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1. Introduction 
 

This report provides a detailed overview of Dataset 2: annotated corpora by level of 
complexity for FR, PT and SP. It is organized into three major sections - 2. Classification and 
annotation tasks, 3. Data description, and 4. Sample results - and provides a detailed account on the 
classification and annotation processes undertaken, the composition of the dataset, including 
data format, qualitative and quantitative analyses and inter-annotators agreement, as well as a 
sample of annotated texts extracted from the dataset. 

The Dataset 2: annotated corpora by level of complexity for FR, PT and SP is a collection 
of texts categorized by complexity level and annotated for complexity features, presented in 
xlsx format. These corpora were compiled and annotated under the scope of the project 
iRead4Skills – Intelligent Reading Improvement System for Fundamental and Transversal Skills 
Development, funded by the European Commission (grant number: 1010094837). The project 
aims to enhance reading skills within the adult population by creating an intelligent system that 
assesses text complexity and recommends suitable reading materials to adults with low literacy 
skills, contributing to reducing skills gaps and facilitating access to information and culture 
(https://iread4skills.com). 

This dataset is the result of specifically devised classification and annotation tasks, in which 
selected texts were organized and distributed to trainers in Adult Learning (AL) and Vocational 
Education Training (VET) Centres, as well as to adult students in AL and VET centres. This task 
was conducted via the Qualtrics platform. 

The goal of this task was gathering input on complexity phenomena and on the perception of 
texts' complexity from both these target populations, based on the texts compiled and classified 
in the iRead4Skills Dataset 1: corpora by level of complexity for FR, PT and SP 
(https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10055909). 

In order to illustrate how the task was conducted by the participants, a sample of annotated 
texts is presented, for each language under the project’s scope. 

The full dataset is available under creative CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license in Zenodo, 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.12821882. 

 

 

 

2. Classification and annotation tasks 
 

2.1 Dataset design 

The Dataset 2: annotated corpora by level of complexity for FR, PT and SP is derived from 
the iRead4Skills Dataset 1: corpora by level of complexity for FR, PT and SP 
(https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10055909), which comprises written texts of various genres and 
complexity levels. From this collection, a subset of texts was selected for classification and 
annotation. This classification and annotation task aimed to provide additional data and test sets 
for the complexity analysis systems for the three languages of the project: French (FR), 
Portuguese (PT), and Spanish (SP). 

https://iread4skills.com/
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10055909
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.12821882
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10055909
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Approximately 20% of the texts in each of the language corpora (FR, PT, and SP) were selected, 
taking into account the diversity of topics/domains, genres, and the reading preferences of the 
target audience of the iRead4Skills project, as depicted in Table 1. This percentage amounted to 
the total of 462 texts per language, which were divided by level of complexity, resulting in the 
following distribution: 

• 140 Very Easy texts 
• 140 Easy texts 
• 140 Plain texts 
• 42 More Complex texts. 

 
Preferences' 
percentage topic genres/sub genres/document types 

60-40 current issues editorials, news, reportage, interview, opinion articles 
40-30 health and well-being magazines, self-help books, essays 
30-25 society magazines, interview, news, reportage 
30-20 history historic novels, history books, encyclopedias 
30-25 traveling chronicles, travel reports, travel/tourist guides 
30-20 cooking cookbooks 
25-20 sports news, reportage, interviews 
30-15 romance and love novel, epic, drama, ...  

25-20 family magazines, novels, self-help books, essays, diaries, 
chronicles, ... 

Table 1: Reading preferences of low-literacy adults retrieved from the iRead4SKills D2.1 Reading 
skills survey1 

 

2.2 Task for trainers 

Trainers were asked to classify the texts according to the complexity levels of the project 
(iRead4Skills - Complexity Levels2), here informally defined as: 

• Very Easy (everyone can understand the text or most of the text). 

• Easy (a person with less than the 9th year of schooling can understand the text or most 
of the text) 

• Plain (a person with the 9th year of schooling can understand the text the first time 
he/she reads it) 

• More Complex (a person with the 9th year of schooling cannot understand the text 
the first time he/she reads it) 

It should be mentioned that, for French, we also asked trainers to further refine their judgement, 
using a Likert scale (from 1 to 5). In other words, after having decided on the gross level (e.g. 
Easy), trainers had to estimate whether the given text was more representative of the beginning 
of the level (1 or 2), typical of the level (3), or already close to the next level (4 or 5). In case 
the trainers forgot to answer this question, we assigned a score of 2,5.   

 
1 https://zenodo.org/records/10179536 
2 Monteiro, R., Amaro, R., Correia, S., Pintard, A., Gauchola, R., Moutinho, M., & Blanco Escoda, X. 
(2023). iRead4Skills - Complexity Levels (V1.0). Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10459090 

https://zenodo.org/records/10179536
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10459090
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Furthermore, trainers were also asked to annotate the parts of the texts considered complex 
according to various type of features, at word-level and at sentence-level (e.g., word order, 
sentence composition, etc.). The annotating categories were: 

Lexical/word-related features 

• unknown word 

• word too technical/specialized or archaic 

• complex derived word 

• points to a previous reference that is not obvious 

• word (other) 

Syntactic/sentence-level features 

• unusual word order 

• too much embedded secondary information 

• too many connectors in the same sentence 

• sentence (other) 

• other (please specify) 

 

To better distribute and execute this task, different batches containing texts to classify and 
annotate were constituted. Each batch contained texts from all levels of complexity. For the 
trainers' task, the goal was to have different trainers validating the same set. This not only 
provides different judgments on the sets but makes inter annotator agreement calculations 
possible. The table below shows the distribution of sets per annotator for PT and SP planned. 

 

number of texts per trainer  number of data sets & 
trainers' groups 

total number of 
trainers 

60 texts 
(15 Plain texts) + (5 +complex texts) 

(15 Easy texts) + (5 Plain texts) 
(15 Very Easy texts) + (5 Easy texts)  

 
8  

24 

Table 2: Distribution of texts per set & trainers' groups for PT and SP  

 

The sets were divided in three parts in Qualtrics, and, in each part, the texts were shown 
randomly to the annotator. The sets were divided into three parts in Qualtrics, and, in each 
part, the texts were shown randomly to the annotator.  

For French, we initially used batches of about 32 texts but soon received negative feedback from 
the annotators about the exaggerated number of texts. We therefore decided to reduce batch 
size to 16 or 17 texts. The distribution of text is operated randomly, ensuring more or less the 
same amount of text per difficult level (except for More Complex).  

number of texts per data sets number of data sets & 
trainers' groups 

total number 
of trainers 

17 texts or  17 
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 16 texts 28 
 

Table 3: Distribution of texts per set & trainers' groups for FR  

 

2.3 Task for students 

A similar task was conducted with students from AL centers. However, smaller sets were 
considered to avoid fatiguing this population, which could result in skewed results. 

In this student’s task, each set of texts was divided by level of complexity (Very Easy, Easy, Plain). 
The students who participate in the task are matched with the set of texts adequate to their 
literacy level, in order to validate their reading comprehension of the texts. Each set contains 
texts from a given level, plus one text of the level immediately above. The texts of this higher 
level serve to provide us with a control task, helping us assess the validity of the task. The table 
below shows the distribution of text sets per student for PT and SP. 

 

number of texts per student 
& level 

number of data sets per 
level total number of students 

5 
(4 texts of the students’ level 
+1 text of the level above) 

18 
(6 sets per level) 

54 
(18 students from each level) 

Table 4: Distribution of texts per set, level and students’ groups for PT and SP 

 

Additionally, the students are also requested to annotate words and sequences of words in the 
text that they did not understand. Different categories and tags were used in this specific 
annotation task, to avoid overwhelming the students. The categories used were: 

• difficult word 
• difficult part of the text 

 

For French, the same annotation design was used. Unfortunately, due to various factors (poor 
connection with the VET and AL centers, motivational levers less efficient than for the PT and 
SP contexts, calendar problems, etc.), the number of recruited students was smaller. annotation 
of the texts. The table below shows the distribution of text sets for FR: 

 

number of texts per 
student & level 

number of data sets per 
level total number of students 

5 
(4 texts of the students’ 
level +1 text of the level 

above) 

Very Easy: 5 
Easy: 6 
Plain: 7 

19 

Table 5: Distribution of texts per set, level and students’ groups for FR 

 

3. Data description 
 



5 
 

This section provides a description of the data resulting from the two tasks detailed above – 
Task for trainers and Task for students, including details on data formats, quantitative and 
qualitative information, and inter-annotator agreement. The descriptions and analysis of the data 
are organized by language: French, Portuguese, Spanish. 

 

3.1 Format  

The classification and annotation tasks were conducted using the Qualtrics platform. The data 
generated from these tasks was exported in CSV format and subsequently processed into XLSX 
format. The data was organized as a matrix, with rows displaying the input of each annotator 
and columns containing various details about the classified/annotated files. The data processing 
step was carried out separately for the results of the annotation and classification tasks, resulting 
in two different files. The final data format and organization is presented in the following 
subsections. 

The complete results and datasets are in XLSX format in Appendixes 1 to III. These are 
organized by language in pairs of two files, with one file concerning the results from the 
classification (trainers)/validation (students) task and one file concerning the results from the 
annotation task.  

The table below provides the description of each variable. 

The data in each Excel file is transparently provided and organized. Each row contains the input 
from a single annotator, while the columns correspond to the variables at play, as presented in 
Table 5 below. 

 

Column name Data 
Annotator's ID The randomly generated ID code for each annotator, 

together with information on the dataset assigned to them. 
Progress Information on the completion of the task (for each text). 
Duration (seconds) Time used in the completion of the task (for each text). 
File Name 

N1 = Very Easy 
N2 = Easy 
N3 = Plain 
N4 = More Complex 

File internal identification, providing its iRead4Skills 
classification. 

Text The content of the file, i.e. the text itself. 
Annotated Level Level assigned by the annotator (trainer). 
Proficiency SubLevel 
(Likert Scale - 1 to 5) 

SubLevel assigned by the annotator (trainer) for FR data. 

Corresponding CEFR Level CEFR level closest to the iRead4Skills 
Additional Info Observations made by the trainers/students 
Annotated Term Word or set of words selected for annotation 
Term Label Annotation assigned to the Annotated Term (difficult word, 

word order, etc.)  
TermIndex Position of the annotated term in the text 
Annotator's Proficiency 
Level 

Level of AL/VET of the student 

Text adequate for user Validation of the text by the students 
The complete datasets are available under creative CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license in Zenodo, 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.12821882. 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.12821882
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As visible in the Annexes, the columns Proficiency Level, Proficiency SubLevel, Proficiency File 
Level, and Proficiency Level CEFR are exclusive to the classification task, whereas the columns 
Annotated Term, Term Index, and Term Label are exclusive to the annotation task. The columns 
Additional Info and Annotator's ID are also common to both files. 

The configuration of the XLSX files for both students' and trainers’ tasks is nearly identical. 
However, in the classification task, the students were not asked to classify the text. Instead, the 
texts were presented to them based on their predetermined proficiency levels. Therefore, the 
students were not directly classifying the texts but rather indicating whether they understood 
them or not. This indirectly classified the texts as either corresponding to their proficiency level 
or not.  

As shown in the table above, the Text adequate for user column indicates whether the students 
understood the text presented to them during the task or not (using a Boolean value, in the 
native language). The Annotator's Proficiency Level column refers to the reading proficiency level 
of the student. These proficiency levels correspond to levels assigned to the students by their 
educational institutions. In collaboration with the AL and VET centers and the trainers, a mapping 
of these external levels to the project's levels was carried out. The iRead4Skills level assigned to 
the text is indicated in the File Name column through the prefixes N1 (= Very Easy); N2 (= Easy); 
N3 (= Plain) and N4 (= More Complex). 

 

3.2 Qualitative and quantitative description 

This subsection presents information on the data collected, organized by the different 
annotators/respondents (Trainers and Students) and the languages covered in the project. It 
presents quantitative details on the types and amounts of data collected, along with analyses of 
the results, such as annotators' agreement and majority-based calculations. 

 

3.2.1 Trainers' data 
 

Portuguese 

Trainers were asked to classify the texts according to the complexity levels (Very Easy, Easy, 
Plain, More Complex). The overlap of the results from this classification and the levels in the 
iRead4Skills PT corpus are presented in the Figure below. 



7 
 

 

Figure 6: Texts' classification results per level – Portuguese 

 

The results indicate alignment with the iRead4Skills levels. The majority of texts at each level 
were classified as belonging to the corresponding level: 63 texts as Very Easy, 75 as Easy and 83 
as Plain. Texts in the More Complex category appear to be an outlier, as the majority of them 
that were classified as belonging to a different level (13 texts as More Complex and 18 texts as 
Plain). However, it is important to interpret this critically, as the More Complex level contained 
fewer texts to be classified than the others and primarily served as a threshold level for the Plain 
level.  

At the relevant levels (Very Easy, Easy, and Plain), a significant proportion of texts were classified 
as belonging to other levels: 44% in the Very Easy level; 45% in the Easy level, and 40% in the 
Plain level. For the Very Easy level, this suggests an underestimation of difficulty of these texts. 
In the other levels, the results are more evenly distributed, although there is notable tendency 
for texts to be classified into higher complexity levels. 

These cases where there was no overlap were further analyzed. It was observed that texts in 
these situations were typically classified as belonging to adjacent levels, usually one level higher 
on the complexity scale, and rarely to a level significantly beyond that.  

Results suggests that the iRead4Skills assessment of the texts' complexity levels was adequate 
and that is supported by the empirical knowledge and experience of trainers. 

 

Spanish 

Also in the Spanish case, the data from the trainers' task corroborated the iRead4Skills proposed 
levels for the majority of texts.  
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Figure 7: Text’s level classification results per level – Spanish 

 

For each level, the majority of texts were classified as belonging to that same level. The More 
Complex level was the only exception, with most of texts being overestimated in terms of 
complexity. However, as previously noted, this level primarily served as a threshold for the 
preceding one, and therefore does not invalidate the data for the other levels. 

As in the Portuguese case, a significant proportion of texts were classified as belonging to other 
levels: in the Very Easy level, 42% of the texts were considered not to belong to this level, while 
in Easy and Plain levels, 43% and 49% of the texts, respectively, were classified as belonging to 
other levels. In Spanish, however, the tendency for the Easy and Plain levels is for texts to be 
classified into lower complexity levels. 

Results, again, support that the iRead4Skills assessment of the texts' complexity levels was 
adequate. 

 

French  

For French, it should be remembered that the initial classification was not carried out by humans, 
but by a deep learning algorithm capable of identifying the difficulty of texts according to the 
CEFR framework, called DMesure (Yancey et al., 2021)3. This automatic tool seems to have 
underestimated the difficulty of the texts that were retained, since 107 texts that he had 
considered Very Easy were recalibrated to Easy. For the two median levels, DMesure's 
assessment and that of the trainers seem to be broadly in line, although there is still a slight 
tendency to underestimate the Easy level. Conversely, for the More Complex level, we can see 
that it is the trainers who underestimate the difficulty of texts. This raises the question of the 
extent to which our annotators were not subject to a central tendency bias (tending towards 
average scores). Nevertheless, for the rest of the project, we'll be relying more on the trainers' 
scores than on DMesure's.  

 
3  Yancey, K., Pintard, A., & Francois, T. (2021). Investigating readability of French as a foreign language 
with deep learning and cognitive and pedagogical features. Lingue e linguaggio, 20(2), 229-258. 
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Figure 8: Text’s level classification results per level – French 

 

3.2.2 Students' data 

In the students' classification task, students, based on their assigned reading proficiency levels, 
were asked whether they understood the majority of the text or not. Unlike the trainers' task, 
it did not require students to reassign levels to the texts that were not understood. 

 

Portuguese 

The table below presents the results of the students' classification task. It details the percentage 
of overlap between the iRead4Skills classification for each level and the students' responses, 
reflecting the proportion of texts considered adequate by the target users. These results indicate 
that the texts initially proposed for each level are, for the most part, appropriate for the reading 
proficiency of the students. 

Level Overlap with the iRead4Skills level 

Very Easy 77,6% 

Easy 65,8% 

Plain 77,6% 

More complex 100% 

Table 6: Percentage of texts overlapping with the iRead4Skills levels, based on student’s answers 
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Spanish 

Level Overlap with the iRead4Skills level 
Very easy 66,7% 

Easy 73,3% 
Plain 80,2% 

More complex 100% 

Table 7: Percentage of texts overlapping with the iRead4Skills levels, based on student’s answers 

 

The table above presents the results of the students' classification task. It provides the 
percentage of overlap between the initial classification for each level and the students' responses, 
representing the proportion of texts deemed adequate to the target users. As the data indicates, 
there is quite a significant overlap between the proposed levels of the texts and the students' 
assessment. 

 

French 

For French, as we did not have the manually assigned levels for texts but those of the DMesure 
tool, we considered more informative to compare the difficulty levels assigned by the teachers 
with the comprehension’s statement of the students. It appears that 86.7% of the texts assigned 
to readers at the “Very Easy” level were correctly understood. For the “Easy” level, 75.6% of 
the texts were considered adequate by the students of this level, whereas 77% of the “Plain” 
texts were correctly understood by students of this level. Although this shows that the teachers’ 
annotations are not perfect, these percentages remain reasonable, even for applicative purposes. 

Level Overlap with the initial level 

Very Easy 86.7% 

Easy 75.6% 

Plain 77.1% 

More complex NA 

Table 8: Percentage of texts overlapping with the teacher’s levels, based on student’s answers 

 

3.2.3 Annotations 
 

A complementary task was conducted with both the student and trainer populations – the 
annotation task. As explained earlier, respondents were asked (but not required) to: 

i) mark parts of the texts that they did not understand (students), 

ii) annotate parts of the texts considered complex according to various features, at word-level 
and at sentence-level (e.g., word order, sentence composition, etc.).  

The table below presents the quantitive results of this task for the three languages. 
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 Portuguese Spanish French 
Student’s annotations 103 73 95 
Trainer’s annotations 344 402 462 

Table 9: Number of texts with annotations per language dataset 

 

The table shows the number of texts with one or more annotations in each language dataset. 
Considering the total number of texts presented for this task, the number of texts annotated 
seems relatively satisfactory. However, the collected annotations are not sufficient to be directly 
used for machine learning purposes. 

Nonetheless, further analysis of these data is expected to be valuable for developing and fine 
tuning the writing assistant tools. 

 

3.2.4 Majority calculation 
 

To process and use the results from the trainer and students' tasks, the degree of consensus 
among the different classifications was computed. This degree of consensus (or majority 
agreement) took each classification from every annotator, as well as the initial classification of 
the texts, as input values.  The calculation considered the following categories: 

• Very strong: All annotators and the initial file level are in complete agreement.  
• Strong: There is one disagreement among the annotators (including the initial level).  
• Weak: There are two disagreements among the annotators (including the initial level).  
• Very weak: There are more than two disagreements among the annotators (including 

the initial level). 

Since only a few texts in the students' task were classified by more than one person, this 
calculation was applied only to the data resulting from the trainers' task. 

The analysis was performed for the results of the different languages. 

 

Portuguese 

Majority Number Percentage 
Very weak 171 40% 
Weak 179 39,72% 
Strong 71 16,59% 
Very strong 16 3,74% 
Total  428 

Table 10: Majority per type - PT 
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 Very Easy Easy Plain More Complex 
Very weak 33,3% 41,1% 45,3% 40% 
Weak 35,1% 42,6% 32,1% 52,9% 
Strong 20,8% 15,6% 19,8% 7,1% 
Very strong 10,8% 0,7% 2,8% 0% 

Table 11: Distribution of majority type per level - PT 

 

The tables above indicate low consensus among annotators. Almost 80% of the majority types 
are Very weak or Weak. The data also shows that texts classified as "Very Easy" tend to have 
better agreement, whereas texts from other levels exhibit higher rates of disagreement. This 
may suggest greater variability in complexity at higher levels than at lower ones, making it more 
challenging to reach consensus on higher complexity levels. 

 

Spanish 

For Spanish, the majority results were as follows: 

Majority Number Percentage 
Very weak 113 24,9% 
Weak 135 29,7% 
Strong 175 38,6% 
Very strong 31 6,8% 
Total  454 

Table 12: Majority per type - SP 

 

 Very Easy Easy Plain More Complex 
Very weak 17,3% 40,2% 26,1% 12,2% 
Weak 25% 31,8% 27,8% 33% 
Strong 46,1% 18,7% 38,9% 53% 
Very strong 11,6% 9,3% 7,2% 1,8% 

Table 13: Percentage of type of majority per level 

 

In general, the data show a relatively even distribution of consensus among annotators, with the 
agreement category “Strong” having the highest level of occurrence. The data further indicates 
that texts categorized as "Very easy", “Plain”, and “More Complex” tend to have a strong 
agreement, whereas "Easy" texts exhibit higher rates of Very weak agreement. 

 

French 

For the French case, the majority results were as follows: 
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Majority Number Percentage 
Very weak 6 1.3% 
Weak 286 61.9% 
Strong 155 33.5% 
Very strong 15 3.3% 
Total  462 

Table 14: Majority per type 

 

 Very easy Easy Plain More Complex 
Very weak 4.3% 0.6% 0% 0% 
Weak 62.6% 64.6% 60% 56.1% 
Strong 32.3% 32.9% 34.5% 36.6% 
Very strong 0.9% 1.9% 5.5% 7.3% 

Table 15: Distribution of majority type per level 

 

The figures for French are roughly similar to those of the other languages, except that there is 
much less “Very weak” agreement (1.3% compared to 24.9% and 40%), but more “Weak” 
agreement (61.9% vs. 29.7% and 39.72%). The proportion of “Strong” and “Very strong” 
agreements (36.8%) is slightly lower than in Spanish (45.4%), but higher than in Portuguese 
(20.4%). 

 

In addition to providing informing on the properties of the iRead4Skills Dataset 2: annotated 
corpora by level of complexity for FR, PT and SP, the majority calculation, along with data from the 
texts' classification task, will be further used to determine the project's golden standard corpora.  

  

3.3 Inter-annotator agreement 
 

The inter-annotator agreement analysis used Cohen's Kappa and Fleiss' Kappa to evaluate the 
agreement between annotators, considering the trainers' classification tasks performed for the 
three languages. 

Cohen's Kappa is calculated for a pair of annotators within a batch and measures the agreement 
between the annotations of two evaluators. This allows a detailed comparison of how 
consistently two specific annotators classify the same data. 

Fleiss' Kappa, on the other hand, evaluates the agreement among multiple annotators for a single 
batch. It provides an overall measure of consistency across all annotators, helping to assess the 
general reliability of the classifications in each form. 

Two types of Cohen's Kappa were calculated: linear and quadratic. The linear version is more 
sensitive to small discrepancies, while the quadratic penalizes disagreements more severely. The 
reported value is the average kappa on all batches and for all pairs of annotators within each 
batch. 
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 Cohen's Kappa 
Fleiss' 
Kappa  Linear weights Quadratic weights 

 average standard deviation average standard deviation 
French 0,080 0,22 0,31 0.25 0,010 

Portuguese 0,241 0,180 0,241 0.222 0,199 
Spanish 0,259 0,145 0,390 0.165 0,049 

Table 16: Cohen's Kappa and Fleiss' Kappa results per language 

 

According to Landis & Koch (1977)4, these results indicate between Slight and Fair agreement5. 
These findings align with the difficulty and subjectivity of the task and reflect the range of variables 
that influence one's perception of what makes a text complex and difficult to read. Nonetheless, 
inter-annotator agreement provides measurable and relevant information about the compiled 
dataset and should be considered alongside the other quantitative and qualitative information 
for evaluating the dataset usability and its suitability for different goals. It should also be 
mentioned that although agreement is not optimal, disagreement will be averaged when we 
create the gold standard, meaning that the resulting difficulty score for each text will be a more 
robust estimation than a single annotator judgement.  

 

 

4. Samples 
 

The following pages provide also some samples of the results of the tasks described above in a 
more human-accessible format, with particular focus on the annotation tasks. The texts are 
organized by complexity level and language. Samples from both the students and trainers’ tasks 
are presented. Figure 9 shows what the elements in the pages allude to. 

 
4 Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical 
Data. Biometrics, 33(1), 159–174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310. 
5 Kappa Level of Agreement: >0,8: Almost perfect; >0,6: Substancial; >0,4: Moderate; >0,2: Fair; >0; <0 
No agreement, from https://datatab.net/statistics-calculator/reliability-analysis/fleiss-kappa-calculator. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://datatab.net/statistics-calculator/reliability-analysis/fleiss-kappa-calculator
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Figure 9: Sample elements 
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Trainers’ Annotations 
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

  

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

O amor constrói points to a previous reference 
that is not obvious 

Gostarmos de alguém (…) 
lugares. 

too many connectors in the 
same sentence 

Domain and genre 

 

Fiction 

Short story



18 
 

Very Easy Level 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Países do Sul da Europa points to a previous reference 
that is not obvious 

as indústrias nacionais são a 
têxtil e a do calçado  

word too technical/specialized 
or archaic 

Eurostat (Instituto de 
Estatística da União Europeia) unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Social Media 

News
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 Easy Level 

 

 

 
 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Para as regiões (…)  crianças ao 
sol 

other (please specify) – 
“sentence must be removed 
because it repeats” 

Radiações ultravioleta (…) 
Atmosfera (IPMA).  

points to a previous reference 
that is not obvious 

Eurostat (Instituto de 
Estatística da União Europeia) unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Social Media 

Weather



20 
 

Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Declaração Universal dos 
Direitos do Homem 

points to a previous reference 
that is not obvious 

livres e iguais (…)  espírito de 
fraternidade. 

too many connectors in the 
same sentence 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Political 
Communication 

Motion
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Plain Level 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

almejar word 

promissor word 

patamar unknown word 

disléxico unknown word 

Uma ideia que (…)  rotina 
corporativa. 

too much embedded 
secondary information 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Fiction 

Novel
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Plain Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

embora odeie o ténis (…) 
sempre o odiei. 

too much embedded 
secondary information 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Non-fiction 

Autobiography
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

trasnochar 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Domain and genre 

 

 

Fiction

Lyric
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

gastronómico 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

somnoliento 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

hosquedad 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

recato 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Domain and genre 

 

 

Non-fiction

Travel report
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Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Movilidad Sostenible 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

potenciación 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Domain and genre 

 

 

Legal

Law
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Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

También lo fue (…) su 
profesión. unusual word order 

cátedras 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Domain and genre 

 

 

Academic

Paper
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Plain Level 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Di dos, y no me (…) no en 
la cuenta? unusual word order 

No quise (…) borracho 
barbón. unusual word order 

Oh, quién le 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

más de mil bofetadas!  
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Mas si (…) veo un edificio unusual word order 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Fiction

Drama
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Plain Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Hasta aqui hemos (…) 
común. 

points to a previous 
reference that is not 
obvious 

Dinámica 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

péndulos 
word too 
technical/specialized or 
archaic   

Domain and genre 

 

 

Didactic

Manual
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Hachez Unknown word 

tamisé Unknown word 

incorporez Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Didactic

Recipe
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

cocodi Unknown word 

cocoda Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Lyric

Fiction
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Very Easy Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

l’appart Unknown word 

râle Unknown word 

trépignent Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Personal 
Communication

Diary
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Easy Level 

 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

plusieurs Unknown word 

livraison Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Institutional/Professional 
Communication

Letter
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Easy Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

1m65 Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Didactic

Manual
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Easy Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Gardanne Unknown word 

Autrefois Unknown word 

Provençale Unknown word 

Saint-Jean Unknown word 

Journées du Patrimoine Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Non-fiction

Travel guide
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 Plain Level 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

surfe Unknown word 

Mac Unknown word 

plante Unknown word 

obsolète Unknown word 

Dejà quand il me parle Unknown word 

reconfigurer Unknown word 

Si lui il la trouve pas Unknown word 

Survenue inopinément Unknown word 

Genre Unknown word 

Une erreur (..) promène Unknown word 

Mémoire, (…) libère. Unknown word 

J’ai beau l’insulter Unknown word 

Poli mais mauvais 
caractère Unknown word 

braque Unknown word 

Bad (…) Response Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Fiction

Drama
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Plain Level 

 

 

     

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

sexagénaire Unknown word 

égara Unknown word 

note manuscrite Unknown word 

 
inouï 
 

Unknown word 

L’expéditeur Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Social Media

News
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Plain Level 

 

 

    

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

vrac Unknown word 

à la découpe Unknown word 

equivalente. 
Proportionnellement Unknown word 

conditionnements Unknown word 

consignés Unknown word 

Dressons Unknown word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Institutional/Professional 
Communication

Fact sheet



 
 

 

 

Students’ Annotations 
 

  



 
 

 

Very Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

Zoológico Difficult word 

Veado-da-birmânia Difficult word 

espécie Difficult word 

hastes Difficult word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Social Media 

News



 
 

 

Easy Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

exploravam Difficult word 

densas Difficult word 

emaranhadas Difficult word 

vislumbrarem Difficult word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Non-fiction 

Travel report



 
 

 

Plain Level 

 

 

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

A Agência Lusa Difficult part of text 

Condecorado Difficult word 

estadista Difficult word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Social Media 

Obituary



 
 

 

Very Easy Level 

 

 

     

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

sobremesas Difficult word 

ermitaño Difficult word 

granero Difficult word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Fiction

Novel



 
 

 

Easy Level 

 

     

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

petrificación Difficult word 

Fago Difficult word 

Fagosomas Difficult word 

vacuolas Difficult word 

autofagosomas Difficult word 

gaméticos haploides Difficult word 

gametos Difficult word 

involucrados Difficult word 

Fenotipo Difficult word 

Feofitas Difficult word 

multinucleada Difficult word 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Didactic

Glossary



 
 

 

Plain Level 

 

 

      

 

 

Annotations 

Token(s) Category 

discapacidad Difficult word 

Regímenes Especiales de 
trabajadores Autónomos 
y de trabajadores del 
Mar 

Difficult part of text 

Domain and genre 

 

 

Didactic

Glossary


