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Abstract - Vietnamese upper-secondary students use the Global
Success English textbook sequence, while their end-of-school
reading performance is assessed through the National High School
Graduation Examination. This study examined the alignment
between 72 textbook passages from Grades 10-12 and 14
examination passages from 2020-2026. A quantitative corpus-
based descriptive-comparative design compared lexical diversity,
lexical sophistication, syntactic complexity, cohesion, and
readability. At the overall corpus level, lexical and readability
measures showed no differences after Holm adjustment, although
examination passages varied across periods. More consistent
differences concerned cohesion and clause organization:
examination passages contained fewer connectives and a higher
density of dependent clauses. The findings indicate selective rather
than uniform alignment and show how multidimensional corpus
evidence can support materials evaluation, language assessment
literacy, and EFL reading instruction in a high-stakes context.

Key words - Corpus linguistics; EFL reading; textbook—
examination alignment; language assessment literacy;
text complexity

1. Introduction

In a reading curriculum, alignment is partly a matter of
the texts students repeatedly encounter. Curriculum
objectives and examination specifications may appear
compatible, but that formal agreement says little about the
vocabulary, clause structure, and discourse support built
into the passages themselves. Constructive alignment
concerns coherence among intended learning outcomes,
teaching and learning activities, and assessment tasks [1].
The present study does not evaluate that full system.
Instead, it isolates one narrower component, instructional—
assessment textual alignment, by comparing the linguistic
demands of sustained textbook and examination passages.
When classroom texts offer one linguistic profile and a
high-stakes examination presents another, the gap is
experienced in everyday reading rather than only at the
policy level.

This issue is particularly salient in Vietnam. The 2018

General Education English Curriculum adopts a
competency-based orientation [2], [3]. Global Success is

Tém tit - Hoc sinh trung hoc phé thong Viét Nam sir dung bo
sach tiéng Anh Global Success, con nang lyc doc cudi cép duoc
danh gia qua Ky thi t5t nghiép trung hoc phd thong. Nghién ctru
xem xét muc d¢ tuong thich giita 72 bai doc 16p 10-12 va 14
bai doc dé thi giai doan 2020-2026. Thiét ké dinh lwong dua
trén ngilt liéu so sanh nam phuong dién: da dang tir vung, d¢ tinh
vi tir vung, d6 phue tap cu phap, tinh lién két va d6 dé doc. O
cép d6 toan ngir lidu, cac chi s tir vung va do d& doc khong
khéc biét sau hiéu chinh Holm, du bai doc d2 thi bién dong gitra
cac giai doan. Khac biét rd hon ndm & tinh lién két va td chirc
ménh d&: bai doc dé thi c6 it tir néi hon va mat d6 ménh dé phy
cao hon. Két qua cho thiy sy twong thich c6 chon loc; bang
ching ngit liéu da chiéu ¢ thé hd tro danh gia hoc liéu, hiéu
biét v& danh gi4 ngon ngir va day doc tiéng Anh trong bdi canh
thi ctir hé qua cao.

Tir khéa - Ngon ngit hoc ngi liéy; dog hiéu tiéng Anh; sy tuong
thich sach gido khoa—ky thi; hi€u biét vé danh gid ngdén ngir;
d6 phtc tap van ban

the textbook sequence examined in this study for Grades
10—12. The National High School Graduation Examination
nevertheless continues to shape classroom priorities
because it affects graduation and university admission.
Whether textbook passages prepare students for
examination texts is therefore a question for curriculum
evaluation and teacher education.

A single readability score cannot answer that question.
Two passages with similar sentence length may impose
different demands if one contains less familiar vocabulary,
denser clause relations, or fewer explicit links between
ideas. Reading demand is therefore treated here as
multidimensional, involving lexical diversity, lexical
sophistication, syntactic complexity, cohesion, and surface
readability [4], [5].

1.1. Conceptual and Empirical Background

Here, instructional-assessment textual alignment refers
to the degree of convergence or divergence between the
linguistic profiles of sustained textbook and examination
reading passages. It is treated as a text-level component of
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broader curriculum—assessment coherence rather than as
evidence of full constructive alignment. Alignment is
multidimensional rather than binary: convergence on one
linguistic dimension does not offset divergence on another.
Differences in vocabulary, clause organization, cohesion, or
readability may indicate that some textual demands of the
examination are less represented in regular instructional
input and may contribute to washback [6], [7]. Cognitive
Load Theory and recent L2 text-difficulty research further
suggest that layered syntax and weak cohesive signaling can
increase the processing resources needed to construct an
integrated representation of a text [8], [9].

Readability formulas remain useful as broad indicators,
but second-language readers also rely on lexical
familiarity, syntactic cues, and connections among
propositions [4], [5]. MTLD and HD-D represent lexical
diversity [10]; AWL coverage estimates academic lexical
load [11]; clausal and nominal measures distinguish forms
of syntactic elaboration [12], [13]; and TAACO indices
represent lexical overlap and connective support [14].
Recent L2 text-difficulty research further supports
interpreting these dimensions jointly rather than relying on
a single readability score [9]. No single index determines
whether a corpus is harder. The relevant object is the
profile formed by the indices and the processing demands
that profile plausibly creates.

Corpus comparison makes such alignment observable.
Gedik and Kolsal [15] compared Turkish high-school
textbooks with university entrance examinations and
demonstrated how a shared analytical framework can
identify differences in lexical and syntactic complexity.
Cheng and Chang [16] similarly reported lower readability,
greater syntactic complexity, and higher vocabulary
demands in Taiwanese college-entrance examination texts
than in senior-high textbooks. A recent Chinese
comparison also found lower readability in entrance-
examination passages than in compulsory English
textbooks [17]. In Vietnam, Lien et al. [18] documented the
lexical demands of upper-secondary textbooks, while
Phuong et al. [19] identified substantial lexical and
readability demands in graduation-examination passages
from 2015-2025. Nguyen and Tran [20] further reported
substantially elevated lexical and readability demands in
the 2025 examination relative to the curriculum’s Bl
benchmark. Within the Vietnamese literature identified
here, however, these textbook and examination strands
have not been directly compared across lexical, syntactic,
cohesive, and readability dimensions.

Language  assessment literacy  provides a
complementary interpretive rationale: teachers need
evidence about which features of an assessment text create
difficulty and whether regular materials provide sufficient
preparation [21], [22]. The empirical framework therefore
combines multidimensional text complexity with language
assessment literacy, while constructive alignment is
retained only as a system-level rationale.

1.2. Research Gap and Questions

The unresolved issue is the linguistic relationship
between sustained reading passages in Global Success

Grades 10-12 and those used in the National High School
Graduation  Examination. The  present  study
operationalizes textual alignment as the pattern of
convergence and divergence between instructional and
assessment passages across five linguistic dimensions. It
does not classify the corpora as wholly aligned or
misaligned, but identifies dimensions in which their
profiles converge and those in which examination demands
diverge from regular textbook input.

RQI. To what extent do the Global Success Grade 10—
12 reading passages correspond with the National High
School Graduation Examination reading passages in
lexical diversity, lexical sophistication, syntactic
complexity, cohesion, and readability?

RQ2. Which linguistic dimensions show the strongest
pedagogically meaningful convergence or divergence, and
what do these patterns imply for English teacher
preparation, language assessment literacy, and reading

pedagogy?

2. Methodology
2.1. Research Design and Corpus Materials

A quantitative corpus-based descriptive-comparative
design was used. Passage boundaries were retained
throughout the analysis, yielding 86 passage-level
observations: 72 textbook passages and 14 examination
passages. All descriptive and inferential analyses were
conducted at the passage level rather than on grade- or
year-aggregated files.

The Textbook Corpus contains 72 sustained passages
from Global Success English for Grades 10-12 [23] - [25],
with 24 passages from each grade. For each grade, the
corpus included all ten core Reading passages and all ten
Culture/CLIL passages, together with four Review
passages. Coverage is therefore comprehensive for the core
Reading and Culture/CLIL sections and supplemented by
Review input, but it does not represent every form of
language exposure in the textbooks. The Examination
Corpus contains the two intact reading-comprehension
passages from one operational English examination paper
for each year from 2020 to 2026, yielding 14 passages.
Alternative test-code versions were not treated as
additional observations when they reproduced the same
underlying reading passage. Because the examination
format changed from 2025 [26], the 2020-2024 and 2025—
2026 passages were additionally retained as predefined
period subsets for secondary comparison. Passage length
also differed between the corpora. Textbook passages had
a median length of 214 words (IQR = 83.25; range = 125—
343), whereas examination passages had a median length
0f298.5 words (IQR = 77.25; range = 155-389). Although
several indices are normalized or designed to reduce length
effects, passage length can still influence some passage-
level estimates. Length-related variation is therefore
treated as a potential source of influence rather than as
evidence of alignment or misalignment.

Functional comparability guided inclusion. The source
unit was the main continuous reading text; unit titles, pre-
reading prompts, task instructions, guided cloze passages,



ISSN 1859-1531 - TAP CHi KHOA HOC VA CONG NGHE DAl HOC DA NANG, VOL. 24, NO. 10, 2026 141

item stems, answer options, and post-reading activities
were excluded. The comparison therefore concerns
sustained discourse rather than the surrounding teaching or
testing apparatus. However, functional comparability does
not imply equivalence in genre, topic, or communicative
purpose. Textbook passages are designed for supported
instruction, whereas examination passages are designed for
assessment under time constraints; differences in discourse
type and topic may therefore contribute to observed
linguistic ~ contrasts independently of textbook—
examination alignment. Thus, “relevant texts” refers to
passages meeting the predefined sustained-reading
criterion within these bounded sources rather than every
textual element in the textbooks or examination papers.
Table 1 summarizes the composition and sampling scope
of the two corpora.

Table 1. Corpus Profile and Sampling Scope

Corpus Coverage Included passage set N

Per grade: 10 Reading +
10 Culture/CLIL + 4 Review passages
2 intact sustained reading-
comprehension passages per annual 14
examination

Textbook 10-12

2020 -

Exam 2026

Note. Each passage was retained as one statistical observation.
The corpus targets sustained written reading discourse rather
than all textbook or examination content. Test-code duplicates of
the same underlying reading passage were not counted as
additional observations.

2.2. Data Preparation and Quality Control

The passages were extracted manually and saved as
UTF-8 plain-text files. A corpus register recorded
provenance, word count, extraction notes, preprocessing
decisions, and reasons for exclusion. The same cleaning
sequence was applied to both corpora: task metadiscourse,
exercises, item stems, answer options, headers, footers,
examination codes, isolated numbers, and formatting
artifacts were removed, and sentence boundaries were
checked manually after PDF extraction.

Guided cloze texts were excluded because inserted
blanks and item numbers disrupt sentence structure and
primarily assess local lexico-grammatical choice.
Proper nouns were retained for parsing and cohesion
analysis, while sensitivity checks with and without named
entities assessed their influence on lexical indices.
A second trained coder checked at least 20% of the files for
passage boundaries, punctuation restoration, and inclusion
or exclusion decisions; disagreements were documented
and resolved.

2.3. Analytical Instruments and Data Analysis

Five dimensions were analyzed. They were selected
because L2 text difficulty is shaped jointly by lexical,
syntactic, and discourse-level features rather than by
surface readability alone [9]. MTLD and HD-D measured
lexical diversity [10]; AWL coverage, computed with
TAALES, represented academic lexical load [11], [27].
Mean length of clause, dependent clauses per clause and
per T-unit, and complex nominals per clause and per T-unit
represented clausal and phrasal complexity [12], [13].

Together, these measures distinguish clause length,
subordination, and nominal elaboration. Cohesion was
estimated from content-word overlap, argument overlap,
and total and logical connective incidence using TAACO
[14]. These measures represent explicit cohesive support
between propositions. Flesch Reading Ease and Flesch—
Kincaid Grade Level were treated as broad surface
indicators rather than complete accounts of second-
language reading difficulty. Both were calculated at
passage level from the cleaned master texts using their
standard formulas.

For every index, passage-level distributions were
summarized using the mean, standard deviation, median,
interquartile range, minimum, and maximum. Primary
textbook—examination contrasts were tested using two-
sided Mann—Whitney U tests with 72 textbook and 14
examination passages. Because 14 core linguistic indices
were compared, Holm-adjusted p values were used to
control the family-wise error rate. Cliff’s & quantified
effect direction, with positive values indicating higher
examination values and negative values indicating higher
textbook values. Secondary Mann—Whitney comparisons
contrasted Grade 12 passages (n = 24) with the 2020-2024
examination subset (n = 10) and separately with the 2025—
2026 subset (n = 4), using the same effect-size and Holm-
adjustment procedure. For interpretation, descriptive
convergence was noted when the corpora were numerically
similar and no robust Holm-adjusted distributional
difference was observed. A nonsignificant result alone was
not treated as evidence of statistical equivalence. Robust
divergence required a directional contrast supported by its
effect magnitude and a Holm-adjusted difference. Mixed
patterns across indices were therefore reported as selective
or partial textual alignment rather than reduced to a single
binary classification.

No personal data were collected. Source passages were
used only for scholarly linguistic analysis, and the article
reports corpus-level statistics rather than reproducing
complete copyrighted texts.

3. Results

All corpus contrasts reported below use the 86 passage-
level observations. Inferential results are based on two-
sided Mann—Whitney U tests with Holm-adjusted p values
and Cliff’s 3 effect sizes.

Table 2 summarizes the corpus profiles across lexical
diversity, lexical sophistication, readability, cohesion, and
syntactic complexity.

The lexical measures did not show differences after
Holm adjustment. Examination passages had somewhat
higher medians for MTLD (76.38 vs. 73.32), HD-D
(.828 vs..814), and AWL coverage (6.31% vs. 5.34%), with
adjusted p values 0f.376,.138, and 1.000, respectively.
MTLD was more dispersed in the examination corpus
(IQR = 54.46) than in the textbook corpus (IQR = 26.90).

Readability showed directional differences but no
overall difference after Holm adjustment. Median Flesch
Reading Ease was lower in the examination corpus (53.68
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vs. 55.64), whereas median Flesch—Kincaid Grade Level
was higher (10.41 vs. 9.36); the adjusted p values were
1.000 and.376, respectively. Examination passages also
showed greater dispersion on both readability measures.
Table 3 presents the secondary comparisons between
Grade 12 passages and the 2020-2024 and 2025-2026
examination subsets.

Table 2. Multidimensional Corpus Profiles

Measure Textbook Md Exam Md Cliff’s U Holm
(IQR) (IQR) 6 p

MTLD 73.32 (26.90) 76.38 (54.46) .34 331 .376

HD-D 814 (.041) .828(.058) .42 293 .138

AWL coverage (%)  5.34(3.67) 6.31(5.62) .10 455 1.000

Flesch Reading Ease  55.64 (11.34) 53.68 (16.57) —.11 559 1.000

Flesch-Kincaid Grade g 35> »5) 1041 3.36) 34 335 376
Level

Content-word overlap  .088 (.050) .074 (.069) —.19 598 .822

Argument overlap 139 (.095) 114 (.077) —.26 634 .649

All connectives (%) 8.15(3.00) 5.94(1.52) —-.53 769 .022

Logical connectives (%) 4.13 (2.06) 3.23 (1.18) —.35 678.5 .376

MLC 11.65(3.28) 9.45(1.67) —.64 826 .002

DC/C 262 (.152)  416(.125) .66 170 .001

DC/T 351(274) .750(.382) .70 150 <.001

CN/C 1.381 (.600) 1.255(.192) —.22 614.5 .793

CN/T 1.821 (.775) 2.202 (.603) .32 342.5 376

Note. Md = median; IQR = interquartile range. Positive Cliff’s o
indicates higher examination values,; negative J indicates higher
textbook values. Holm-adjusted p values control the 14-index
comparison family. Individual nonsignificant contrasts are not
treated as tests of statistical equivalence.

Table 3. Grade 12 and Examination Period Comparisons

Grade Exam Holm Exam Holm
Measure 12Md 202024 & 2025-26 & 0
(IQR) Md (IQR) Md (IQR)
78.36 72.47 158.61
MTLD (2386) (32.16) .00 1.000 ©1.71) .56 .630
.820 .820 .881
HD-D (029) (042) .10 1.000 (048) .58 .630
AWL 5.71 4.08 9.58
coverage (%) (4.25) (3.67) 32 1.000 (2.06) 69346
53.78 56.42 38.98
FRE ©9.72) 9.27) .29 1.000 (8.08) =77 154
9.48 9.73 12.60
FKGL (2.65) (1.28) .05 1.000 (:80) 94 010

Note. J represents each examination subset relative to Grade 12,
with positive values indicating higher examination values.
Holm p values are adjusted within the corresponding 14-index
comparison family. The 2025-2026 subset contains four
passages; this comparison is exploratory and is interpreted
cautiously.

For the 2020-2024 subset, none of the five reported
lexical or readability contrasts with Grade 12 remained
significant after Holm adjustment. The 2025-2026 subset
had higher medians for MTLD (158.61), HD-D (.881),
AWL coverage (9.58%), and FKGL (12.60), and lower
FRE (38.98) than Grade 12. Effect sizes ranged from
moderate to very large for these contrasts, but only FKGL
remained significant after Holm adjustment (3 =.94, Holm
p =.010).

For cohesion, total connective incidence was lower in
the examination corpus (Md = 5.94%) than in the textbook

corpus (Md = 8.15%), U = 769, 6 = —.53, Holm p =.022.
Argument overlap, content-word overlap, and logical
connective incidence were also lower in the examination
corpus, but these contrasts did not remain significant after
Holm adjustment.

Three syntactic contrasts remained significant after
Holm adjustment. Median MLC was lower in the
examination corpus (9.45 vs. 11.65, U = 826, 6 = —.64,
Holm p =.002). In contrast, DC/C was higher in the
examination corpus (.416 vs..262, U = 170, 6 =.66, Holm
p=.001), as was DC/T (.750vs..351, U =150, 6 =70, Holm
p <.001). Neither CN/C nor CN/T differed after adjustment.

4. Discussion

The comparison points to selective alignment. At the
overall corpus level, the lexical and readability measures
did not show Holm-adjusted differences. These
nonsignificant contrasts indicate that robust distributional
differences were not detected, but they do not establish
statistical equivalence or, by themselves, demonstrate
alignment. The overall profile is therefore interpreted as
descriptive proximity on some measures alongside clear
divergence on others. This pattern is less uniformly
divergent than that reported by Gedik and Kolsal [15], who
found higher lexical diversity, lexical sophistication, and
syntactic complexity in Turkish university-entrance
examinations, and by Cheng and Chang [16], who reported
greater vocabulary load, lower readability, and higher
syntactic complexity in Taiwanese examination texts. The
present findings therefore extend this literature by showing
that  textbook—examination divergence may be
concentrated in particular linguistic dimensions rather than
appearing consistently across the full profile.

The four 2025-2026 passages showed a more
demanding lexical and readability profile, but this
comparison is exploratory because the subset contains only
four passages. This descriptive pattern is consistent with
Vietnamese examination research. Phuong et al. [19]
reported low reading-ease scores and high lexical demands
across the 2015-2025 examinations, while Nguyen and
Tran [20] identified substantially elevated lexical and
readability demands in the 2025 examination relative to the
curriculum’s B1 benchmark.

Recent work has examined the Global Success
materials themselves. Hoa and Phuong [28] analyzed
evaluative language in Global Success 12 reading texts,
while Thi and Hang [29] evaluated accuracy- and fluency-
oriented language production activities in English 10 —
Global Success. Together with Phuong et al. [19], these
studies provide relevant evidence on both textbook
characteristics and examination reading demands in the
Vietnamese upper-secondary context. The present study
extends this line of work by directly comparing textbook
and examination reading passages across lexical, syntactic,
cohesive, and readability dimensions.

Descriptively, the examination corpus showed greater
dispersion in MTLD (SD = 63.12 vs. 19.34), Flesch
Reading Ease (12.76 vs. 9.85), and Flesch—Kincaid Grade
Level (2.20 vs. 1.70). Given the small 2025-2026 subset,
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however, this dispersion should not be interpreted as
evidence of a temporal trend.

This distinction matters for curriculum—assessment
coherence and washback. An examination need not
reproduce textbook passages, and some increase in
challenge is defensible. The problem arises when the type
or level of challenge changes sharply without being
represented in regular instruction. However, the observed
differences need not reflect textbook inadequacy alone.
Textbook passages are designed for supported instruction
across a course, whereas examination passages serve
assessment under time constraints, and variation in passage
topic or discourse type may also contribute to the contrasts
observed here. The 2025-2026 observations also coincide
chronologically with the redesigned National High School
Graduation Examination introduced from 2025 under the
2018 curriculum [26]. However, with only four passages in
this subset, the present data cannot determine whether the
observed differences reflect the examination redesign,
year-specific passage selection, topic or discourse-type
variation, or other factors. Greater transparency about the
linguistic range of examination texts would help teachers
preserve curriculum goals while preparing students
realistically [1], [6].

The strongest divergence emerged from the
combination of fewer connective cues and denser
subordination. This partly supports earlier textbook—
examination studies reporting greater syntactic
complexity in assessment texts [15], [16], but the present
pattern is more specific: examination passages had
shorter  clauses alongside substantially  denser
subordination. Greater subordination requires readers to
identify hierarchical clause relations and retain dependent
information while integrating it with the main
proposition. When explicit connectives are also less
frequent, some relations between propositions must be
inferred rather than directly signaled, so partially
integrated information may need to remain active during
subsequent processing [8], [9]. These concurrent
demands may increase processing load, particularly for
L2 readers whose linguistic processing is less
automatized [9]. Reading instruction should therefore
include implicit cause and effect, contrast,
exemplification, reference chains, and clause hierarchy
alongside vocabulary and comprehension questions.

The syntactic pattern also cautions against using clause
length alone as a proxy for complexity. Learners may
benefit from identifying main clauses, bracketing
subordinate material, tracing relative-clause antecedents,
and restating the main proposition before integrating
embedded information.

The lexical findings call for a different response. Grade
12 AWL coverage did not show a Holm-adjusted
difference from the 2020-2024 examination subset,
whereas the four 2025-2026 passages showed higher
academic-word coverage descriptively. Because the recent
subset is small, this contrast should not be treated as
evidence of a stable period effect. More resilient
instruction develops word-family knowledge, collocation,

morphological analysis, and contextual inferencing in
addition to deliberate vocabulary study [11].

For materials evaluation and language assessment
literacy, each index answers a limited question. MTLD and
HD-D describe lexical diversity; AWL coverage estimates
academic lexical load; connective incidence represents
overt discourse signaling; dependent-clause measures
capture subordination; and Flesch—Kincaid Grade Level
summarizes surface readability. Their value comes from
reading the profile as a whole and linking each pattern to a
plausible instructional response.

National membership is not evidence of linguistic
alignment. The textbook and examination corpora belong
to the same educational system, yet several overall lexical
and readability measures did not differ after Holm
adjustment, while connective incidence and dependent-
clause density clearly differed. Materials evaluation should
therefore supplement topic coverage and overall
readability with a small set of interpretable lexical,
syntactic, and discourse measures. The aim is not to replace
teacher judgment, but to show more precisely what that
judgment needs to consider.

5. Conclusion

This study compared sustained reading passages from
Global Success Grades 10—12 with reading-comprehension
passages from the 2020-2026 National High School
Graduation Examination. The findings indicate selective
textual alignment rather than uniform convergence or
divergence across linguistic dimensions. At the overall
corpus level, lexical and readability measures did not show
Holm-adjusted differences, but this absence of significant
differences should not be interpreted as statistical
equivalence or as evidence of alignment by itself. The
clearest divergences were lower connective incidence and
greater dependent-clause density in the examination
passages.

The main pedagogical issue lies in the interaction
between discourse support and clause organization. A
readability formula cannot distinguish a vocabulary
problem from a clause-structure problem or a lack of
connective cues. Combining lexical, syntactic, cohesive,
and readability measures makes those sources of difficulty
more visible and provides a firmer basis for materials
evaluation and bridging instruction.

The findings remain bounded by one textbook
sequence and 14 examination passages from seven
examination years, with a substantially smaller
examination sample and generally longer passages in the
examination corpus. Because passage length can influence
some passage-level linguistic estimates, this difference
should also be considered when interpreting the corpus
contrasts. The analysis excluded item stems, answer
options, guided cloze passages, and test specifications, and
automated tagging, parsing, and manual preprocessing
introduce uncertainty. Future work should add textbook
series and examination years and compare linguistic
indices with learner performance, teacher judgments, and
classroom evidence.
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Within those limits, the corpus profile identifies both
continuity and instructional gaps. Some lexical and
readability measures did not show Holm-adjusted
differences, but examination passages showed less explicit
connective support and denser subordination. The four
passages from the 2025-2026 examinations showed a more
demanding lexical and readability profile descriptively, but
this small subset is exploratory and cannot establish a
temporal trend or an effect of the 2025 examination
redesign. These distinctions can guide supplementary text
selection, clause- and discourse-focused reading tasks, and
teachers’ interpretation of high-stakes reading demand.

Al Disclosure: Generative Al was used to support
language editing and grammatical correction. The authors
reviewed every change, retained responsibility for the
study design and data analysis, and approved the final
wording, interpretations, and conclusions.
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