Light or Heavy? Navigating Font Weights and Font Grades for Enhanced Readability
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e Readability: The ease with which Btiolls

readers decipher, process, and
understand text, influenced by Screen Scaling
typographic elements.
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Figure 3: Mean reading speed by 3 levels (light, medium, heavy) of font weight
and font grade of Google Sans Flex, Roboto Flex, and Roboto Serif

* DV: Reading speed, Comprehension » Age had a significantly impact on readability performance
* One passage per experiment condition (X? (1, N=141)=12.9, p<.001).

followed by 2 comprehension questions. e The weight/grade levels have a greater influence on readability in
e 12" grade level passage reading test. younger participants (X (2, N = 141) = 6.52, p = 0.04).
* 141 native English-speaking participants. e Younger participants read sans serif (308 and 305 wpm) typefaces faster
* Normal Or Corrected-to-normal vision. compared to the serif typeface (260 wpm) (X* (2, N =66) =9.1, p = 0.01).
* Age: 19-75 (Mean: 45.7). e Older participants read faster at bold weights of serif font
e Split at median age (43): “Older”, (X? (2, N=75)=9.3, p=0.01).
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