sujeito-verbo-complementos) (ex.: de ar puro, todos
precisamos.).

Utilizagao habitual da voz passiva (ex.: o alnogo foi pago pelo empresa.), incluindo construcoes
impessoais comuns e passivas de -se (ex.: O trabalho faz-se ben.).

Utilizagdo de todos os modos e tempos verbais compostos e simples, a excecao do
Pretérito Mais-que-perfeito.

Elementos omitidos (ex.: [/ mostramos em estudos anteriores que a gordura solidifica quando []
arrefece. vs. INGs mostramos em estudos anteriores que a gordura solidifica quando ela arrefece). Utilizagao
de pronomes e anaforas lexicais para indicar o que ¢ referido (ex.: 7o livro, nds damos uma
definicao complete de nma tempestade de neve e como esta se forma. Também indicamos onde o fendmeno
pode ser visto.)

Sequéncias ou localizagdes temporais nao lineares (ex.: apds analisarem as respostas dos
doentes que tinham sofrido um ataque cardiaco, os médicos confirmaram que a gordura é o alimento mais

perigoso.)
Uso de figuras de estilo menos frequentes.

Metaforas incomuns (ex.: A sociedade estd doente; ele é um lobo em pele de cordeiro).

2) Quadro dos niveis

) Muito| ., . +
Descritores . .. | Facil | Claro
facil complexo

110 texto tem até 50 palavras.

2 |O texto tem até 150 palavras.

tamanho

3 |O texto tem até 250 palavras.

4 |O texto tem até 500 palavras.
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Descritores

Muito
facil

FacilClaro| complexo+

O texto serve como apoio para desempenhar
tarefas familiares/quotidianas (e.g., comprar
bilhetes de autocarro, identificar tipo e prego
de produtos).

O texto apresenta informacao nova (e.g., uma
introducdo sobre a importancia da reciclagem
como A reciclagem ¢ quando transformamos o lixo
enn coisas novas e 1iteis.).

Propdsito

O texto tem o proposito de entreter o leitor
em momentos de lazer (e.g., desporto, cronica,
noticias).

O texto setve para aprender/realizar tarefas
novas (e.g., instru¢oes sobre como utilizar o e-
mail da empresa.

O proposito do texto pode ser sobre varios
topicos de interesse do leitor, quer seja para o
informar ou para lazer (e.g., artigo de revista
sobre natureza).

Descritores

Muito|
facil

Facil

+

Claro
complexo

Contexto
comunicativo

O texto circula em comunicacdes do dia
a dia (e.g., horarios de transportes,
ementas, instrugdes, precos de produtos,
comunicagoes pessoals, etc.).

10

O texto ¢é utilizado em contextos
profissionais ou de comunicagao dos
edia (e.g., comunicagao ou instrugao
profissional, noticias, anuncios,
desporto).

1

—_

O texto ¢ utilizado em contextos de
12[lazer (e.g., literatura e fic¢ao, reportagens,
artigos de opiniao).

O texto circula em contextos artisticos
13|(e.g., literatura, poesia).

O texto é empregue em contextos
14jespecializados (e.g., comunicagdao
rofissional formal, foruns online).

O texto ¢ utilizado em contextos
15 cientificos e académicos (e.g., ensaios,

relatorios, artigos cientificos).
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Descritores , .
facil

Muito

Facil

Claro

+
comp

lexo

Diversidade
conceptual

O texto menciona conceitos relacionados
16|com atividades do dia a dia (e.g., comida,
lida da casa, roupa).

O texto menciona conceitos presentes em
ambitos especificos, mas que sao de
17}interesse do leitor (e.g., profissional,
desporto, hobbies).

O texto refere conceitos que os leitores
18jprecisam de intetligar para compreender
totalmente (e.g., estrelas, galaxias, vulcoes).

O texto faz referéncia a conceitos novos e
19multifacetados (e.g., matéria negra,
desenvolvimento do cérebro, estatisticas).

Descritores

Muito
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo|

Concretude

O texto apresenta mais palavras que referem
20 (objetos concretos (e.g., cadeira, maga, martelo,
computador).

O texto contém algumas poucas palavras que
21|referem ideias abstratas (e.g., felicidade, imaginagao,
anon).

O texto emprega palavras que remetem para
22 [conceitos e ideias abstratas (e.g., envelhecimento,

razdo, fidelidade).

O texto usa palavras que referem conceitos e
ideias abstratas em contextos multifacetados
e/ou ambitos especializados (e.g., poesia,
democracia, fusdo nuclear).

23

Descritores

Muito
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo

conjunto de
léxico

Vocabuldrio/ Exmo., m, km, g., ).

24| O texto nao emprega abreviagoes.

O texto utiliza abreviagdes comuns apos ter
25xplicado o que significam (e.g., /— /litro, m —
p2etro).

2% O texto utiliza abreviagdes comuns (e.g.,

27| O texto nio utiliza siglas.

O texto apenas utiliza siglas e acrénimos

28 conhecidos (e.g., CP, I”A, RTP, SIC, T1/]).

O texto utiliza siglas e acronimos nao
conhecidos juntamente com o nome a que se
referem (e.g., Organizacao das Nagoes Unidas
(ONU), Instituto Priblico (IP)).

29
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30

O texto emprega todos os tipos de siglas (e.g.,
IDN, UNESCO, EU, UNICEF).

31

O texto utiliza palavras e expressoes simples
relacionadas com assuntos do quotidiano,
fazendo uso de substantivos frequentes (e.g.,
batatas, azeite, legumes).

O texto tem palavras e expressoes frequentes
que

32| fazem referéncia a assuntos do dia a dia, mas

também a outros ambitos especificos ou
profissionais (e.g., segunda-feira, curso, ano escolar).

33

O texto tem palavras e expressdes um pouco
menos conhecidas e frequentes que fazem
referéncia a ambitos especificos (e.g., doenga
cardiaca, artéria, tratamento).

34

O texto utiliza palavras e expressoes de
ambitos especificos, jargao ou termos arcaicos
(e.g., miocdrdio, artéria corondria, dissecco
espontanea, enfarte do genoma).

O texto nao faz uso de estrangeirismos ou faz

35uso de estrangeirismos muito frequentes e

conhecidos (e.g., internet, donui).

36

O texto tem poucos estrangeirismos comuns
(e.g., site, stress).

O texto faz uso de estrangeirismos comuns

37trequentemente (e.g. /ink, hobby, marketing, mail,

a)).

38

O texto contém palavras polissémicas (palavras
que possuem mais do que um sentido) que sao
ambiguas e/ou pouco frequentes. (e.g., interno,
representar, forma, paciente).

39

O texto contém palavras polissémicas (palavras
que possuem mais do que um significado)
ambiguas e/ou bastante frequentes (e.g., base,
experiéncia, leve, seca, aplicar, banco).

Descritores

Muito
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo

\Morfologia

40

O texto utiliza palavras compostas comuns (e.g.,
feijdo verde, conve-flor) ou palavras compostas
transparentes, ou seja, palavras ou expressoes
que podem ser facilmente compreendidas através
da combinacdo das duas partes (e.g., #ra-caricas).

41

O texto utiliza palavras compostas comuns e seu
sentido pode ser percebido pela combinagio das
duas partes (e.g., deulos de sol, mal-educado, meia-

tdade, mans-tratos).
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O texto tem palavras compostas cujo sentido
nao ¢ facilmente compreendido através da
combinagao das duas partes (e.g., #eio-termo, porta-
oz, obra-prima).

42

O texto possui varias palavras compostas com
sentidos que nao sao facilmente compreendidos
pela combinagao das duas partes (e.g., pds-
raduagio, mais-valia, pé-de-meia, cavalo de batalba).

43

O texto tem palavras derivadas com prefixos e
sufixos comuns e familiares em grande numero
(e.g., infeliz, calmamente, organizar, trabalbador,
casinba).

44

O texto tem palavras algumas derivadas mais
comuns, com prefixos e sufixos frequentes (e.g.
desorganizar, embalagem, organizagdo, jardineiro, pré-
cozinhado, finissino).

45

O texto utiliza palavras derivadas com sufixos e
46 |prefixos variados (e.g., nervosismo, lavdvel,
curiosidade, altitude, superpoder, preconceituoso).

O texto utiliza palavras derivadas com sufixos e
47 |prefixos menos comuns (e.g., wegatonelada,
tendinite, geopolitico, neoliberal).

) Muito| ., . +
Descritores , .. | Facil|Claro
facil complexo,

48 Modos e Tempos verbais

Verbos no infinitivo (e.g., gostar, comer, fugir).

Verbos no Presente do Indicativo (e.g., gosto,
coment, foge).

Verbos no Pretérito Imperfeito do Indicativo
(e.g., gostavam, comia, fugias).

Verbos no Pretérito Perfeito do Indicativo
(e.g., gostou, conti, fugiram).

Verbos no Pretérito Mais-que-perfeito do
Indicativo (e.g., gostara, comeras, fugira)

Morfossintaxe Verbos no Future Simples do Indicativo (e.g.,
esquecerd, gostard).

Verbos no Gerundio (e.g., gostando, comendo,
fugindo).

Verbos no Imperativo (e.g., come!, falail; nao
comas!; nao falem!).

Verbos no Condicional (e.g., gostaria, comerias,
fugirian).

Verbos no Presente do Conjuntivo (e.g., gosza,
coma, fujant)

Verbos no Pretérito Imperfeito do Conjuntivo
(e.g., gostasses, comessen, fugisse).
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Verbos no Futuro do Conjuntivo (e.g., se e
gostar, se tu comeres, se eles fugiren).

Verbos no Pretérito Perfeito Composto do
Indicativo (e.g., zenho gostado, tem comido, tém

gido).

Verbos no Pretérito Mais-que-perfeito
Composto do Indicativo (e.g., #nbas gostado,
tinham comido, tinha fugido).

Verbos no Futuro Composto do Indicativo
(e.g., terei gostado, terds comido, terdo fugido).

Verbos no Pretérito Perfeito Composto do
Conjuntivo (e.g., tenba gostado, tenha comido,
tenhanmt fugido).

Verbos no Pretérito Mais-que-perfeito
Composto do Conjuntivo (e.g., #vesses gostado,
tivessen comido, tivesse fugido).

Verbos no Futuro Composto do Conjuntivo
(e.g., tiverem gostado, tiver comido, tiveres fugido).

Verbos auxiliares poder, ir, estar no Indicativo
(e.g., posso gostar, vai comer, estdo a fugir).

Expressoes com os verbos permanecer, querer,
poder, conseguir em tempos simples (e.g.,
ermanega calmo, queria almocar, consigo ir).

Expressoes ndo muito extensas com os verbos
estar, ser, permanecer, querer, poder e dever,
em tempos compostos (e.g., Zenban estado
ligados; deviamos ter acabado; temos de permanecer
calmos; deviamos ir).

Descritores

Muito
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo|

Sintaxe

49

No texto, ha mais frases curtas e diretas ou
combinadas através de conjungoes familiares (e.g.,
ontem. O pai trabalba na fibrica, mas a mae fica emr A
crianga fugin casa.).

50

O texto combina frases através de conjungdoes
coordenadas e subordinadas (e.g., posucos clientes
onviam os misicos tocando. Quando pararam de tocar,
apenas um senhor se manifeston.).

51

As frases no texto sao frequentemente combinadas
através de conjungoes coordenadas e subordinadas
e, por vezes, com conjuncoes menos comuns (€.g.,
(Apesar da confusao provocada pelos animais a solta, a
sitnagao foi controlada sem os animais serem atropelados.).
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52

As frases no texto sao longas e compostas por
diversas outras frases combinadas através de
conjungoes coordenadas e subordinadas (e.g., Dado
que grande parte deste livro fala na gestao das partes dificeis
do trabalho a solo e analisa modos de as corrigir ou de as
transcender, primeiro quero deixar bem claro que trabalbar
sozinho ¢ fantdstico: ¢ por isso que tantas pessoas o
consideram uma opeao.).

53

O texto tem poucas oracOes relativas referentes ao
sujeito da frase (e.g., O senhor que vive na casa ao lado
ouvin o barulho).

54

O texto tem oragdes relativas que referem o sujeito
da frase (e.g., O senhor que vive na casa ao lado onvin o
barulho.).

55

As frases no texto incluem frequentemente oragoes
relativas correspondentes ao sujeito da frase (e.g.,
Francisca, a guem os amigos tratam por «Kikay, comegon a
surfar muito pequena.).

56

As frases no texto incluem frequentemente oragdes
relativas correspondentes ao sujeito ou ao objeto da
trase (e.g., O rapaz que abracou a mae dirigin-se a entrada;
O rapaz que a mae abragon dirigin-se a entrada.).

57

No texto, ha mais frases na voz ativa (e.g., O cao
comen o bolo (ativa) vs. O bolo foi comido pelo cao.

(passiva)).

58

O texto tem poucas frases na voz passiva (e.g., A
visita foi paga pelo patrao.).

59

O texto apresenta frases na voz passiva (e.g., O
almogo foi pago pela empresa), incluindo construgoes
impessoais comuns e passivas de -se (e.g., O trabalho
faz-se bem.).

60

O texto tem frases simples apresentadas numa
ordem basica e linear (sujeito-verbo-complementos)
(e.g., Eu ajudei os meus filhos a comprar casa.).

61

O texto contém poucas frases simples apresentadas
nao numa ordem linear (sujeito-verbo-
complementos) (e.g., A escola, chegaram o5 antocarros
da visita de estudo.).

62

As frases do texto nao estdo necessariamente numa
ordem basica e linear (sujeito-verbo-complementos)
(e.g., De ar puro, todos precisamos.).

63

As frases no texto sao apresentadas em diversas
ordens nao lineares (sujeito-verbo-complementos;
verbo-complementos- sujeito, etc.) (e.g., A% final de
marco, porque antes seria impossivel encontrar todos os

ingredientes, haverd na ementa varios pratos de caca).
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Descritores

Muito
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo

O texto tem nenhum ou poucos elementos
64lomitidos (e.g., O acidente causou dois feridos leves. Os
bombeiros levaram os feridos para o hospital.).

O texto tem elementos repetidos em vez de
65 pronomes (e.g., O Jodo nao gosta da Maria porque a
Maria ndo ¢ simpdtica.).

Coesao

O texto tem alguns elementos omitidos (e.g.,
66|Gostava de fazer artesanato. vs. Eu gostava de fazer
artesanato.).

texctual:
pronomes,

67| O texto usa pronomes (e.g., O Jodo ndio gosta da
Maria porgue ela nao é simpdtica.).

andforas
¢ elipses

O texto apresenta elementos omitidos (e.g., //
Mostrdamos em estudos anteriores que a gordura solidifica
68\guando [] arrefece. vs. Nds mostrimos em estudos
anteriores que a gordura solidifica guando ela arrefece.).

O texto apresenta pronomes ¢ palavras
relacionadas para indicar o que ¢ referido (e.g., No
livro, nds damos

uma definicao complete de uma tempestade de neve e como
esta se forma. Também indicamos onde o fendmeno pode ser|
visto.).

69

Descritores

Muito|
facil

Facil

Claro

+
complexo

70

O texto nao faz uso de sentidos figurativos (e.g., Esze
verdo, os pregos subiram vs. Este verdo os pregos dispararam).

71

O texto apresenta sentidos figurativos comuns (e.g.,

Elste verao os pregos dispararan.).

72
Eistilo

O texto apresenta sentidos figurativos menos
comuns (e.g.,

O Barcelona varreu o Real Madrid, O Estoril esmagou o
Santa Clara.).

73

O texto apresenta sentidos figurativos mais
incomuns (e.g., Os primeiros raios de sol aconchegaram-me
as faces.).

74

O texto utiliza apenas comparagdes, personificacoes

e hipérboles mais comuns(e.g., As minbas costas estao a

dar cabo de mim: Ela ¢ linda como uma flor; A tua mala pesd
uma tonelada.).

75

O texto faz uso da metonimia (e.g., beber unm: copo),
assim como metaforas familiares (e.g., O meu pai tem
olhos de dguia.).

76

O texto faz uso de metaforas incomuns (e.g., A
sociedade estd doente; ele ¢ um lobo em pele de cordeiro.).
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77

O texto apresenta diversas figuras de estilo (e.g., O ¢g
da fdbrica de curtumes acendia latidos fosforescentes nas

noites de julho, quando o polem da acdcia me cobria as
pdlpebras, eu, morto de amores pela mulber de Sandokan,

descobria-me unicornio trancado na retrete da escola.).
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Appendix IV - iRead4Skills Complexity Levels for Spanish
1) Descripcion de los niveles
NIVEL 1 - MUY FACIL
Textos breves y sencillos, de hasta 50 palabras, con el objetivo de realizar tareas cotidianas.
Conceptos simples de la vida cotidiana, presentando en primer lugar el tema de la comunicacion.

Contextos comunicativos basicos: cotidianos (horatios de transporte/ listas/ ments/
informacion sobre precios de productos)

Palabras sencillas y frecuentes, de uso comun en contextos cotidianos (transporte,
comida, familia, trabajo). Uso predominante de palabras concretas que se refieren a
objetos concretos del mundo real (wanzana, silla, cocina). Ausencia de abreviaturas,
acrénimos y extranjerismos, salvo algunos muy comunes (internet, hamburguesa).

Palabras compuestas comunes (ej. baloncesto, bienestar).
Palabras con afijos frecuentes (infeliz, tranquilamente, trabajador).

Frases cortas y sencillas, utilizando conjunciones simples y en orden directo (Sujeto-
Verbo-Complemento). Presencia de estructuras de coordinacion frecuentes (copulativa,
disyuntiva y adversativa) (por ejemplo, /los miisicos tocaban, pero pocos clientes escuchaban).
Estructuras de subordinacién frecuentes (por ejemplo, oraciones subordinadas adverbiales
temporales - Desde que volvid, Paco no ha dormido). Uso predominante de la voz activa.

En los textos se utilizan los tiempos verbales en infinitivo, indicativo, sobre todo el
presente. Aparicion de construcciones con verbos modales.

Cadena referencial completa sin omitir elementos.

Localizacién temporal lineal, dada por adverbios simples y conjunciones (ejemplo: Paco
fue ayer a la playa. 1.os bomberos llegaron después que la policia).

Ausencia de figuras retoricas.

NIVEL 2 — FACIL.

Textos breves de hasta 250 palabras, interesantes para que el lector descubra/aprenda
algo nuevo o para su tiempo de ocio.

Conceptos mas especificos, pero de interés para el lector (profesional, deporte, aficiones).
Contextos profesionales y de comunicacién mediatica (por ejemplo, instruccion
profesional, noticias, anuncios, deporte).

Palabras y expresiones frecuentes que se refieren a asuntos cotidianos, pero también
a otros ambitos mas especificos (por ejemplo, wrso, ario escolar). El texto contiene algunas
palabras que se refieren a ideas abstractas mas frecuentes (felicidad, imaginacion, afecto).

En el texto se utilizan abreviaturas comunes después de explicarlas (por ejemplo, /itro
-1/ metro - m). Uso de extranjerismos comunes, pero no en la mayotia (estrés, rock).

En el texto se utilizan palabras compuestas comunes cuyo significado puede
entenderse combinando las dos partes (gafas de sol, grosero, mediana edad, maltrato). Palabras
con afijos frecuentes (jardinero, organizacion, finisino).
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Oraciones simples y complejas utilizando conjunciones coordinantes y subordinantes (por
ejemplo: los misicos estaban tocando, pero pocos clientes escuchaban. Cuando dejaron de tocar, solo hablé un seror). El
texto contiene oraciones de relativo que se refieren al sujeto de la frase (por ejemplo, E/ sesior
que vive al lado 0y el mudo). El texto puede contener frases presentadas en un orden no lineal
(Complemento-Verbo-Sujeto) (por ejemplo: Los autobuses de la excursion escolar legaron al colegio).

Posible uso de la voz pasiva.

Uso de diferentes tiempos verbales y modos.
Modos Imperativo y Gerundio.

En el texto se omiten algunos elementos.

Secuencias o localizaciones temporales lineales, dadas a través de adverbios de tiempo o
conjunciones, pero también mediante tiempos verbales (p. €]. &/ esti de canino y la fiesta ya ha enspezad).

Se utilizan figuras retoricas.

En el texto se recurre a la metonimia (por ejemplo, E/ palacio no quiso negociar la rendicion),
as{ como a metaforas familiares (por ejemplo, #z: padre tiene ojos de dguila).

NIVEL 3 — CLLARO
Textos hasta 500 palabras, que enseflan a llevar a cabo tareas nuevas para el lector.

El texto se refiere a conceptos que requieren juntar distintas informaciones. (por ¢j.,
estrellas, volcanes) y a temas variados de interés para el lector para su informacién o su ocio.

El texto remite a conceptos o ideas abstractos. Se usan palabras polisémicas y
abreviaciones, siglas y acronimos corrientes, asi como palabras extranjeras corrientes.

En el texto hay alguna palabra compuesta con significado no decodificable analiticamente
o palabras derivadas con morfemas (prefijos y sufijos) corrientes.

El texto presenta una estructura mayoritariamente paratactica; no se sigue siempre el
orden basico de palabras. Las oraciones del texto con frecuencia se articulan con conectores
de coordinacion y de subordinacion y en ocasiones con conectores menos comunes (por
¢j., La casa es bonita, pero resulta cara de acuerdo con lo que dicta el mercado inmobiliario), asi como
incluyen oraciones de relativo que complementan al sujeto o al objeto de la oracién (por ej.,
E/ chico que me abrazo se dirigio a la entrada. El chico al que su madre abrazo se dirigid a la entrada.).

Los verbos estan conjugados en subjuntivo (presente, pretérito perfecto o
pluscuamperfecto), en futuro compuesto y lo condicional.

El texto presenta un uso frecuente de la pronominalizacién y elementos omitidos.

El texto presenta distintas secuencias temporales no lineales (por ¢j., Maria y Pablo fueron
) felices mientras estuvieron casados; de hecho, nunca habian sido tan felices como desde que se casaron, pero
la felicidad durd hasta que ella se enanord de un compariero de trabajo al que habia conocido dos arios antes).

En el texto hay sentidos figurados no muy comunes (por ej., E/ Bar¢a barrid al Madrid).
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1) Cuadro de los niveles

Mais

acil | Claro .
complejo

Descriptores

El texto puede tener hasta 50 palabras.

El texto puede tener hasta 250 palabras.

Tamarno

1
2
3 |El texto puede tener hasta 500 palabras.
4

El texto contiene mas de 500 palabras.

Mas

Claro .
complejo

Descriptores

El texto menciona conceptos relacionados con
5 |actividades cotidianas (por ejemplo, comida, tareas
domésticas, ropa).

6 [El texto hace referencia a algunas ideas abstractas.

Diversidad

El texto se refiere a conceptos que requieren
conceptual pros 9 4

7 [juntar distintas informaciones. (por ej., estrellas,
volcanes).

Ll texto se refiere a conceptos nuevos o con
8 |multiples facetas. (por ej., materia oscura, desarrollo
cerebral, estadistica).

l\qu.y Facil |Claro Mas .
facil complejo

Descriptores

El texto sirve para llevar a cabo tareas
corrientes/domésticas (por ej., instrucciones pata
comprar billetes de autobus, instrucciones de uso
en la etiqueta de un producto).

El texto se utiliza en el ambito laboral o en los
medios de comunicacion (por ej., comunicacién o
instrucciones en el trabajo, noticias, anuncios,
deportes).

10

Finalidad

El texto ensefia a llevar a cabo tareas nuevas (por
11lej., instrucciones sobre como usar el correo
electronico de la empresa).

El texto se utiliza en contextos de ocio (por ej.,
12|literatura y ficcion, reportaje, articulos de
opinion).

MUy Bacil|Claro| M2
facil complejo

Descriptores

El texto se utiliza en comunicaciones cortientes (por
Contexto 13 ¢j., horarios de transportes, listas, menas,
comunicativo instrucciones generales, informacion sobre el precio

de un producto, comunicacion personal, etc.).
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El texto sirve para llevar a cabo tareas

14 |cortientes/domésticas (por ej., instrucciones
para comprar billetes de autobus, instrucciones
de uso en la etiqueta de un producto).

El texto puede abordar temas variados de
interés para el lector para su informacién o su
ocio (por ej., articulo de revista sobre la
naturaleza).

15

Raguel AMARO et al.

El texto se utiliza en contextos especializados
16 |(por ej., comunicacion profesional formal, foros
en Internet).

Descriptores

Claro

Mas
complejo|

El texto se compone sobre todo de palabras que se
17 |refieren a conceptos concretos (por €j., silla,
manzana, martillo, ordenador).

El texto contiene algunas palabras que hacen
18 [referencia a ideas abstractas (por ejemplo, felicidad,
maginacion, anor).

El texto utiliza palabras que se refieren a
Concrecion | 19 |conceptos e ideas abstractas (por ejemplo,
envejecimiento, razon, lealtad).

El texto se refiere a conceptos relacionados con
20 |usos de ambitos especificos (por ej., #rabajo, deportes,
aficiones).

El texto utiliza palabras que se refieren a

conceptos e ideas abstractas en contextos

polifacéticos y/o édreas especializadas (por ejemplo,
vesia, democracia, fusion nuclear).

21

Descriptores

Muy
facil

Facil

Claro

Mas
complejo|

El texto tiene palabras y expresiones simples

2 relativas a cuestiones cotidianas y se usan nombres

aceite de oliva, verduras).

frecuentes y comunmente conocidos (por ej., patatas,

En el texto no se utilizan abreviaciones (por ¢j., gr.,

| 23 |k, kg), salvo las formas frecuentes de tratamiento
Léxico (pot ¢j., S, Dra).

24 |En el texto no se utilizan ni acréonimos ni siglas.

En el texto se utilizan pocos sentidos figurados,
acronimos, siglas y abreviaciones.

25

En el texto se utilizan abreviaciones cortientes tras

26 explicarlas (por ej., L — litro, m. — metro).
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27

En el texto se utilizan acrénimos y siglas que son

comunmente conocidos, esto es, se pueden

entender de manera aislada (por ej., RENFE, I17A4,

PSOE, PP (compariia ferroviaria, impuestos, partidos
oliticos...).

28

En el texto se utilizan abreviaciones corrientes (por
ej., 7., k., gr., L., Excmo., ..).

29

En el texto se utilizan acrénimos y siglas después de
describirlos (por ej., Organizacion de las Naciones
Unidades (ONU), instituto de ensenianza secundaria

(IES)).

30

En el texto se utiliza todo tipo de siglas (por
¢jemplo, AADN, UNESCO, UE, UNICEF).

31

Ll texto tiene palabras y expresiones menos
conocidas que se refieren a ambitos especificos (por
ej., enfermedad cardiaca, arteria, tratamiento).

32

En el texto no se utiliza ninguna palabra extranjera o
se utilizan palabras extranjeras muy comunes y
conocidas (por ejemplo, internet, donut).

33

El texto tiene palabras extranjeras comunes (por ¢j.,
estrés, rock), pero no son la mayoria en el texto.

34

En el texto se utilizan palabras extranjeras comunes
con frecuencia (por ej., link, hobby, marketing, mail,

).

Descriptores

\Morfologia

nominal

35

En el texto se utilizan palabras compuestas
comunes o palabras compuestas transparentes, es
decir, palabras o expresiones que pueden
entenderse facilmente combinando las dos partes.

36

El texto tiene palabras compuestas corrientes (por
¢j., judias verdes) o palabras compuestas
transparentes (palabras o expresiones cuyo
significado se puede entender facilmente
combinando el significado de sus partes (por ej.,
abrelatas, sacacorchos).

37

El texto tiene palabras derivadas con prefijos y
sufijos corrientes y frecuentes (por ej., infeli,
tranquilamente, organizar, trabajador, casita), pero no
son mayoritarias en el texto.

38

El texto tiene palabras derivadas con prefijos y
sufijos que son frecuentes (por ej., precocinado,
desorganizar, embalaje, organizacion, jardinero, finisino),
pero no son mayoritarias en el texto.

Muy
facil

F

acC

il

Claro

Mas
complejo
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39

El texto tiene alguna palabra compuesta cuyo
significado no se puede facilmente entender a
partir de la combinacion del significado de sus
partes (por ej., portaaviones, portavoz, dpera prima).

40

El texto tiene palabras derivadas con sufijos y
prefijos muy variados (por ejemplo, nerviosismo,
lavable, curiosidad, altitud, superpoder, preconcebido).

41

El texto tiene distintas palabras compuestas cuyo
significado no se puede entender facilmente a
partir de la combinacion del significado de sus
partes (por ej., plusvalia, caballo de batalla, en pie de
\guerra).

42

El texto tiene palabras derivadas con sufijos y
prefijos muy poco comunes (por e€j., #egafiesta,
tendinitis, geopolitico).

Descriptores

Muy
facil

Facil

Claro

Mas
complejo|

\Morfologia
verbal

43

Modos e tiempos verbales

Verbos en infinitivo (por ej., gustar, comer, huir).

Verbos en presente de indicativo (por ej., gista,
come, huye).

Verbos auxiliares poder, ir, estar en los tiempos del
indicativo (por ej., puede gustar, voy a comer, esta
huyendo).

Verbos en imperativo (por ej., wira, oid, estudiad).

Verbos en gerundio (por ej., gustando, comiendo,
huyendo).

Verbos en imperfecto de indicativo (por ej.,
oustaba, comia, huias).

Verbos en pretérito indefinido (por ej., gustd, comi,
huyeron)

Verbos en pretérito perfecto (por ej., ha gustado, has
comido, han huido).

Verbos en futuro simple (por ej., comerdn, gustard).

Verbos en presente del subjuntivo (por ej., guste,
coma, huyan).

Verbos en imperfecto de subjuntivo (por ej.,
ustara, comiesen, huyera).

Verbos en pretérito perfecto del subjuntivo (por
¢j., haya ido, hayas oido, hayan estudiad).

Verbos en futuro compuesto del indicativo (por
¢j., habri gustado, habris comido, habré huido).

Verbos en condicional simple (por ej., gustaria,

comerias, huirian).
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Expresiones con verbos como permanecer, querer,
poder, conseguir en tiempos simples (por ej.,
ermanezca callado, queria almorzar, consigo ganar).

Verbos en pluscuamperfecto de subjuntivo (por
ej., hubiera gustado, hubiese comido, hubiera huido).

Verbos en condicional compuesto (por ej., habria
oustado, habrias comido, habrian huido).

Expresiones con verbos como estar, ser, permanecer,
querer, poder, deber en tiempos compuestos (por ej.,
habian querido estudiar; han estado huyendo, habiamos

debido huir).

Muy | pacil|Claro |  M2S

Descriptores facil complejo

La mayoria de las oraciones del texto son cortas y
directas o se articulan por medio de conectores
frecuentes y comunes (por ej., La casa es grande, bonita
y ademds es barata).

44

El texto combina oraciones utilizando conjunciones
coordinantes y subordinantes (por ejemplo: los miisicos
45 |tocaban, pero pocos clientes escuchaban. Cuando dejaron de
tocar, solo un caballero habld).

Las oraciones del texto con frecuencia se articulan
con conectores de coordinacion y de subordinacion y
46 |en ocasiones con conectores menos comunes (por
¢j., La casa es bonita, pero resulta cara de acuerdo con lo que
dicta el mercado inmobiliario).

Las oraciones del texto son largas y se componen de
varias oraciones que se articulan por medio de
\Sintascis conectores de coordinacién y de subordinacion (por
47 ¢j., Dado que gran parte de. este /z'bf"o bfzb/a de /.a gestion de
las partes dificiles del trabajo en solitario y analiza los modos
de corregir o de ir mds alld, primero quiero dejar bien claro que
trabajar en solitario es fantdstico, por lo que muchas personas
lo consideran una opcion).

La mayoria de las oraciones del texto estan en voz
48 |activa (por ej., E/ gato ha cazado el ratén (activa) vs. E/
raton ha sido cazado por el gato. (pasiva)).

49 [El texto presenta frases en voz pasiva.

El texto contiene construcciones impersonales
50 [comunes y pasivas -se (p. €]., 2/ trabajo se hace bien)
(por €j., Se detuvo a los ladrones en dos horas).

El texto contiene oraciones de relativo que se
51 [refieren al sujeto de la frase (por ejemplo, e/ sejior que
vive al lado 0yd el ruido).

115



Framework of Textual Complexity for Low-Literacy Adults. ..

Raguel AMARO et al.

52

Las oraciones del texto con frecuencia incluyen
oraciones de relativo que complementan al sujeto o al
objeto de la oracion (por ej., E/ chico que me abrazd se
dirigid a la entrada. El chico al que su madre abrazo se dirigio
a la entrada.).

53

El texto contiene oraciones simples y en el orden
basico de palabras (sujeto-verbo-complementos) (por
¢j., Pablo ayuds a sus hijos a comprar una casa.).

54

El texto contiene oraciones simples que no siguen el
orden basico de palabras (sujeto-verbo-
complementos) (por ej., A/ nisio le han regalado una
bicicleta sus padres), pero no son mayoritarias en el
texto.

55

Las oraciones del texto siguen distintos 6rdenes de
palabras (sujeto-verbo-complementos; verbo-
complementos-sujeto, etc.) (por ej., Compraron los
ninos agicar para hacer la tarta; Perdieron la guerra los que
la habian iniciado.).

56

Las frases del texto se presentan en diferentes
6rdenes no lineales (sujeto-verbo-complemento;

verbo-complemento-sujeto, etc.).

Descriptores

Cobesion
texctual:

pronombres,
andforas y

elipsis

El texto tiene pocos o ningun elemento omitido
(por ej., Comienza una semana que te traerd abundantes
alegrias y realizaciones tanto en los asuntos laborales,

57 \materiales y sociales como también en tu vida intima, todo
ello gracias a un transito muy favorable del Sol. 1 iajes
felices y afortunados, tanto si son de trabajo como por
motivos de ocio).

Facil

Claro

Mas
complejo

Hay elementos repetidos en lugar de pronombres
58 |(por ej., A Juan no le gusta Maria porque Maria no es
amable.).

59 [El texto tiene algunos elementos omitidos.

El texto tiene elementos omitidos (por ej., La
diabetes es un grave problema de salud priblica en los
paises del primer mundo. Ademas, es una enfermedad
silenciosa vs. La diabetes es un grave problema de

salud priblica en los paises del tercer mundo. Ademas, esta
dolencia es una enfermedad silenciosa.).

60

El texto presenta una secuenciaciéon temporal
lineal simple, expresada por medio de adverbios
temporales o conectores como desde que, en cuanto,
después de gue y por medio de tiempos verbales
(por ¢j., Cuando llego Maria, la fiesta ya habia
comenzado.).

61
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El texto presenta distintas secuencias temporales
no lineales (por ej., Maria y Pablo fueron muy felices
mientras estuvieron casados; de hecho, nunca habian sido

02 \tan felices como desde que se casaron, pero la felicidad durd

basta que ella se enamord de un companiero de trabajo al
que habia conocido dos aros antes).

63

El texto utiliza pronombres y palabras
relacionadas para indicar a qué se esta haciendo
referencia (por ejemplo: En e/ libro, damos una
definicion completa de nuna tormenta de nieve y de como se
forma. También indicamos donde se puede ver el
fenomeno).

64

En el texto se usan pronombres y distintos tipos
de palabras para indicar a qué se refiere (por ej.,
Tal'y como especifica la plataforma especializada en
proporcionar informacion sobre el tiempo, las temperaturas
en Espana “van a ir subiendo” dia a dia, y no solo las
mdxcimas, sino también las minimas. Un hecho que
provocard que sea mids dificil que éstas disminuyan
durante la noche, propiciando la aparicion de las conocidas
como “noches tropicales”, que, por el momento, ya se han
dado en diversos puntos de nuestro pars).

65

El texto presenta secuenciaciones cronoldgicas no
lineales.

Descriptores

E stilistica

66

En el texto no hay sentidos figurados (por ej., Este
verano los precios subirdan vs. Este verano se disparardn

(fig.).

67

En el texto hay sentidos figurados (por ej., Este
verano los precios se dispararin.).

Claro

Mas
complejo,

68

El texto tiene algunos casos de metafora y
metonimia.

69

En el texto hay sentidos figurados no muy
comunes (por ¢j., E/ Barga barrid al Madrid).

70

El texto sélo utiliza las comparaciones,
personificaciones e hipérboles mas comunes (por
ejemplo: Es zan bella como una flor; Tu maleta pesa una
tonelada).

71

En el texto se utilizan metaforas poco comunes
(por €j., Se destejen los dias. Las noches se consumen antes
de darnos cuenta).
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