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BACKGROUND

= Reading research is vast, encompassing diverse
perspectives, from single letter recognition in the
periphery to evaluating comprehension and fatigue in
reading longer texts

While our visual system operates similarly in various
reading tasks, the specific underlying visual mechanisms
for each task may differ.

To gain a complete understanding of the factors
affecting reading, it is crucial to assess and compare
their impact across different tasks.

Aim:
= |nvestigating the impact of typefaces in relation to
different modes of reading

Questions:

= Do different fonts behave similarly across different
reading tasks?

= Are the best/worst performing fonts consistent
across different reading tasks?

Participants

= 50 native English-speaking
participants

» Age range: 35-/3 (Mean: 54.7)

= Normal or corrected-to-normal vision

Passage reading:
= 12t grade level passage reading test
= Two comprehension questions

Sentence reading:

METHODS

General Design

= Participants were asked to do a lexical decision task

Each participant performed three different reading tasks

Each task was completed at two time points

Each task was presented in 8 different fonts (Open Sans, Georgia, Arial,
Times, Roboto, Merriweather, Poppins, Source Serif Pro)

For sentence and glance reading, adaptive staircase method was used
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RESULTS

SENTENCE READING
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= The best performing typeface showed correlations across reading tasks:
= High correlation between glance and sentence reading (r = .52, p <.001),

= Moderate correlations between glance and interlude tasks (r = .44, p <.001), as well as sentence and interlude tasks (r = .36, p <.001)

= Differences were also observed

= Merriweather is the optimal font for interlude and sentence reading,
= Source Serif Pro shows the best performance in glance reading

S)

m

Threshold (

—h
o
o

—he
a1
o

CONCLUSIONS

= The optimum typeface,
GLANCE READING associated with the best
performance, showed
Glance Thresholds correlations across reading

font modes, suggesting shared
Aral underlying mechanisms
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